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Executive summary
This Deliverable reports on i) the main results from the Innovation Actions (IAs) in terms of implementation
and performance, ii) the full Sustainability Self-Assessment (SSA) of the Innovative Mechanisms (IMs)
selected for implementation going through the overall approach to the SSA and main findings on the
sustainability of IAs/IMs, and iii) congruence with policy frameworks. After a brief introduction and profile of
each IA and IM, Chapter 3 presents the status of implementation in each IA case and the performance up
to this point. As many are still under implementation, we relate performance to both the interest of
stakeholders in the process of developing the IA and observed implementation as far as progressed.
Chapter 4 goes through the steps and findings of the SSA process presenting i) the overall approach to the
IMs’ sustainability assessment, ii) the sustainability aspects of the screening tool and main ex-ante SSA
findings, iii) the framework used for the SSA protocol, and iv) the SSA tool and the ex-post SSA findings per
IM. The whole SSA process was based on self-assessment by the IA practice partners with support from
the research partners and was purposefully designed adopting a transdisciplinary approach. We describe
this process and how the several iterations between researchers and practice partners (and local
stakeholders) led from the screening to the first version of the SSA tool. We briefly explain the theory and
method underlying the sustainability elements of the IA screening tool and the Principles-Criteria-Indicators
(PCI) approach used to develop the SSA framework. We present an overview of the findings, focusing on
common sustainability strengths and challenges among IAs identified through the screening process, as
well as the results of the SSA conducted at the end of 2020/beginning of 2021 by each IA leaders. The
overall objective is to provide reflective spaces for contemplating the sustainability of each IM in its particular
setting, ways of improving it, and extracting lessons learnt. Chapter 5 assesses the policy needs of the IAs
and aims to address the issue of whether current governance and policy mechanisms adequately support
the provision of forest ES and related innovations. Main conclusions include: i) Several IAs have reached
the mature phase and secured the basis for enhanced ES provision now and particularly ahead, whereas a
few IAs are still in the developing phase with on-the-ground impact yet to come, ii) Most of the IAs have
reported having reached a generally positive overall sustainability and the results of the assessment seem
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to match the main sustainability targets and expectations. At the same time, it is important to acknowledge
that several sustainability impacts are expected to only manifest themselves after a longer time frame, iii)
All IAs conform to the relevant policies, however, policy and regulatory frameworks are often mentioned as
constraining FES innovations. Better coordination of policies and improved policy and strategic support from
top-level and national administrations to promote innovation models is seen as necessary.
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1. Introduction
The SINCERE project looks at innovative ways to value and implement forest ecosystem services (FES)
through the development of novel policies and new business models, connecting knowledge and expertise
from practice, science and policy, across Europe and beyond. Eleven (11) Innovation Actions – IAs (case
studies) provide the basis for continuous collaborative learning in nine regions in Europe and two in different
continents and contexts, in Peru and Russia. SINCERE is composed of six (6) Work Packages (WPs). This
Deliverable, D3.3. ‘Synthesis of Innovation Action implementation’ (Part I), refers to Work Package
3. The main objective of WP3 is to develop concrete IAs and IMs, to implement them, and to analyse their
implementation. WP3 has run in parallel with the work in WP2, bringing the combined innovative and creative
co-design effort of stakeholders, practice partners, experts and scientists forward to IAs. This Deliverable
is a joint synthesis document of research and practice partners featuring the main results from the
IA in terms of performance, sustainability and congruence with policy frameworks in line with the
DoA. KU Leuven, as work package leader, has coordinated the writing process of the report, in collaboration
with the WP3 tasks leaders, the University of Copenhagen (UCPH) and the European Forest Institute (EFI).
The practice partners have contributed to this Deliverable particularly through the reporting of their IA’s
development in the screening tools and the Sustainability Self-Assessment (SSA) reports, which are
presented in section 4.4.2., and through follow-up interviews at several steps of the process. Practice
partners have also collaborated to the development of a tailored SSA framework, throughout the
transdisciplinary process led by KU Leuven, which is described in section 4.1. The second and final version
of this Deliverable (Deliverable 3.4), to be submitted in August 2021, will be a further developed version of
this Deliverable including practice partners as co-authors.
After a brief presentation of the profiles of the IAs and their Innovative Mechanisms (IMs) in
Chapter 2, Chapter 3 reports on the IAs in terms of implementation and performance up to this point.
As many are still under implementation, we relate performance to both the interest by stakeholders in the
process of developing the IA and their observed involvement in implementation as far as progressed. We
find a huge variation in the implementation status of IAs, and also considerable variation in performance on
the current data available. We expect to see performance measures pick up over time and post-project.
The overall approach for the sustainability assessment of IAs/IMs is essentially based on selfassessment by the IA practice partners with support from the research partners. Chapter 4 goes through
the steps and findings of the SSA process presenting i) the overall approach to the IMs’ SSA, ii) the
sustainability aspects of the screening tool and main ex-ante SSA findings, iii) the framework used
for the SSA protocol, and iv) the SSA tool and the ex-post SSA findings per IM.
In section 4.1, we describe step-by-step the whole SSA process. We start from the screening
process, together with its main tool (Innovation action Screening Tool) part of which has been already
reported in D3.1. The screening consisted in an ex-ante sustainability assessment: the data collected refer
to all the potential IM candidates identified by the IAs in the first year of the SINCERE project (in 2018), even
though some of these have been set aside in favour of the final IM selected for implementation. We then
present the transdisciplinary approach followed to move towards the ex-post sustainability assessment and
describe the protocol for permanent self-assessment that was formulated in co-design with all SINCERE
research and practice partners and led to the development of a SSA tool based on the Principles-CriteriaIndicators (PCI) framework.
SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services
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Section 4.2 is devoted to the description of the Innovation action Screening Tool and findings. In
section 4.2.1, we briefly go through the sustainability elements of the screening tool and the underlying
scientific literature. Section 4.2.2 presents an overview of the screening tool’s sustainability findings
organized around five (5) dimensions: i) the ecological context, challenges and controversies, ii) ownership
and access, iii) institutional and legal contexts, iv) the motivations behind the IMs, and v) the technical
characteristics of the IMs (IMs, ecosystems targeted, relevant stakeholders). Section 4.2.3 reports common
sustainability strengths and challenges among the IAs identified through the analysis of the screening tool’s
findings and were shared with all the research and practice partners during a collective feedback session in
the Co-Design Event.
Section 4.3 presents the PCI framework used for the ex-post SSA. Although a large number of
standards to assess the sustainability of forest management already exists, the specificities of the IMs
developed in SINCERE required a specific sustainability assessment framework (as explained in section
4.3.1). Section 4.3.2 presents the Principles and Criteria selected by the practice and research partners
together and triangulated through scientific and grey literature. Section 4.3.3 describes the process of
indicators selection, which were selected by each IA partner based on their local relevance and availability
and were fine-tuned through feedback and discussions with the research partners. Section 4.4 focuses on
the ex-post SSA tool and findings. Section 4.4.1 briefly introduces the SSA tool, which is composed of an
excel document for the application of the sustainability indicators for each IA, and a questionnaire for
comments on the indicators and for reporting the SSA results for all sustainability dimensions. Section 4.4.2
presents the SSA results per IM selected for implementation in the IAs following a common format to
systematize the information while permitting a context-sensitive analysis and extraction of lessons learnt.
Chapter 5 reports on congruence with policy frameworks and assess the policy support
needs of the IAs. Administrative and policy support, including a payment for ecosystem services (PES)
scheme, better-aligned policies and improved information systems and platforms include some of the
required support. It is evident that no ‘one-fits-all’ solution exists. Context, FES and regional specific aspects
need to be considered to provide better policy support.
In Chapter 6, we conclude by drawing preliminary conclusions on the implementation and
performance of IAs, the SSA process and findings, and congruence with policy frameworks. These
conclusions will be enhanced and further developed in the second and final version of this report (Deliverable
3.4). The final version of this report will also include the lessons learnt from the SSA, which will be discussed
at the Internal Synthesis Workshop (May-June 2021) and will be further used in WP4 to formulate
recommendations for future IAs.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
7

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

2. Profiles of the evaluated IAs/IMs
The SINCERE case studies, referred from now on as IAs, explore new means to enhance FES in ways that
benefit forest owners and managers, as well as serving the broad needs of society. Working with key
stakeholders (local and supra-local), the IAs employ different IMs that offer incentives to provide relevant
FES. SINCERE includes eleven (11) IAs in nine (9) countries. Here, we briefly present the profiles of the
IAs and their IMs, which are thoroughly assessed on their performance, ecological, social, economic and
institutional sustainability, and congruence with policy in the chapters that follow.

Belgium/Flanders – Reverse auction pilots for forest ecosystem services in rural and periurban areas
This IA tests the reverse auction as an alternative to subsidy schemes that could provide a funding
mechanism to stimulate the generation of much needed FES in a densely populated and urbanised region,
Flanders. This alternative approach should lead to more efficient use of the limited financial resources and
support initiatives that are considered important to the relevant stakeholders and society as a whole. Two
IMs have been identified for the reverse auction process: restoration of habitats in hunting areas and the
creation of shooting strips at forest borders in rural areas.

Spain/Basque Country – Creating a new legal framework for forests addressing the
ecosystem services for Bizkaia county
The main long-term objective of this IA is to create a new legal framework for forest and forestry that
incorporates the concept of ES into the regional forest legislation, to improve the provision, valuation and
monitoring of ES and provide the resources to pay for ES provision. The IA focuses on two FES: water
quality and quantity and landscape as social and recreational use of the forest and includes research to
establish the correlation between management actions and the improvement of these ecosystem services.
The IM consists in creating and implementing subsidies allowing for the payment for these ES provision in
the annual subsidy call of the Bizkaia Province.

Spain/Catalonia – Forests for water
This IA has two main objectives: i) including forests and forestry in a joint strategic planning instrument, and
ii) the participatory design of a local Forest Fund. To address those objectives, the IA explores the
implementation of an IM, a PES scheme focused on forests and water. This IM works on strengthening
governance for joint forest-water strategic planning and on finding new resources to support forest owners
to provide water-related services.

Finland – Landscape and Recreation Value Trade
This IA proposes a PES system, the Landscape and Recreation Value Trade, in which forest owners are
compensated for voluntarily enhancing the provision of landscape and recreational values in their forests. A
model for piloting this IM is developed in the Ruka-Kuusamo tourism area in Finland. It consists of a planning
process to select valuable forest areas in terms of biodiversity, landscape and carbon stock and a pilot
project to collect and distribute funds to implement forest management changes to support the provision of
ES in these valuable areas. The funds for the IM are collected from tourists and local citizens using the area
through a media campaign.
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Croatia – Understanding the health functions of peri-urban forests in protected areas
This IA provides an innovative way of evaluating health as a benefit from FES. The goal is to develop several
scenarios for payments of those services, while empowering future management of the protected area. Two
selected IMs, one-time concession permits and donation boxes, are being implemented in the Medvednica
Nature Park. These IMs raise money for new content and infrastructure to support human health and
wellbeing.

Denmark – Reverse auctions pilot for biodiversity protection
This IA aims to inspire changes to existing public grant schemes for biodiversity protection on privately
owned land by demonstrating in practice how a competitive bidding process can improve the coordination
of nature conservation efforts, cost-effectiveness, and ownership among landowners. The IM itself is a
reverse auction where forest owners offer biodiversity conservation measures, they decide themselves as
a response to a fairly open call. In the offer, they describe the measure in terms of actions, imposed
restrictions and the price they ask for.

Italy/Borgo – The Mushrooms of Borgotaro IGP
The ‘Mushrooms of Borgotaro IGP’ are produced in the woods of the Tuscan-Emilian Apennines. The IA
was implemented firstly in 1964 with the creation of the Consorzio Comunalie Parmensi (CCP) to organize
the commercialisation of recreational permits for wild mushroom collection. In the framework of SINCERE
the IA is renewed through the development of an IM which consists of a new online platform or application
to improve the commercialisation of the permits and the pickers’ experience. The main goal of this IM is to
change the typology of users and demands (to reach younger customers, to orient pickers to areas specific
to their permit category, and to improve the security of visitors).

Italy/Etifor – Forest-habitat biodiversity payment scheme
This IA sets up a partnership between the regional park and local poplar plantations with the double objective
of increasing the sustainable management of the plantations while increasing funding for restoration of
crucial areas within the regional park. The IM includes a Payment for Biodiversity Conservation Scheme
that brings together park authorities, and poplar farmers under the common framework of FSC® (Forest
Stewardship Council) certification, to include as well the timber processing industries so as to ensure a
premium price for FSC certified wood. The IM reduces management and certification costs and facilitates
certification for traditional poplar farmers, while benefitting the natural environment of the Regional Park.

Peru – Paying for watershed services to cities
This IA focuses on how a fee on the water bill in the city of Cusco can be used to improve hydrological
services around the Piuray watershed in collaboration with local communities. The objectives are to i)
implement ecosystem-based interventions in watersheds for improving water security, and ii) involve
multiple stakeholders in decision-making and share intervention costs and benefits in a fair manner, as an
opportunity to solve conflicts between upstream communities and downstream urban water users .
The IA includes the pilot implementation of a PES that rewards the work of local communities on
interventions aimed to improve hydrological services. The IM is aimed to serve as a learning site for other
PES schemes in the country.
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Russia – Providing multiple ecosystems services by forest renters
This IA aims to develop mechanisms for multi-purpose forest management, introducing the concept of ES
and multi-purpose forest use into the current forest renting system which currently only provide leases for
single ES. The overall objective is changing management priorities from wood harvesting to forest growing.
The IA includes the monitoring of ES in a pilot project Club GREY HORSE in order to draw legislative
recommendations for the development of the IM. The IM refers to the introduction of a multi-purpose lease
of a forest plot by one tenant in the Forest Law to increase the economic efficiency of forest use while
maintaining a balance between all ES.

Switzerland – Spiritual forests and forest kindergartens
Traditionally, there are several places in the Swiss forest where people seek spiritual strength from nature,
so-called ‘places of power’. In the last decade, a new form of ES-based business can be seen in some
regions in Switzerland– Funeral Forests, but it is mostly done by non-forest-actors who pay a small rent to
the forest owner. This IA explores how managing forests to be used as spiritual forests could benefit both
the forest and the forest owner. The IM aims at raising awareness of the importance of Cultural Ecosystem
Services (CES) and motivating forest actors to supply this service and to manage forests appropriately. The
IM is market-based, and its idea, concept and implementation come from the forest owner.
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3. Implementation and performance of IAs
This chapter evaluates the state of implementation and performance for each IA. Implementation will be
assessed based on the data we have for IAs’ state before 2021. The terminology of implementation phases
used in the SINCERE application spans from initial to early and, finally, mature phases. Given the
heterogeneity of IAs in terms of e.g., depth of innovation, initial developments, framework conditions, and
gain versus risk, we consider this terminology to be too coarse to reflect the real advances in implementation.
Therefore, we have inserted an additional phase termed ‘developed’ and thus the innovation progress
continuum is updated in this Deliverable as illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1 Innovation progress phases

Ideally, performance should be assessed and evaluated based on the IA’s effect on the ES it is
expected to change or conserve. For instance, this could refer to the effect on landscape, biodiversity or
water provision. However, the effect on these ES will hardly be measurable within the relatively short lifespan
of SINCERE and therefore it makes little sense to evaluate performance in terms of the desired final effect
on ES. Instead, we aim at assessing whether the IA has succeeded in providing conditions that have secured
threatened ES and/or ensure ES provision in the future. When possible, we will also provide a quantification
of these conditions. Furthermore, performance is measured based on alternative indicators such as proxies
for demand, interest in the IA and, where relevant and possible, participation in e.g., Regional Multi-Actor
Group meetings (MAG). The IMs are purposely diverse and therefore the performance indicators cannot be
aligned over the IMs for one-to-one comparison.
The insights from this chapter build mainly on information provided in the SSA reports and the followup interviews conducted with the partners (see section 4.4). The indicators presented for performance
assessment will later feed into SINCERE’s upscaling considerations in terms of replicability of the IMs in
Europe and beyond. The Spain/Catalonia IA is missing from the list as there are no documents available to
date.

Belgium/Flanders – Reverse auction pilots for forest ecosystem services in rural and periurban areas
Implementation: The Belgium/Flanders IA consists of two reverse auctions IMs; one concerning buffers for
wild boar management and one for habitat restoration. Both auctions have been launched, bids have been
received and selected through several rounds and the main part of the IM has thus been implemented. The
auction related to wild boar was terminated, but for the habitat restoration auction, only the actual
implementation and monitoring of the actions related to the bids, evaluation of financial and administrative
efficiency remains. This IM is therefore in the mature phase of implementation.
Performance: The auction regarding habitat restoration obtained 25 bids covering a total budget of 150,000
EUR. In total, 15 projects have been approved, covering an area of about 141 hectares, where conditions
for protecting biodiversity, restoring landscape features and water bodies have been obtained. Although
only a relatively small number of stakeholders did participate in the MAG meetings, the most important and
active partners were represented. The number of bidders participating in the auction can be seen as an
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indicator of performance. In the case of the wild boar action, only a relatively small number of bids eight (8)
was obtained and the auction was terminated without contracting. Nevertheless, due to the results of the IM
on habitat restoration, this IA performed well on securing conditions for FES and as a competitive instrument.

Spain/Basque Country – Creating a new legal framework for forests addressing the
ecosystem services for Bizkaia county
Implementation: This IA covers provincial legislation on PES related to water quality, quantity and
landscape in terms of compensating forest owners for carrying out management actions that will contribute
to the provision of these ES. The IM consists of integrating subsidies for the payment of water related ES in
the annual call of the Bizkaia province, based on the measures included in the framework of the EU rural
development plan. The call has been drafted and is currently reviewed by the legal department of the Bizkaia
regional council. In parallel, an extensive survey is carried out with forest owners to assess landscape
services and management measures that could improve them, in order to inform a future subsidy for
landscape related ES provision. The legal framework for utilizing PES and the necessary funding is not
established yet and the IM is therefore in the developed phase of implementation.
Performance: More than 150 stakeholders have been participating in the MAG meetings indicating a great
interest in the IM. The potential for securing PES is promising, but due to the still developing implementation,
it is not possible to evaluate performance beyond this.

Finland – Landscape and Recreation Value Trade
Implementation: This IA concerns securing PES in terms of landscape and biodiversity values through
private donations. The IM has been fully implemented, i.e., awareness campaign has been launched,
payment vehicle has been established and funds have been collected. Only reporting of results and
conclusion remain. Thus, the IM is therefore in the mature phase of implementation.

Performance: In terms of private donations, the IA reached a total of 1,000 EUR and has secured the
conditions for FES on 3 hectares of land. In that light, the IA has succeeded in terms of demonstrating the
mechanism as a pilot project. MAG meetings are described as being important for the process of awareness
and instrumental for raising eagerness amongst the stakeholders. The marketing and awareness campaign
has reached an estimated 1.5 million contacts.

Croatia – Understanding the health functions of peri-urban forests in protected areas
Implementation: The Croatia IA consists of two IMs; donation boxes for funding PES and sale of onetime concession permits for organized activities to ensure awareness of protected areas in the Medvednica
and secure funding for management and infrastructure. The implementation of donation boxes was
terminated due to the risk of theft and vandalism and lack of willingness to pay. The establishment of
concessions has been implemented and is currently up and running while being monitored. The IM is thus
in the mature phase of implementation.

Performance: The number of participants to MAG meetings has not been reported. Nevertheless, it is
mentioned that the IM is broadly accepted by all stakeholders. Indicators for performance could be related
to the number of permits sold and the related funds being obtained. The exact number is not mentioned, but
pre-Covid-19 approximately one permit per week was issued. The funds raised are not mentioned but should
SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services
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be fully correlated with the number of permits issued. The fee is described as small, but important for
maintaining infrastructure.

Denmark – Reverse auctions pilot for biodiversity protection
Implementation: This IA includes a reverse auction IM concerning biodiversity protection in Danish forests
areas. The auction has been held, bids are received and selected and the main part of the IM has thus been
implemented. Contracts for biodiversity actions with landowners have been produced and are only awaiting
legal registration and transfer of funds to land owners. The IM is therefore in the mature phase of
implementation.
Performance: A total of 24 bids covering a total of about 190,000 Euro was obtained through the bidding
process, thus exhausting the budget with a factor of three. Contracts were offered to eight (8) landowners
spending the total budget available for conservation of about 55,000 EUR. This has enabled biodiversity
protection for about 17 hectares of land including 108 trees that will be left for natural decay. About 50
stakeholders have participated in the first three MAG meetings. The fourth MAG meeting is to be held in
April 2021. The auction was announced broadly on social media and relevant magazines but the audience
size reached is not known.

Italy/Borgo – The Mushrooms of Borgotaro IGP
Implementation: The IA covers an online/web version of an existing paper-based system of selling permits
for mushroom picking in Italian forests. The software has been produced and the beta version is to be
launched in April 2021. The IM is therefore in the developed phase of the implementation.
Performance: The number of stakeholders participating in the MAG meetings is not reported. As the
technical part of the IM, the web application, is just about to be launched, there are no good indicators so
far to evaluate performance. Once the web portal is launched, the number of downloads would be a first
indicator of performance. On a longer time scale, the increase in number mushroom picking permits that
have been sold, e.g., as new (types of) customers are attracted, and the increase in funds generated
(compared to previous years) would serve as a reliable indicator for the immediate performance. The funds
generated would potentially provide conditions for FES provision in the future.

Italy/Etifor – Forest-habitat biodiversity payment scheme
Implementation: The IA includes a biodiversity conservation scheme where poplar farms pay regional
parks for conserving/restoring land to achieve an FSC® certification, which in turn should allow for a
premium on sold wood products. The IM has a solid construction and well-defined incentive structures. The
first agreements between farms and parks have been signed and the IA is thus in the mature phase of
implementation and is now being replicated.
Performance: Four contracts between the park and poplar farms have been signed so far, generating funds
for conservation at a total of 98,705 EUR. These contracts have enabled the creation of 4.4 hectares of
natural forest and secured better conditions for about 108 hectares of natural forests. The price premium
obtained for wood products sold as FSC® certified could be another indicator of performance. At this point,
the awareness and/or value of the FSC certification amongst customers seem to be low and therefore
difficult to obtain the expected price premium. However, what is obtained is market access to all markets
requiring certification.
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Peru – Paying for watershed services to cities
Implementation: This IA includes a PES scheme where water users pay an extra fee on the water bill,
which is used to improve hydrological services through the planting of trees and the creation of infiltration
trenches. The IM has a solid construction and well-defined incentive structures. The fee was implanted in
2019 and (some) actions have been undertaken. As such, the IM is in the mature phase of implementation.
Performance: The IA has provided the conditions for securing drinking water in the future for the local area
in Peru. Furthermore, several numbers could serve as indicators of the performance of the IA. The funds
generated through the additional fee, the number of trenches created and trees planted and the salary paid
to local communities. None of these numbers is available at the moment.

Russia – Providing multiple ecosystems services by forest renters
Implementation: This IA seeks to improve regulation in order to allow for multiple uses of FES through one
single lease. A draft of the new legislation has been completed and circulated and has been considered at
various governmental agencies. Considering that adoption and implementation of new legislation is quite an
extended process, the IM is still in the developed phase of implementation.
Performance: Based on the state of implementation, the performance cannot be assessed at this point.
However, it is worth mentioning that if the draft legislation is accepted, it has the potential for improving
conditions for FES over quite a large area.

Switzerland – Spiritual forests and forest kindergartens
Implementation: This IA enables contracts that allow families to bury the ashes of deceased family
members in the forest at designated trees. The family pays for conserving individual trees for 30 years. The
IA’s legal framework has been arranged to comply with the legal context and the corresponding permits
have been obtained. The first contracts were signed in 2018, and the IA has steadily added contracts at the
targeted pace Thus, the IM is in the mature phase of implementation.
Performance: Indicators of performance could be the number of contracts signed between forest owners
and families, the number of trees conserved or landowner income generated through contracts. None of
these numbers is available at the moment.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
14

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

4. Sustainability self-assessment: methods, tools and findings
This chapter refers to WP3 - Task 3.2 ‘Analysing and supporting innovation actions’ and presents the overall
approach to the Sustainability Self-Assessment (SSA), the procedures, methods and tools followed
throughout, and the main findings on the sustainability of IAs/IMs. In the following sections, we go through
the steps and findings of the SSA process, presenting i) the overall approach to the IMs’ sustainability
assessment (section 4.1), ii) the screening tool and main ex-ante SSA findings (section 4.2), iii) the
framework for the SSA protocol (Principles-Criteria-Indicators – section 4.3), and iv) the SSA tool and the
(ex-post) SSA findings (section 4.4).

4.1 The overall approach to the Sustainability Self-Assessment
As described in WP3, Task 3.2 aims at analysing and supporting the IAs step by step in carrying a full
sustainability assessment of their existing or in-the-making IMs. This is achieved through ex-ante
sustainability assessment using a screening approach during the design stage and in relation to Task 2.2,
and through ex-post sustainability assessment using an optimisation approach during the implementation
stage in Task 3.1. The overall approach is essentially based on self-assessment by the IA practice
partners with support from the research partners. The self-assessment concerns a comprehensive
sustainability assessment of the IMs addressing environmental, social, economic and institutional
dimensions.
For the ex-ante sustainability assessment during the design stage, the ‘Innovation Action
Screening Tool’ was designed (Milestone 3.1) and mobilized (section 4.2 and D3.1 and D3.2). This
tool consists of a questionnaire, developed to collect data for the economic pre-feasibility assessment of
IAs, the sustainability self-assessment. The tool served as the starting point for a targeted feedback process
with both direct written and oral feedback to IAs partners as well as a joint learning process which culminated
at the Co-Design Event of SINCERE (23d January 2019). In this sense, this Innovation Action Screening
tool aimed at contributing to the identification and design of each IA and critically assessing the IMs that
were considered as part of the innovation actions, encouraging the practice partners to consider important
sustainability and economic design issues. The screening tool was devised by calling on the expertise of
each partner leading tasks 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 in order to cover the core focus of each task, namely: economic
feasibility, sustainability issues and policy context, as well as the coordinator of WP2 to ensure coherence
with the instructions for stakeholders mapping and engagement. The writing process was done through
brainstorming meetings within each tasks team and several rounds of reviews both within and between the
task teams in the first months of 2018. The process of data collection, analyses and feedback was carefully
intertwined with the MAG-process coordinated from WP2 and thus constant and repeated coordination
efforts between partners of WP2 and WP3 has been instrumental in preparations. A first version of the tool
was tested by the partners from the IA in Belgium/Flanders to ensure its relevance, both in format and
content, and to improve it accordingly.
Between June and October 2018, practice partners answered the three parts of the screening
questionnaire with information and remarks informing researchers of IAs/IMs and regional specific issues,
opportunities and challenges. Those issues were explored further and analysed through clarification
questions and skype meetings with practice partners and through meetings gathering WP2 and WP3
researchers between November 2018 and January 2019. The results of these analyses were shared
SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
15

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

individually with each IA partners and collectively during the Co-Design Event at the end of January 2019,
which facilitated some more in-depth discussion on each IA’s challenges and potential ways forward.
Moving into the implementation phase and for the ex-post sustainability assessment (Figure
2), a protocol for permanent self-assessment was developed in co-design with all SINCERE partners. More
particularly, a ‘sustainability self-assessment tool’ was developed in co-design with SINCERE
research and practice partners through a process freely inspired and adapted from the Delphi
method. Several iterations between researchers and practice partners (and local stakeholders) led from the
screening to the first version of the SSA tool, through the collective identification of main sustainability issues
at the SINCERE General Assembly in January 2019. Each iteration consisted of input from researchers
about the most relevant issues to be monitored from a research perspective and input from practice partners
about the most relevant issues pertaining to each regional IA and experience.

Figure 2 Iterations in the process from screening to self-sustainability assessment

More specifically, in parallel to the data collection, analyses and feedback through the Innovation
Action Screening tool as described above, the WP3 researchers explored which kind of ex-post
sustainability assessment approach would be most suited to be adopted, and decided to work with a
Principles-Criteria-Indicator framework (PCI), which is the most common framework in the context
of sustainable forest management (section 4.3 in this document and M3.3). At the SINCERE General
Assembly, a participatory exercise was organized and gathered all SINCERE partners around the question
of which are the main sustainability goals that IA’s should pursue in the design and implementation of IMs
(Figure 3). After a first brainstorm of all ecological, economic, social, institutional and mechanism or
ecosystem services-related sustainability issues that IM developed in the context of SINCERE could
encounter, the SINCERE partners worked in five small groups on the definition of principles and criteria that
the IMs should comply with. After the General Assembly, WP3 Task 3.2 researchers synthesized the results
of the exercise, compared and completed it with insight from scientific and grey literature in order to come
to a full list of Principles and Criteria. This list was then sent for potential modification and final consent from
all SINCERE partners to assess sustainability against this standard. The indicators were selected by each
IA partner, based on their local relevance and availability and were fine-tuned through individual feedback
and discussions with the research team (see section 4.3.3).
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On this basis, the IA partners self-assessed the sustainability of their IM in 2020, with support
from research partners, local stakeholders and WP3 task 3.2 researchers, to improve the IM design
and implementation processes accordingly (section 4.4). This process of self-assessment and
consequential adaptations are being documented and analysed in order to continuously improve and
eventually validate the self-assessment approach itself. The final objective is to lead to the co-development
of a ‘sustainability self-assessment tool’ suitable for the design and implementation of any similar IM for
forest ecosystem services.

Figure 3 SINCERE research and practice partners working together and co-designing the self-assessment protocol during the G.A.

The whole SSA process was purposefully designed adopting a transdisciplinary approach.
There is an increasing acknowledgement that sustainability issues are complex and “characterized by
uncertainty, instability, uniqueness and value-conflict” (Popa et al., 2014), and as such, they require new
ways of knowledge production and decision-making (Lang et al., 2012). In this respect, transdisciplinarity is
crucial for sustainability. Transdisciplinarity implies collaboration between research and non-research
actors, and across disciplines, at least in three collaborative phases (Lang et al., 2012):
▪
▪
▪

Frame the problem together and build a collaborative framework (Phase A)
Co-produce solution oriented and transferable knowledge through collaborative research (Phase B)
(Re-)integrate and apply the produced knowledge in both scientific and societal practice (Phase C).
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For this reason, it was essential to collectively reflect on the meaning of applied sustainability in the
SINCERE project, with practitioners and researchers bringing in different experiences, skills, knowledge and
positions to the discussion. The SSA is meant to trigger a reflexive process facilitating the analysis of both
researchers and practitioners regarding their respective practices towards sustainability, with the aim of coproducing knowledge that is directly relevant and applicable for action. This reflexive process must be based
on a mutual understanding of the issues at stake. Collaborative definition of the sustainability goals enables
a common framing of the problem, provides a common language and permits to collectively engage in critical
reflection upon the identified issues. On this basis, the SSA protocol offers a process of experiential
learning for both practitioners and researchers.

4.2 Screening process: the IA screening tool and main sustainability findings
4.2.1 The sustainability elements of the IA screening tool
The screening tool is organized into three sections (see D3.1 for its full presentation): i) Profile of the IA
case, ii) Part I – information regarding the context of the IA case, and iii) Part II – information referring
specifically to the IM, its feasibility and possible impacts. Along with the Profile section, Part I was filled in
by each IA’s practice partners before the first MAG meeting. Part II was filled in after the first MAG meeting,
as it was during that meeting that the candidate IM composing an innovation action in the region was coselected. The economic research underlying Part III along with the related findings have been discussed in
Deliverable 3.1. In this Deliverable, the focus is on the Profile of the IA, Part I, and Part II (Questions 1-8),
which include those aspects that are most relevant for the sustainability assessment of the IAs.
To develop the sustainability part of the tool, we started by identifying the dimensions most relevant
to investigate in each IA based on the three pillars concept of sustainability and the specifics of the type of
IA developed in SINCERE (i.e., mechanisms for governance and supply of forest ecosystem services).
These steps provided the questions forming Part I of the Screening Checklist, which outlines the ecological
and socio-cultural context of each IA. In the same perspective, questions were added to investigate the
degree of awareness, anticipation and strategy of the IA partners in the identification and mitigation of
sustainability issues (in Part II). From a social science perspective, it was also crucial to know more about
the origins of the IA and investigate the IA leaders’ perceptions of their context, the reasons why this specific
IA was needed in their local area, as well as the motivation behind their choice of each IM. These questions
formed the Profile part and the introduction to the Part II of the Screening Checklist (Questions 1-8). Overall,
for the development of the sustainability part of the screening tool the research team consulted and built on
the experience of a number of other sustainability frameworks and tools including the KLIMOS
Environmental Sustainability Toolkit (https://ees.kuleuven.be/apps/klimostoolkit/), the ENCOFOR
Environmental Impact Assessment tool (Muys et al., 2007; Robledo, 2007), and additional scientific literature
(Holvoet and Muys, 2004; Maes et al., 2010; Madlener et al., 2006; Robledo-Abad et al., 2016). In sections
4.2.2 and 4.2.3 below, we present an overview of the related findings along with the identification of common
strengths and challenges among the different IAs.

4.2.2 An overview of the ex-ante sustainability assessment findings
The overview has been organized around five (5) dimensions: i) the ecological context, challenges and
controversies, ii) ownership and access, iii) institutional and legal contexts, iv) the motivations behind the
IMs, and v) the technical characteristics of the IMs (IMs, ecosystems targeted, relevant stakeholders). For
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the details of the case studies in terms of Profile of the IA, Part I, and Part II (Questions 1-8), we refer to
their responses to the Innovation Action Screening tool in Appendix 1. The responses to the remaining
questions are included in D3.1, and thus not double reported here.

Ecological context, challenges and controversies
Each of the IM is situated in different ecological contexts and face diverse ecological challenges. The
main ecological challenges for the forest areas included in the IMs are biodiversity loss and habitat
degradation, diminishing share in old forests, diseases affecting trees (e.g., fungus Radiata), soil erosion,
clearcutting, risk of decreasing water levels, and water pollution. All of the IAs reported also diverse
environmental controversies referring to their broader contexts, some of which directly connect to
the IAs’ aims and challenges. The IA Belgium/Flanders partners mention a range of ecological challenges
and highlight the main ecological controversies in the area, which connect to their IA: i) deforestation for
economic purposes, ii) explosive wild boar population growth leading to damage to agriculture and gardens
and challenging traffic safety, and iii) nitrogen deposition, which is the main environmental threat to Natura
2000 while its alleviation is impacting hundreds of farms. IA Croatia reports issues connected to climate and
regional change (floods, erosions, destroying winds, droughts, succession of lawns / meadows in the
absence of livestock breeding) but also ecological problems due to human activities that do not comply with
the forestry ethics and pay little attention to nature protection. IA Denmark puts focus on current discussions
and debates related to the environmental regulation of the agriculture sector, cost-effective climate change
adaptation measures, biodiversity protection, the contentious issue of recreational access to forests, and
the controversies around the re-immigration and re-introduction of wildlife. The partners from IA Finland
highlight the diminishing share of old forests, the challenge of maintaining and enhancing biodiversity, the
challenge of sustainable tourism and mineral extraction. IA Italy/Borgo reports that the main environmental
controversy in the area is related to the fauna disturbance highlighted by the radical conservationists, while
IA Italy/Etifor focuses on the loss of biodiversity, especially related to aquatic habitats, the spread of alien
species and the disappearance of characteristics wetlands due to drought. For the IA Peru, the main
environmental issues concern: i) water pollution (from domestic sewage and agriculture, see picture), ii) risk
of decreasing water lake levels due to drought or water overharvesting, and iii) risk of rapid urbanization
leading to pollution and land surface impermeabilization. The major problems for the region of the IA Russia
concern the decrease in biodiversity but also the collection and utilisation of domestic waste, which, in the
absence of prescribed areas of waste storage, pollutes the whole region, forest lands included. In the
Basque country, a fungus disease that is affecting an important area of the Radiata Pine – including the
area of the Spain/Basque Country IA – has raised a social debate about which are the best species to
replant the affected areas and about the forest policy overall. The IA Spain/Catalonia reports that the lack
of profitability of the Catalonian forests result in an increasing forest surface in the region and a poor forest
management generating environmental problems such as large forest fires, forest diseases or mortality by
drought episodes. According to IA Switzerland, there has been little controversy in the Swiss forests in
recent years.

Ownership and access
Concerning ownership, there is a clear tendency among the cases towards private ownership with
most of the IA partners reporting around 70% of private ownership. Private ownership does change
the way in which the IMs address socio-ecological challenges. Flanders has 70% of its forest under private
landholders that usually do not possess more than one hectare. The Spain/Basque Country has around
75% of its territory covered by forests and Spain/Catalonia has the same proportion (around 70 and 75% of
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private forests). The Denmark case has the same characteristics concerning ownership and 72% of its
forests are privately owned as well. IA Finland declared 70% private ownership. Italy has some differences
according to the region (most private forests in the north, especially in Lombardia region), but the general
trend is still towards private ownership (63.5%). For the Italy/Etifor case it is stated by the IA partners that
at a regional level approximately 2/3 of the natural forests are owned by privates, while 1/3 is publicly owned,
mainly by the region or municipalities. On the contrary, four countries show a very different pattern where
the state monopolizes forest ownership. This second group is led by Russia, which has 97% of its territory
covered by public owned forests. Russia is followed by Croatia (78%) and Switzerland (75%). In Peru, the
state owns the forests and gives concessions that can also be communal.
In certain countries, private property also confers the right to restrict access to the public.
Nevertheless, in most of the study cases partners did not report in their screening list any access
restriction to the public. For the Spain/Basque Country case, the IA Partners report that there is no
restriction access despite having private property. Access in Spain/Catalonia is open and free unless the
forest owners explicitly prevent it (with a visible sign at the entrance). In IA Croatia, there are no access
problems reported by the partners and that could be explained by the public character of most of the forests.
In IA Finland, no access issues are reported. On the other hand, the IA Belgium/Flanders partners report
that the Flemish forests are mostly private and the owners have the right to restrict access to the public,
which is creating a problem of public health. Flemish citizens lack access to forests and the ratio of forest
per inhabitant is one of the lowest in Europe. Denmark faces a similar problem with Belgium/Flanders, where
IA partners declared that access to private forests remains a contentious issue. Demand for recreation use
is increasing but access to private forest is debated. In Italy, there are some differences between the two
cases. Forest owners in the Italy/Etifor case have the right to fence the property but the situation is diversified
and “impossible to describe it in general terms, and the access is mainly depending on the main function of
the area, its characteristics, its practicability”. In the Italy/Borgo case, the members of the CCP own the
forests (there are community forests or a private entity with a public function). The Italy/Borgo IA partners
declared that there are no restrictions to access in the context of its own case. In the Peruvian case, access
to the forest is guaranteed for the local communities by the rights of the concessions. For the rest of the
public accessibility is not clear. In Russia, there is a similar situation. The state gives a concession (40 years
contract with a tenant) and meanwhile, the usufruct of the property and the access remain under the decision
of the tenant. In Switzerland, all forests are accessible to the public, despite being private.

Institutional and legal contexts
Institutional and legal contexts for each of the cases are not extensively explained or described by the
partners in the screening lists. Nevertheless, most of the IA partners have mentioned which regulation or
specific legislation body is going to affect or frame the implementation of their IMs. Some aspects, main
differences and common aspects, are worth mentioning. First, most cases have forestry legislation that
contemplates the sustainable and multifunctional management of the forest. The most relevant
exception to this is the Russian IA, where the implementation of the IM requires a change in the legislation.
Currently, tenants can only perform one activity in their concessions, which directly contradicts the idea of
sustainable and multifunctional management of the forest. Second, the process to implement the IMs in
the case studies requires cross-sectoral coordination among different governmental agencies.
Where a payment (for example the reverse auction in the IAs of Belgium/Flanders and Demark) is involved,
coordination between different governmental agencies is necessary to avoid overlapping and mismatches.
This is especially evident in between the agricultural and the environmental sectors: most of the prior
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schemes to enhance biodiversity in Europe involve agro-environmental subsidies. Other interesting
examples to illustrate the cross-sectorial nature of the mechanisms can be found in Spain/Catalonia and
Peru. Both IAs exemplify the importance to acknowledge the link between forests, forestry and water into
legislation. In the Spain/Catalonia IA this still does not exist in the legislation and in the Peruvian case, some
new legislative changes have been positive in this matter but still need to be implemented. Third, there are
some differences between the levels of understanding of the PES approach in the diverse
legislations. For some of the IAs legislation is more oriented towards the PES framework (Denmark,
Belgium/Flanders, Switzerland and to some extent Finland). For the cases of Peru, Croatia, Spain/Catalonia,
Italy/Etifor and Italy/Borgo, there is relative legislation but it requires more adaptation to experiences on the
ground. In the cases of Russia and Spain/Basque Country, the legislation does not consider the PES
framework at all.

Motivations behind the IMs
Motivations behind the implementation and design of each IM are diverse and context situated but generally
relate to ecological motivations, business-economic oriented motivations, and societal motivations.
More specifically, the IA Belgium/Flanders highlights that both of its IMs are needed to address timely
societal and ecological needs and to bring together stakeholders with different and often opposing interests,
who do not have other opportunities to cooperate and generate win-win solutions. The IA’s Spain/Basque
Country motivations relate to the sustainable management of forests and resources, and to promoting forest
multifunctionality and rural development through PES. The motives behind the IM of the IA Spain/Catalonia
are about introducing the forest-water link into high-level legislation (Urbanistic Masterplan of a Water
Reservoir - PDU) and establishing a step for other similar PES initiatives to succeed in the area enabling
and supporting the cooperation amongst the water, forest and tourism sectors. For the Finnish IM, the IA
reports as motivation the need for i) generating markets for ES in the area in order to provide incentives to
private landowners and the tourism industry to secure landscape values and ii) solving conflicts linked to
the use of forests for industrial purposes. The one-time concession permits IM of IA Croatia, was motivated
by similar experiences from other countries and the currently enabling legislative context and could
ultimately contribute to the maintenance and protection of the Medvednica Nature Park. Through its IM, the
IA Denmark aims at responding to the need for substantially advancing innovative policy mechanisms and
business models for the payment for and provision of FES in Denmark through stimulating participation
among forest owners, improving the coordination of nature conservation, and using new knowledge on the
likelihood of finding red-listed and endangered forest flora and fauna species in Danish forests. Italy/Borgo’s
IM is driven by a purely business-economic motivation of increasing the commercialization of an existing
service of mushroom-picking permits and enhancing the service while reducing the transaction costs. The
Italy/Etifor IA built its IM to address the lack of funding for protected areas, the need to preserve ecosystems,
manage land-use conflicts, and fulfil certification standards. The IA Peru developed an IM that is framed by
a new law on payment for hydrological ecosystem services in Peru and is very relevant for the communities
and institutions on the site, while raises important questions regarding its implementation modalities that
could be addressed through the pilot project. Through its IM, IA Russia aims at responding to challenges
created by the current legislative context and at resolving conflicts between lessees of conflicting FES,
creating new markets for ES, and providing incentives to maintaining and enhancing ES in the long term. IA
Switzerland seeks to respond to a general and widespread problem throughout the country for different uses
and practices and to create a possible leverage effect for forest owners/forest enterprises.
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Technical characteristics: IMs, ecosystems targeted and relevant stakeholders according to the screening process
Table 1 IAs’ Technical Characteristics

Cases

Innovative Mechanisms

Belgium/Flanders
Reverse Auction Pilot

Spain/Catalonia

Ecosystems targeted
▪ Habitat restoration
▪ Wildlife Population control (buffer
strips)

▪ Integration of forestry in the
Urbanistic Masterplan (PDU) of the
Rialb water reservoir
▪ Creation of a private forest fund

▪ Water provision (quantity and
quality)
▪ Other ecosystems “in the area” are
also expected to be positively
impacted

Spain/Basque
Country

▪ Legal framework for embedding
forest management for water
services

All ES with focus on
▪ Water quality
▪ Water quantity

Croatia

▪ Donation boxes
▪ One-time concession permits

Socio ecological FES (health,
vacation, recreation, tourism,
biodiversity, climate)

Providers (sellers)
Hunters

Forest owners (habitat
restoration)

Public administration - Flemish
Agency for Nature and Forest
(ANB)

▪ Public administration Flemish Agency
for Nature and Forest (ANB)
▪ Farmers
▪ Hunters
▪ Forest owners

Different typologies of water
consumers (farmers, municipalities,
individuals), industries and
businesses

▪ Public administrations and politicians
at the municipal level
▪ Forest owners
▪ Research partners

Forest owners

Depends on the service
provided. Public
Administration or private
owners, initiatives…

Not specified (‘whole
population’)
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Stakeholders

Farmers (for buffer strips)

Public administration of
the park (P.I.N.P.
MEDVEDNICA) and
private owners
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Users (buyers)

The whole society, the foresters,
the owners, the farmers, etc.
Organizations, companies,
associations and all who organize
events in the area of Medvednica
Nature Park, and visitors for
donation boxes
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Foresters, Farmers, Owners,
Associations, Public administration,
University/research partners
Public administration of the park
(P.I.N.P. MEDVEDNICA), Research
partners (Institute for Development and
International Relations - IRMO), Civil
society, Associations (Croatian
Mountain rescue service), business
(hotels, resorts, web service providers)
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Denmark
Reverse Auction

Finland
Landscape and Recreation Value
Trade

Forest owners

Maintaining and improving landscape
is the targeted ecosystem service.
Additional advantages can be got
simultaneously from biodiversity,
water protection, forests as carbon
storage and local culture.

▪ Tourism sector
▪ Customers
▪ Visitors
▪ Local inhabitants
▪ Municipality

Private forest owners or
the Park

Italy/Etifor

Forest-habitat biodiversity payment
scheme (certification poplar
plantations)

The ecosystems involved are fluvial
forests, such as willows, rushes or
mixed lowland forest.

Italy/Borgo

Consorzio Comunalie Parmensi (CCP)
will implement an app-based tool to
improve the commercialization of
recreational wild mushroom picking
permits

Recreational use of mushrooms
(really not clear how they will improve
ES provision)

Peru
Paying for watershed services to cities

Society in general through the
Public administration.

Biodiversity protection

The ecosystem services targeted by
the IM are water and soil regulation
services. However, other services
that are in tradeoffs with regulation
services, such as agricultural
production are also considered

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

Owners of the poplar plantations

CCP (forest owners)

Mushroom pickers

Local communities of the
Piuray Watershed (with
supervision of the urban
water utility company
SEDACUSCO)

SEDACUSCO and urban water
users in Cusco. Local communities
may also benefit, depending on the
modalities of the IM.
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▪ Forest owners
▪ Environmental nongovernmental
organisations (ENGOs)
▪ Foresters
▪ Forest owners
▪ Tourism enterprises
▪ Municipality and local government
▪ Forest industry
▪ Environmental NGOs
▪ Local population
▪ State government and ministries
▪ Forest Stewardship Council (FSC)
members
▪ Poplar growers and associations
▪ Park and regional authorities
▪ Freelance forestry professionals
▪ CCP members
▪ Wild mushroom pickers association
▪ Buyers and processors of wild
mushrooms
▪ Municipal authorities
▪ Urban water utility SEDACUSCO
▪ The micro-watershed management
committee
▪ The municipality
▪ Local communities of the Piuray
Watershed
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Russia

Providing multiple ecosystems services
by forest renters. There is no single
mechanism described.

Switzerland
Spiritual Forests and Forest
Kindergartens

Not clear. They mentioned 4:
regulating ecosystem services,
cultural, provisioning, biodiversity.
Different cultural ecosystem services
within the categories “physical
experience”, “cognitive experience”
and “emotional-spiritual experience”
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Not possible to define at
this stage

Forest enterprises
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Forest tenants

▪ Forest tenants
▪ Local authorities/ municipalities
▪ Nature conservation organizations
▪ Local residents

▪ Forest owners
▪ Municipality
▪ Clients and forest users

▪ Forest owners
▪ Companies
▪ Users
▪ Local authorities
▪ Citizens
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4.2.3 Common sustainability strengths and challenges among IAs
The analysis of the screening tool’s findings permitted the identification of common sustainability strengths
and challenges among the IAs. These were shared with all the research and practice partners during the
Co-Design Event in January 2019 providing collective feedback to the IAs, enabling further exchanges, and
creating a co-learning environment.

Common sustainability strengths
Common strengths among IAs include:
•
•
•

The IAs are timely and relevant in their current contexts
Several IAs show clear upscale potential for other regions with similar challenges
Several IAs have adopted a promising holistic perspective:
- addressing bundles of Ecosystem Services
- focusing on cooperation and governance
- building on cross-sectoral approaches
- integrating the IM in a broad territorial development perspective
• Several IAs are highly creative in their IM design, in terms of potential mechanisms but also
regarding the design process:
- setting wide participation and co-creation as a priority,
- searching for the necessary professional support on specific tasks and knowledge when needed
• Often, there is ambition in the IA and its goals
• Some IAs seem to have the potential to address existing conflicts or tensions

Common sustainability challenges
The identified common challenges can be organized into eight (8) challenge categories. Below we go
through each of the challenge categories presenting their relevance and key questions they connect to,
propositions on ways to overcome them according to the research partners of WP3 and examples from IAs
illustrating the challenges – the way these were presented as feedback to the IAs’ partners during the CoDesign Event.
Challenge 1: Finding the optimal socio-ecological scale of analysis, planning and action
Key question: ‘How to integrate the IM in a broader territorial vision and sustainability goal?’ Reflecting
on the socio-ecological scale of analysis, planning and action is important for addressing this question
and for effectively anticipating and monitoring the IA’s impact in terms of social equity, ecology and
geography.
Suggestions:
▪ Take into account both direct and indirect impacts of the IM on diverse actors (e.g., locals versus
tourists, individual users versus companies with profitable business, small versus large forest owners,
etc.) in order to anticipate unequal or unfair balance of impact/ costs - benefits and potential tensions
or conflicts.
▪ Investigate and think in terms of bundles of ES and trade-offs with ES other than the focal ES.
SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
25

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

▪ Take into account the impact of the IM on broader societal controversies, and vice versa, impacts of
other land planning initiatives on the IM, in order to anticipate challenges and tensions on a larger
scale than the local context of the pilot project.
Examples: In the Danish case, there could be an indirect impact on local wood industry actors if the IM
provokes a radical decrease in wood harvesting that should be considered. The Belgian/Flanders IA
should engage with the controversies around hunting and the role of hunters in nature management,
while the Finland IA with the controversies related to fauna disturbance and negative impact of public
access on biodiversity. The Italy/Etifor IA partners need to consider the potential trade-offs of a strong
focus on mycosilviculture as well as associated positive impacts on other ecosystem services.
Challenge 2: Identifying the relationship between management and ecosystem services
Key question: ‘What is the real change of the management and the resulting change in ecosystem
services? What is the relation between the suggested management and ecosystem service? Is the
relationship documented? Can it be quantified?’
Suggestions:
▪ Clearly describe the change in management and the expected changes in ecosystem services
▪ Address the needs for broad ecosystem services valuation integrating biophysical, economic and
socio-cultural values, and for an ecological diagnostic of the identified main issues that the IA will
address
▪ Strengthen the collaboration with the scientific partner, ask for support from thematic expert in the IA
organization or institutional environment, look for rich ES data environment, other similar initiatives
Examples: IAs have been encouraged to study the specific links between management measures and
their impact on ecosystem services (Spain/Catalonia), or between biodiversity (Denmark) or landscapes
(Finland) and ES at the local scale. Others received suggestions about studying the legal implications
and obstacles, induced change of rights and property status (especially for reverse auction cases,
Belgium and Denmark), or social aspects such as social preferences in order to democratically set
priorities and assess demand for ecosystem services.
Challenge 3: Meeting the goal of participation and reach out across societal sectors when time
and motivation are limited
Key question: ‘How to secure continued participation and inclusion of all relevant stakeholders, ensure
their necessary support and keep motivation high?’
Suggestions:
▪ Plan in advance and set dates in a consensual manner (i.e., MAG meetings)
▪ Keep the participatory processes democratic, consider all voices’ needs and by doing so avoid
disengagement
▪ Put specific emphasis on engaging those stakeholders that are critical for the success of the IM (in
many cases from a different policy sector)
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▪ Anticipate diverging stakeholder interests and ways of thinking, and work bridges between potential
conflicts between objectives or interests between different key stakeholders (i.e., frictions between
research and action objectives).
Examples: These suggestions should be relevant for many IAs as many of them expressed dealing with
this challenge. For instance, in the words of the IA partners from Croatia: ‘Difficult to attract stakeholders
to actively engage, as they are volunteers and don’t have much time to deal with topics like this’;
Belgium/Flanders: ‘Lack of resources for broad participation in MAG meetings (time, funds)’; Finland:
“some stakeholders cannot attend full days meeting’; Switzerland: ‘it would be quite bad if the
‘competitors’ are invited to the MAG meeting. However, for the context of a case-study in SINCERE, it
would be good to invite them, as this is what is in accordance to the procedures of SINCERE project’
Challenge 4: Consider economic transactions and economic potential
Key question: ‘Ensuring the potential economic aspects of the IM with regard to transactions, donations,
costs of changed management, etc.’
Suggestions:
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

Consider cost of management change and who will pay for implementation
Public good effects – who benefits from management change
Describe any generated flows of money (cash).
Consider and describe Upscaling potentials
Work with science partners – Donations/voluntary payments, see e.g., List & Lucking-Reily (2002), or
Karlan et al (2007), CSR

Examples: The IAs have been encouraged to further reflect on the economic aspects involved. For
instance, the Belgium/Flanders IA, partners should clarify who bids and pays, who will receive the funds,
who will give up the buffer strips. Similarly, Croatia needs to better assess the beneficiaries and Finland
to explore how donations can be further encouraged.
Challenge 5: Coping with time and resources constraints
Key question: ‘How to design and successfully implement the desired IM in a context of limited time and
resources?’
Suggestions:
▪ Lean on existing initiatives and try to match them with the goals and resources for your IM
▪ Seize opportunities to work in local contexts where there are already local governance schemes wellfunctioning. This might enhance the success potential and sustainability over time if properly
integrated.
▪ Design a roadmap to implementation
Examples: The Spanish/Catalonia IA would profit from strategic planning through the ongoing process
for the development of the urbanistic director plan. The Belgium/Flanders IA could possibility select areas
where there are hunting units for the pilot projects. For Finland, it is suggested to find inspiration or lean
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on existing initiatives in the area: very local land use agreements already done between private owners
and nature tourism enterprises.
Challenge 6: Securing additionality aspects
Key question: ‘Ensuring the additionality aspects of the IM: the IM has to ensure an improvement beyond
current practices and context and cannot enable continuation of “business-as-usual”’
Suggestions:
▪ Consider if there are any additionality by looking at whether the IM will impact scale or security for
provision, etc.
▪ If not, consider how focus can be changed to ensure additionality.
Examples: The IA partners from Russia were invited to consider: How could the new legislation ensure
that the management choices will be different and evolve towards enhanced multifunctionality? For
Italy/Etifor, practice partners were encouraged to reflect on the question: Does the payment and contracts
with the poplar growers result in a change in land use, which would not have happened in the absence
of this PES?
Challenge 7: Facing frictions and mismatches with existing legislation, policies and subsidy
systems
Key question: ‘How to design, develop and implement a new IM considering potential frictions with
existing legislation, policies and other contextual issues?’
Suggestions:
▪ Mapping of existing relevant legislation and how it influences the way the IM will operate (legislation
defines scope for action)
▪ Identify further policies (e.g., subsidies) that impact the scope of the IM
▪ In the short term, think on innovative ways to bridge your IM with existing policies, projects and
programs
▪ In the mid- and longer term, engage in improving the policy framework through respective feedback
to policy makers
Examples: For Belgium/Flanders, it was suggested to explore the potential interference with VLM or EU
agri-environmental agreements as well as how the IM could be implemented around areas with protection
status; For Denmark, the potential interference with flat-rate subsidy mechanisms and other legislation
was also suggested to be taken into account.
Challenge 8: Fostering societal inclusion and enhanced awareness
Key question: ‘How to guarantee the goal of societal inclusion and enhanced awareness as a prerequisite and also as an expected outcome of the IM?’
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Suggestions:
▪ Participation, dialogue and open communication
▪ Sensitivity to context, local culture and plurality of values underlying ES, biodiversity and places in
which IM are designed and implemented.
▪ Attention to and coherence with local history and culture related to the targeted ES, as a fundamental
pre-requisite for sustainability and equity.
Examples: To address this challenge, and considering that the fact that nature is free in Finland is of
high relevance, it was suggested that the Finland IA targets the actors who directly profit from the touristic
use of landscapes and could be more willing to make a financial investment. In Switzerland, on the other
hand, the IA partners have a clear vision on the meaning of the actions in the IA and their coherence and
this is particularly important when dealing with this kind of cultural ecosystem services.

4.3 Framework for the sustainability self-assessment protocol
4.3.1 The Principles-Criteria-Indicators framework
Although a large number of standards to assess the sustainability of forest management already exists, the
specificities of the innovative mechanisms developed in SINCERE required a specific sustainability
assessment framework. First, IMs are very diverse and go beyond forest management as they include novel
policies, governance schemes and business models, and focus on ecosystem services. Therefore, there is
a need for a broader framework, merging the sustainable forest management approach with the ecosystem
services concept, and encompassing policy analysis and business social responsibility. Secondly, the SSA
protocol should include a dynamic dimension: it will be used to assess processes and not merely outcomes.
The SINCERE SSA protocol is based on a framework that adopts the hierarchical Principles-CriteriaIndicators framework for the formulation of sustainable forest management standards by Lammerts Van
Bueren and Blom (Tropenbos Foundation 1997, Figure 4).

Figure 4 The hierarchical Principles-Criteria-Indicators framework by
Lammerts Van Bueren & Blom (Tropenbos Foundation, 1997)
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A principle is an accepted fundamental
rule of sustainainable development,
formulated as a commandment.
A criterion describes the state of the
system under compliance with a principle,
formulated to allow a verdict.
An indicator is a variable indicating the
level of compliance with a criterion.
A norm or threshold is a well-defined
indicator value setting the boundary
between compliance and non-compliance
to a criterion.
A verifier is a tool or instrument to measure
an indicator.
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The Principles and Criteria have been co-defined with SINCERE practice partners through the process
described in section 4.1. The Principles and Criteria selected are presented in the following section (4.3.2).
Indicators have been selected by each IA partner, based on their local relevance and availability through a
process described in section 4.3.3. Those are included in detail in Appendix 3 together with the responses
of the IAs to the SSA tool.

4.3.2 Principles and Criteria selected
According to Prabhu et al. (2001), sustainability standards in the forestry sector should be adapted to their
scale of application. There is also a need to adapt them to the specific geographical context in biophysical
and socio-economic terms (Holvoet and Muys, 2004). According to the guidelines in the Tropenbos
Hierarchical Framework (Lammerts van Bueren and Blom, 1997); a standard should be horizontally and
vertically consistent. A standard is horizontally consistent when it contains all the necessary elements of
SFM, without overlap or duplication. Vertical consistency implies that every element is placed at the proper
hierarchical level, and is correctly linked to the corresponding elements at other levels (Holvoet and Muys,
2004). Literature that was taken into account to develop the principles and criteria includes FSC®, 2015;
Jacobs et al., 2016; PEFC, 2020; Pintér et al., 2018; Quine et al., 2013; Sustainable Northern Ireland, 2016;
Villeneuve et al., 2017. The selected principles and criteria are as follows:

Ecological sustainability
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity

Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene diversity,
species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to drought, fire,
storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve ecosystem functions

Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term vitality
and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical cycles, continued
carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.

Criterion 3.1: The IM favors landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different land uses
(different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g., carbon
balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators and
thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside or
outside the focal area, on short term or long term.
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Social sustainability
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.

Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen its
legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and economic
values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by all
stakeholders.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.

Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of actors
and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication between
stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and between stakeholder
groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies, prevents and when
necessary, addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the actions
planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance and strive
for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.

Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g., between big and small forest
owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and maintains or
enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It aims at
a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

Economic sustainability
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term

Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant, profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the targeted
ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily quantified and
monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local communities, by
supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.
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Institutional sustainability
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.

Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial vision and
plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and economic
values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate methods and disciplines
to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers how decisions will accommodate
incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis back into
the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The IM
achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden socialecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the valuation and the
IM.

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.

Criterion 9.1: A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review the
process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned stakeholders.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and traditional
rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets of the
(public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies with other public
funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices and
context and when necessary, a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

4.3.3 Process of Indicators selection
The development and selection of sustainability indicators was an important part of the formulation of the
framework for SSA, demanding close collaboration between practice and research partners. As mentioned
in section 4.1, the indicators were selected by each IA partner, based on their local relevance and availability
and were fine-tuned through individual feedback and discussions with the research team. In this section, we
present in more detail the evolution of this close collaboration.
In the second semester of 2019, IA partners identified and drafted with our guidance a list of indicators,
relevant for their IA area and fit to indicate the level of compliance with each sustainability criterion. This
task was done with the support of the key local stakeholders and of their research partners. KU Leuven, as
the coordinator of this task, maintained regular contact through emails with IA leads in order to ensure
completion of IA’s set of indicators and provided support when needed (see Milestone 21). During the fall of
2019, after receiving indicators sets for each IAs, we performed a first review of their indicators. In December
2019, we organized, prepared and facilitated a work session during the SINCERE General Assembly, with
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IA and research partners on a preliminary sustainability assessment of all SINCERE cases. IA partners were
asked to identify and carry out a first analysis of their IAs’ main strengths and challenges in terms of
sustainability. Results were presented and discussed in small groups during the General Assembly. Main
issues were recorded to be included in the individual feedback that was under preparation regarding their
indicators set. Throughout 2020, we carried out several rounds of feedback and improvement of each IA’s
indicators set, finalized the sustainability tool’s design, created report templates and sent them to the
partners to perform their self-assessment. On January 6, 2020, we organized a meeting with all WP3
partners to discuss each IA’s progress and coordinate the feedback on indicators when needed (specifically
coordination with the University of Copenhagen UCPH on economic indicators). From mid-January to March
2020, we created a template for and wrote a first draft of the individual feedback on sustainability indicators.
In August and September 2020, the first round of feedback on indicators was finalized and sent out to each
IA partners. In October 2020, we finalized the sustainability tool’s design and created self-assessment report
templates with detailed instructions, sent to each IA partners. Meanwhile, IA partners reviewed their
indicators sets. Throughout November and December 2020, we performed a second round of feedback on
indicators selected per IA, and when needed carried out the third round of comments.
Section 4.4 reports on the format of the SSA tool including the indicators. Appendix 3, which is devoted to
the SSA results per IA, presents the indicators selected and used by each IA.

4.4 Ex-post sustainability self-assessment: tool and findings
4.4.1 The sustainability self-assessment tool
The final step of the transdisciplinary process towards a full sustainability assessment of the IM refers to the
reporting of the IAs’ using the SSA tool. The SSA tool was co-developed by practice and research partners
according to the protocol and the PCI framework described earlier (sections 4.1-4.3). Eventually, in 2020,
we designed two templates to be used to report the results of the SSA. The SSA report is composed of
an excel document for the application of the sustainability indicators for each IA, and a questionnaire
for comments on the indicators and for reporting the SSA result for all sustainability dimensions
(see Appendix 2). In the excel, for each of the four sustainability principles, practice partners are called to
i) apply their sustainability indicators to measure the performance of their IA, ii) identify a sustainability
threshold for every indicator, and iii) attribute a sustainability score by comparing every indicator with the
threshold. Once all scorings are given, a spider web chart is automatically generated and provides a visual
representation of the SSA. The questionnaire is organized into five (5) sections and was designed to guide
the IA partners in reflecting upon i) the fulfilment of their most important sustainability goals, (ii) the lessons
learnt from integrating sustainability concerns in their IA, and (iii) potential actions of improvement towards
more sustainable innovation. After the reception of the IAs’ reports, the whole process concluded with a
round of Skype interviews between the research and practice partners for clarifications and to deepen the
sustainability analysis. Those interviews took place in March 2021. The lessons learnt from this SSA will be
discussed at the Internal Synthesis Workshop (May-June 2021), and will be further used in WP4 to formulate
recommendations for future IA.

4.4.2 Sustainability self-assessment results per IM
In this section, we go through the SSA results per IM according to the findings of the SSA tool (see Appendix
3 for the full responses and the IAs’ indicators). For each IM we present its spider web chart and highlight
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its phase of preparation or implementation; its main sustainability targets; the overall sustainability
appreciation by the partners; its strongest and weakest points; and the main actions needed to improve
sustainability. This information is based mainly on the ‘Identity of the innovation action’ and ‘overall
sustainability assessment’ parts of the questionnaire’ and includes what the IAs have chosen to highlight.
Then, we report on the main points for each sustainability principle (ecological – social – economic –
institutional dimension of sustainability). The ‘tick’ refers to a point generally positive for the IA’s
sustainability, while the ‘square’ is neutral to a negative point. It should be mentioned that in this section we
do not aim at comparing the sustainability of the different IMs. Instead, the purpose of this section is to
provide reflective spaces for contemplating the sustainability of each IM in its particular setting, ways of
improving it, and extracting some lessons learnt. It is for this reason that we have chosen to report the full
SSA case by case, instead of organizing the findings into a tabular format principle per principle. The
Spain/Catalonia IA is missing from the list as there are no documents available to date.

Belgium/Flanders – Reverse auction for habitat restoration and improvement in forested
hunting areas
This IM is in the mature phase of implementation. As many of the selected biddings have yet to be
implemented, the SSA refers to the reverse auction process and to the expected outcomes of the selected
biddings. In terms of sustainability targets, the IA aims especially at preserving and/or enhancing the
ecosystem structure and function and at a cost-efficient, economically viable and – when possible –
profitable IM. The overall sustainability reached by the IA is assessed as positive (Figure 5) and the results
of the assessment seem to match the main sustainability targets and expectations of the IA at this stage.
The IA considers the strongest point in terms of sustainability to be the (expected) improvement of the
ecosystem structure and biodiversity. The weakest point is its limited scope in terms of time, funding, number
of FES and participating stakeholders. Actions to improve sustainability include: i) follow-up of the selected
projects over the next year (mid-term action), and, in case of positive evaluations, ii) drafting of guidelines
on how to organize a reverse auction in the context of nature conservation with focus on more
comprehensible and targeted communication to the relevant stakeholders.

Figure 5 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Belgium/Flanders (habitat restoration)
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Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ Improvement and restoration of forest cover, standing stock of biomass, biodiversity, forest vitality and
many ecosystem functions e.g., biogeochemical cycling and continued carbon sequestration.
✓ Enhancement of the natural values in the forested hunting areas will benefit game species, endangered
species and vegetation.
✓ The demand for maintenance of the results for at least ten years ensures longer-term impact.
✓ The IM is built to avoid negative environmental impacts.
▪ The IA foresees harmonious integration of different land uses (hunting and nature conservation).
Improvements could be considered through the integration of other forms of recreation such as hiking,
and potentially a more ambitious focus on nature conservation.
▪ The monitoring and the reporting are sufficient regarding the implementation period of the project.
Longer-term outcomes or impact will be difficult to monitor.
▪ The main challenge is the reconciliation of the time-scale mismatch between the short duration of the
project and the long-term character of ecosystem/biodiversity improvement actions and their impact.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ Participation of the important partners and stakeholder representatives (i.e., the public sector, hunters,
farmers, forest owners) was ensured throughout the entire process.
✓ The participatory process fostered common understanding and values despite the disparate interests.
✓ Relationships especially between hunters and forest owners might improve.
✓ Equity of distribution of (economic) benefits and costs is at the heart of the IA. Both private and public
benefits can be expected. Measurement of cost-efficiency will be needed.
▪ The limited room for adjustments in the IA’s pre-determined framework constrained participation.
▪ The nature conservation sector had limited participation and only in the early stages.
▪ Equity of access is generally believed to have been achieved but the current mechanism might favour
those with access to support from consultancy firms.
▪ The IM was sometimes perceived as complex to comprehend possibly hindering access to
participation. Since the reverse auction was tested as a way to simplify procedures further reflection is
needed on this.
▪ The outreach to the broader stakeholder groups (individual forest owners or hunters) was limited.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM did activate a new source of funding for FES provision, drawing upon the hunting fees in the
Jachtfonds (Flemish Hunting Fund), established coincidentally with the start of SINCERE. This can be
a long-term source of funding to meet societal demands for FES.
✓ The IM can be and is designed to target the ES in demand, even when more are targeted
✓ The IM benefits the wider society also locally, through the provision of the ES.
▪ In a strictly monetary sense, the IM is not of major significance for the local economy as it is a limited
payment for an action of a small scale.
▪ The IM may be adapted to increase access, and hence value for some forest users, however, as rightly
pointed out by the IA partners, this may reduce supply through enhancing perceived costs on the forest
owner side.
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▪

The team assesses that the transactions cost of setting up and running the IM has been large
compared to the impact of the contracts signed and implemented. It is an open question, from the
assessment, if part of this can be fixed costs, and hence less important at larger scales.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ The participatory process includes representatives of all the relevant stakeholder groups, except for
the nature conservation sector. This allowed incorporating local knowledge, values, concerns and
ideas of the stakeholder groups into the IM.
✓ Although the IM shows potential, it faces bureaucratic challenges. Unless more testing is done with
positive results, it is doubtful that policymakers will decide to make such a change in the use of public
funding.
▪ Bureaucratic procedures for existing subsidy schemes reduce the necessary flexibility needed for
succeeding with such an IM.

Belgium/Flanders – Reverse auction for wild boar buffers
This IM was in the preparatory implementation phase (implementation of reverse auction call) but has been
terminated before creating any wild boar buffers. Thus, the SSA refers only to the reverse auction process
including only general indicators. The IA aims at i) a cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible
and relevant, profitable IM, ii) alignment with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks, and iii)
promoting equitable solutions that stimulate new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including
all relevant actors. Overall, the self-assessment provides a positive image especially in terms of economic
and institutional sustainability (Figure 6), which shows that the theoretical design was well done. In practice,
the cost-efficiency of the mechanism was not proved and the IM missed to receive institutional approval.
This constitutes the IM’s weakest point in terms of sustainability. The IM’s strongest point instead is the fact

Figure 6 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Belgium/Flanders (wild boar buffers)

that it seeks to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by all stakeholders, and to
address an existing and explicit need in finding simpler alternatives to traditional subsidy mechanisms.
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Actions to improve sustainability include: i) adjusting the requirements for the wild boar buffers including
contribution to restoration of vegetation and habitat and to public benefits, ii) improving the participatory
process with more room for manoeuvre regarding the framework, engaging more stakeholders, and
providing more comprehensible and targeted communication, iii) measuring the cost-efficiency of the IM.

Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ Contribution to the control of the population of wild boar, reduction of the impact of wild boar and
agriculture on forest edges and complexes.
✓ The IM ensures the preservation of the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
✓ Enhancement of biodiversity through the creation of strips of grass or other low vegetation.
✓ Prohibition of the use of pesticides on the wild boar buffers.
✓ Safeguarding of forest vitality through the ban on pesticides on the wild boar buffers.
✓ The pesticide-free wild boar buffers would integrate different land uses harmoniously, namely
agriculture, hunting and nature conservation.
▪ Ecosystem functions that ensure vitality, productivity and ecosystem services would be enhanced but
the IM is lacking on the long-term aspect.
▪ Improvements could be considered by adjusting the requirements for wild boar buffers to include more
public benefits.
▪ A challenge is the integration of ecological concerns into the design of the IM since too restrictive
conditions for the wild boar buffers would lead to disengagement from the farming sector.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ Participation of most of the important partners and stakeholder representatives (i.e., the public sector,
hunters, farmers, forest owners) was ensured throughout the entire process.
✓ The participatory process fostered common understanding and values despite existing tensions.
✓ Relationships especially between hunters and farmers might improve.
✓ Equity of distribution of (economic) benefits and costs is at the heart of the IA. Both private and public
benefits can be expected. Measurement of cost-efficiency will be needed.
✓ The IM identified win-win solutions for all. Hunters and farmers remain convinced of the IM’s necessity.
▪ The IM was sometimes perceived as complex to comprehend. Since the reverse auction was tested
as a way to simplify procedures further reflection is needed on this.
▪ The nature conservation sector had limited participation and only in the early stages.
▪ There was limited room for adjustments in the IA’s pre-determined framework.
▪ Equity of access is generally believed to have been achieved but the current mechanism might favour
those with access to support from consultancy firms.
▪ The outreach to the broader stakeholder groups could be improved.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM did activate a new source of funding for FES provision, drawing upon the hunting fees in the
Jachtsfond, established coincidentally with the start of SINCERE. This can be a long term source of
funding to meet societal demands for FES.
✓ The IM can be and is designed to target the ES in demand, even when more are targeted, e.g., hunting
and biodiversity protection.
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✓ The IM could have local economic positives through the higher value of hunting and lower losses from
wild boars in farming.
✓ The IM appeared too complex in structure and the joint benefits across the different bidders perhaps
too difficult to explain, and as a result supply of bids was too low.
▪ The IM may be adapted to increase access, and hence value for some forest users, however, as rightly
pointed out by the IA partners, this may reduce supply through enhancing perceived costs on the forest
owner side.
▪ The team assesses that the transactions cost of setting up and running the IM has been large
compared to the impact of the contracts signed and implemented. The weak supply of bids suggests
that the bidding itself also implied too much uncertainty and/or too high transaction costs.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM demonstrates added-value, as it aims to fill a gap in public funding for nature governance.
▪ The limited results of the biddings did not provide a sufficient basis to prove the cost-efficiency of the
mechanism, leading the inspector of finance to give a negative advise on the continuation of the
project.
▪ It is not clear whether the IM adheres to the public funding rules. Its cancellation is due to doubts about
its compliance to or its violation of the “zuinigheidsbeginsel” (you cannot pose an unnecessary burden
on the public budget).
▪ The participatory process includes representatives of all the relevant stakeholder groups, except for
the nature conservation sector.

Spain/Basque Country – Forest management for water services
This IA is implementing its pilot IM project with the IM thus being in the developed phase of implementation.
In terms of sustainability targets, the IA aims especially at increasing water quantity, ensuring water quality
and improving landscape related ES. The overall sustainability reached by the IA is assessed as generally
positive since the results of the assessment seem to match the main sustainability targets and expectations

Figure 7 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Basque country

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
38

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

of the IA at this stage (Figure 7). The IA considers the strongest point in terms of sustainability to be the
successful social participation of the local community in the development of the pilot project. The weakest
point refers to the financial aspect, the challenges and difficulties related to seeking and securing long-term
funding for the payment of the ecosystem services. Actions to improve sustainability include: i) search for
new PES that until now were not quantified (short-term), ii) find new outlets for timber in markets to which it
has not been destined until now (hardwood, native broadleaf species, etc. – medium-term), and iii) achieve
the combination of payment for ecosystem services and different markets for different timber and species
in a stable and continuous manner (long-term).

Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM enables a change of trend, both in the choice of species and in the choice of the silviculture to
be used, as well as longer shifts and less environmentally impactful management.
✓ The IM has a clear focus on enhancing water flow and landscape aspects.
✓ The IM remains in the early stages but is attentive to its long-term ecological impacts.
▪ For the rest of the ES (beyond water and landscape), the IM shows limited interest and aims at
maintaining them at minimally optimal levels.
▪ The IA highlights that while it is possible to measure the IM’s ecological values and even quantify them,
it is difficult to achieve a fair and long-term payment.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM is responding to current social concerns of a community with a long tradition of forestry, which
was at a crossroads as to how to continue this tradition and avoid forest abandonment.
✓ The IA tried to ensure the participation of as many people as possible from different areas related to
the forestry sector (forest owners, universities, research centres, administrations etc.) in order to obtain
a holistic view and to integrate all possible concerns and worries.
✓ The IM is contributing to enhancing the social capital in the region by facilitating generational change.
It offers a meeting point for different visions on the continuity of forest management.
✓ The IA observes a diversification and expansion of the forest-related markets and services offered and
rewarded, beyond timber forest products. There is the beginning of a societal consideration and
recognition of FES that were previously unvalued and unremunerated.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ Through dialogue with stakeholders a recognition of FES as having a value also in economic terms is
beginning to spread.
▪ The IM remains in early stages and has yet to establish a pathway from value to long-term funding of
the service provision.
▪ The ambition to have valuation and rewarding of FES included in legislation or in existing fundindg
systems appears also still to be an ambition.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM adheres to existing policies. As the Basque Country has full competency over forests within its
jurisdiction, bureaucracy dealing with the national government is reduced.
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✓ The PES is based on the condition of additionality, although it is not result-based (practices needs to
be improved).
✓ The project has a core group made up of different entities that bring together the different visions and
sensitivities that may exist in the forestry field.
✓ The IA suggests a change to tax laws, to provide an additional source of funding for the PES. This is
however currently only a suggestion. The Basque government is responsible for its own tax law, and
such a suggestion therefore does not have to be considered by the national government.

Finland – Paying for landscape ecosystem services
This IM is in mature phase of implementation. The scale of the produced landscape services is still minimal
but the IA has raised the eagerness of the stakeholders in MAG to continue. The core sustainability goals
of the IA refer to i) the visual landscape, economic sustainability for tourism, ii) biodiversity, additional ES
benefit, corporate responsibility, and iii) carbon storage of the growing stock, additional ES benefit, corporate
responsibility. The sustainability goals of ecosystem structure, biodiversity and functions are reached in the
pilot forest. Sustainability in terms of adoption of a holistic approach is also positive in the pilot process of
planning for and financing ES. The overall sustainability is assessed to have been ‘moderately reached’ with
the different sustainability dimensions performing unevenly (Figure 8). The IM’s strongest points are: i) the
value and care for the visual landscape, and ii) the awareness of the bundle ecosystem services and values,
the holistic approach to interaction and efficiency. The weakest point is that the project plan is too strict for
a broader view and innovations to handle the bundle of ES and values in a more holistic process; the IA
leader suggests that the project plan expands to account for innovations also during the process rather than
only in the implementation. Short-term actions to improve sustainability include: i) the adoption of a more
holistic approach to bundle ES (e.g., including also water ecosystems) for more acceptable procedures by
all partners, ii) enhancing participation also through the provision of a scientific philosophical basis for
dialogues on nature and environment-related intrinsic values. Medium and long-term actions concern the
use of big data and artificial intelligence, and nurturing a culture of innovation.

Figure 8 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Finland
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Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM restores the forest cover and maintains standing stock and natural processes of the forest
ecosystem in the pilot area.
✓ The valuable areas identified (biodiversity hotspots, landscape values, carbon stocks) through the IM’s
planning process and that the IM targets are not currently protected, additionality is thus guaranteed.
✓ The IM maintains the structure of the forest ecosystem, including forest cover and rotten wood.
✓ Ecological indicators and thresholds, including species and biotopes, are included in the Zonation, a
tool to analyse the local spatial data of biodiversity.
✓ The MAG process proved very good for handling ecological issues and related values locally. A lot of
data already exists and is waiting to be used.
▪ Practical ecological impact in the forest, in the pilot area, was positive but minimal in scale so far.
▪ The IM can be improved by a more holistic approach in the planning process e.g., water ecosystems
must be taken into account into the bundle of ES.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM has put special emphasis on clear, common language and open communication, which was
recognized positively by stakeholders.
✓ The IM enhanced social capital in the region by providing space and time for discussions over
contested issues, enabling exchanges of ideas and building trust within the community.
✓ The IM is sensitive to issues of equity and included all the private forest owners, big and small, in its
processes.
✓ The IM invested in awareness-raising, which is part of its social sustainability goals. Beyond the MAGs,
a social media campaign with 1,5 million people raised awareness about the IM and ES.
✓ The IM aims at contributing to coordination, optimization and economic efficiency of producing ES and
public/private balance and benefits of those services.
▪ Members of the MAG expressed also nature and environment-related intrinsic values. The analysis of
those values remained thin in the process.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ Financing for 3 ha of forest landscape actions was secured through donations.
✓ It seems awareness of ecosystem services and the need to account for them has increased in the
process.
▪ The reliance on donations for public goods remains a challenge for sustainable financing in the future.
▪ The scale of commitment has so far been limited.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ A platform exists where different stakeholders can freely communicate, which has been successful in
overcoming differences.
✓ The IM demonstrates added-value beyond business-as-usual as the whole landscape is valued for its
different ecosystem services and the benefits it provides for ecotourism in a holistic approach and the
areas targeted were not previously protected.
✓ The IM complies with all laws and customary and traditional rights.
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▪
▪

Laws pertaining to financing was particularly challenging (tax laws regarding the payment of VAT and
limitations to donations) and laws prohibiting public institutions to receive payments.
Satisfactory support was not provided by government agencies.

Croatia – One-time concession permits
This IM is in the mature phase of implementation. Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, there are fewer
organized events than usual but the IA predicts that the IM will be sustainable in the long term. The IA aims
at i) uniting the existing knowledge about biodiversity and visitors’ impact on nature, ii) raising awareness
about benefits that the park provides to health and wellbeing, iii) developing a PES methodology, and iv)
expressing the monetary value of the health benefits provided by the Medvednica national park. The overall
sustainability reached is assessed as positive with different sustainability dimensions performing generally
evenly (Figure 9). The results of the SSA mostly matched the expectations of the IA, but it is highlighted that
the further use of the IM will be mostly conditioned by the results of its pilot study (i.e., assessing the energy
capacity of hiking trails). The IA considers the IM’s strongest point its contribution in raising awareness about
FES and Medvednica being a protected area (rather than a city park). The weakest point connects to
unexpected threats of COVID-19: there are a lot more visitors than usual in the park, whose behaviour
cannot be controlled since they gather in absence of monitored events. Actions to improve sustainability
include: i) repurpose Donation Boxes (a previous ‘IM candidate’) to an information tool for raising awareness
on the ES (short-term action), ii) disseminate the results of the pilot study for users to know which area in
the park to use for their activity to achieve the best performance, according also to the concession permit
(medium-term action), and iii) actions to make the IM recognizable to users, e.g., Facebook, web, infocentres.

Figure 9 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Croatia

Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM gives a set of rules or conditions for visitors or stakeholders in order to minimize the overall
ecological impact to the park.
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✓ By tracking the number of visitors, number of issued concession approvals, number of non-compliance
records and number of types of disturbances caused by visitors/stakeholders, the IM will enhance and
preserve biodiversity and ecosystem structure.
✓ The IM monitors the damages to the soil and flora and fauna. The Public Institution Nature Park
Medvednica (PINPM) can prescribe conditions where a certain activity can be carried out in order to
reduce the impact on certain critical areas.
✓ The PINPM encourages everything “green”: infrastructure, events that promote nature protection, etc.
▪ The park has many entrances so one of the challenges is how to ensure that all the events are reported
and approved by the PINPM through one-time concession permits.
▪ The IA identifies as a challenge to come up with other ways to increase the level of FES awareness
among users and other stakeholders.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM influences the perception of the park’s visitors, raises awareness on the importance of
preserving the protected area and on the benefits that this area has for their health and well-being.
✓ The IM is broadly accepted by all the stakeholders that are involved in the IA and is legally justified.
✓ The PINPM encourages both big and small stakeholders to participate in management in order to have
more satisfied customers/visitors and thus more satisfied service providers (stakeholders).
✓ The IM promotes equitable solutions. All infrastructure is public and free of charge. The IM can be used
by all (big or small) owners on their property and they can all benefit from it.
▪ The IA includes a great number of forest owners in a relatively small area. These stakeholders are
often not interested in managing their property, which the IA leader perceives as a challenge but also
as a certain opportunity since these stakeholders do not care about the IA and thus, they do not
interfere.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ The modest fees for the concessions appear sufficient to contribute significantly to the maintenance of
infrastructure, to the benefit of surrounding municipalities.
✓ The one-time concession permit systems also allow for managing user groups and reduce conflicts
among them as well as pressures to the natural areas.
▪ The COVID-19 had the two opposite effects of increasing visitor numbers, but reducing and banning
the organised activities targeted by the IM increasing de facto pressures, reducing the IM’s options to
manage this and raise funding for infrastructure.
▪ The IA identifies correctly that some level of monitoring is necessary to coerce all organised activities
to ask for one-time concession permits. Without monitoring, some will undertake organized activities
without asking or paying. Rangers patrolling the park can ensure the use of permits and sanction
groups who have activities without a permit, but the number of rangers is too small to cover the park
efficiently.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM complies with all laws. A new national law requires and regulates permits for national parks,
making them mandatory This could support the IM, as some visitors still do not see the need to pay
for FES.
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✓ The IM demonstrates added value through its awareness-raising and education activities.
▪ Although the national park is managed by the state there are also three counties (local level divisions)
involved thus increasing the number of different administrative bodies creating jurisdictional
challenges.
▪ Awareness-raising to change mindsets is still a challenge, as visitors do not perceive the national park
as a protected area but as a city park (thus do not see the need to pay concession). This is being
addressed through social media and local radio campaigns.

Denmark – Reverse auction for forest biodiversity protection
This IΜ is in the mature phase of implementation as it is entering the contracting phase and then ex-post
evaluation. In terms of sustainability targets, the IA aims at: i) quality ES enhancing bids from owners, that
is: to hit the target aimed for, ii) cost-effectiveness in the sense that requested prices are competitive, and
iii) high acceptance among owners and NGOs, high enrolment and low transactions costs – leading to
competition on cost and many high-quality ES options. The results of the assessment match the main
sustainability targets of the IA and the overall sustainability reached is assessed as positive (Figure 10).
According to the IA, the limited spatial scale of the individual actions resulted in a lower score for certain
ecological and equitability aspects. The IA considers the strongest point in terms of sustainability to be the
(expected) improvement of biodiversity and, having this goal, the IM achieved a high number of bids
submitted relative to budget, which meant a high quality in suggested actions as well as high competition
on costs. The weakest point is that the IM takes more preparation and competence on the auctioneering
side than e.g., flat-rate subsidies delivered on a simple eligibility rule, which can be an obstacle for the
upscaling of the IM. Actions to improve sustainability include: i) conclude all contracts in the current
experiment, contingent on EU accepting the cost claims., ii) assess outcomes and compare the performance
with existing instruments, and iii) discuss with the relevant ministries and agencies how lessons learnt can
be integrated into the design of other measures leading to both upscaling in domain (climate, other
biodiversity measures etc.) and spatial context.

Figure 10 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Denmark
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Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM, according to the bids received, focuses on biodiversity by re-establishing or ensuring the longterm vitality of forest ecosystems of value to biodiversity and through other relevant measures like
improved protection of forest wetlands and forest meadows, protecting other types of biodiversity.
✓ The IM performs well when it comes to maintaining or restoring forest cover and standing stock of
biomass, and maintaining and protecting biodiversity.
✓ The scale of the IM and the kind of forest habitats targeted implies that there are no or negligible
downstream effects in the value chains.
▪ Effects on carbon storage are thought to be neutral in the long run, effects on water ecosystem services
are likely positive. There are likely small or positive effects on the recreational value of the forests.
▪ Ecological trade-offs are likely to arise in the long-term while focusing on maintaining the natural
functions of the ecosystem that can support biodiversity. These could be addressed either by minimum
restrictions or by designing additional IMs to target them but not necessarily in the same area.
▪ Because the IM targets small forest habitats, it is unlikely to affect forest vitality at landscape levels.
▪ There was huge variation in the cost-effectiveness of the ideas proposed by forest owners. The
requested price varied substantially across bids and was not correlated to ecological performance.
This implies that extra care is needed in the design of the IM when allowing forest owners to co-create
the measures undertaken.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM has produced a positive and broad discussion about the potential of this type of instruments
with all the different stakeholders involved, and constructive dialogue with the relevant authorities that
could upscale this sort of actions.
✓ The implementation revealed a rather nice enrolment three times larger than available funds.
✓ The IM achieved broad and engaged stakeholder and expert involvement in the process of
development. All parties subscribed to the IM goals and also the novelties of the design.
✓ The IM benefited from a tradition in Danish governance systems of cooperative governance involving
stakeholders or their representatives in processes of relevance to them.
✓ No restrictions were placed on participation, except for the willingness to provide the requested
information. The IM supported especially the participation of smaller forest owners by targeting them
through their extension officers.
✓ The IM has no negative effects on access to ES, which regulate entirely outside the IM.
▪ The small scale of each action and the fact that it takes place on private forest land, sometimes away
from paths and roads providing access, limited the relevance and possibility of assessing community
involvement and broader social impacts in the IM implementation.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ This IM used a project budget to implement a reverse auction, which will reach completion during the
project. The overall economic impacts are assessed to be i) a source of income for forest owners
delivering efforts to enhance ES on private forest land, and ii) a gain for society in achieving enhanced
ES provision with measures that are more cost-effective than existing alternatives.
✓ As an additional positive aspect, the design allowing forest owners themselves to describe and suggest
initiatives (with access guidelines from biologists) showed that forest owners did have many different
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and inventive ideas on how they can improve the quality of habitats, nature and the protection of
biodiversity. It also built ownership to the effort. This aspect likely improves the overall quality of
outcomes.
✓ The rather nice ratio of bids to budget, which was a factor of three was promising for the upscaling, in
particular as the IM was announced for a short period in a limited area and with clear mention of the
limited funds.
▪ The design allowing for variation in offers’ type (no standardised action) implies potential gains in costeffectiveness, but also requires a rigorous selection procedure as implemented, allowing for rigorous
handling of the assessment parameters, which is an important lesson for upscaling.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ A system of cooperative governance allows all stakeholders to be involved.
✓ Existing governance and legal structures were used to secure the permanence of actions, where
possible.
▪ The overall weakest point relates to an institutional aspect. The fact that the IM takes a bit more
preparation and competence on the auctioneering side than e.g., flat rate subsidies delivered on a
simple eligibility rule is a challenge. This can be an obstacle for the upscaling of the IM, as it requires
that relevant organisations are competent and willing to build capacity to run such IMs.

Italy/Borgo – Selling mushroom permits online
This IM is in the developed phase of implementation. In terms of sustainability targets, the IA aims at i)
maintaining the wild mushrooms productivity in forest, ii) maintaining the economic resilience of the local
dwellers, and iii) keeping the present forest resilience. The overall sustainability reached by the IA is
assessed as very positive and the results of the assessment match the main sustainability targets and
expectations of the IA at this stage (Figure 11). Considering that the IM aimed at supporting wild mushroom

Figure 11 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Italy/Borgo
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picking as recreational activity in the forest, the IA considers the strongest point in terms of sustainability to
be the raise in demand by mushroom pickers due to a higher chance to pick wild mushrooms in the specific
forest in comparison to other areas. The weakest point refers to the growth in coordination costs. Actions to
improve sustainability include: i) provide an online platform to sell pick permits and other touristic offers to
further increase the number of recreational wild mushroom pickers (short-term action), ii) maintain the
present silvicultural approach and interlink the forest recreational activities with national tour operators
(medium-term actions), and iii) maintain the present silvicultural approach while testing new silvicultural
techniques.

Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM preserve and/or enhances the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Specific forest management is applied, with cutting methods decided jointly with a representative of
the mushroom pickers, a manager of CCP and a professional forester of the area.
✓ The IM preserves and/or improve the ecosystem functions. Guiding the mushroom pickers to areas
that are already productive in mushrooms contribute to maintain and enhance the productivity of these
areas as well.
✓ The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different land uses focusing
on fair land use share between forest and agricultural lands: the proportion of forest surface remains
stable.
✓ The IM had identified and avoids any potential negative environmental impact.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM is broadly accepted, ensures participation and equitable solutions.
✓ Equity in access to the IM is guaranteed.
✓ There is a balanced distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs between public and private
(reinvestment in forest management for mushroom production). On the forest land owned by
municipalities, the distribution of benefits from the permit commercialization is done according to
written rules. In the communalie (community forests), the allocation of the benefits is negotiated each
year, it is either reinvested in the forest management or is invested in community projects such as the
renovation of infrastructure.
▪ The number of paper ticket resellers remains high and is not the most efficient to reach younger
customers.
▪ The access to the ES, i.e., the probability to have or not a good harvest, is conditional to the ticket the
user purchases (diverse price categories allowing harvest in more or less productive areas of the
forest) and other factors such as the number of other users.

Economic dimension
✓ The IM addressed a technological enhancement for permit management in an already more than the
50-year-old market for mushroom permits; thus, a marketed good, and the experience was an increase
in demand for permits and hence increase in gross revenues. Gross revenues accrued to the
Communale (municipality) and thus may have a broad equity effect as funds are used for public
purpose.
▪ The market is well developed with a significant annual turnover.
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▪
▪
▪

The IA partner mentions increased coordination costs as a drawback of the IM, but it is not quite clear
who carry these costs (permit buyers, permit sellers or mediating agents?).
The IA also mentions costs related to organizing the people to determine the cutting methods in the
mushroom designated forest parcels.
The FES in focus here is already a marketed provision good or service; as such the additional
innovation cannot be easily extrapolated to the enhanced payment for FES that are not already
marketed.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ A well-established governance platform exists where the different stakeholders and communities
within the consortium can meet and discuss risks and tensions.
▪ The IM deals with historic power struggles as the regional government and the local government
(Communalie) have different interests.
▪ The IM adheres to existing laws, although it perceives certain laws and regulations as hindering factors
(laws limiting the picking allowance although it is in contradiction with the latest research).

Italy/Etifor – Compensating nature conservation measures
This IM is in the mature phase of implementation, currently being replicated. Following intermediation by
Etifor, poplar farms and the Park Authority signed a 5-year agreement in which the farms committed to
carrying out specific conservation interventions in natural areas owned by the Regional Park to fulfil the
Forest Stewardship Council (FSC) requirement. The IA aims at economic viability, maintaining and
enhancing biodiversity, and respecting the FSC standard. The overall sustainability reached by the IA is
assessed as positive (Figure 12). Although the four dimensions perform unevenly, the results of the
assessment seem to match the main sustainability targets of the IA at this stage. The main unfulfilled goal
refers to the fact that the cost of FSC certification for small landowners is not sustainable in all cases without
other external funds. This relates to what the IA perceives to be the weakest point of the IM: the economic

Figure 12 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Italy/Etifor
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sustainability of the FSC certification for poplar farmers. The IM’s strongest points, on the other hand, are
the positive environmental impact and the significant income generated for the park and the poplar farmers.
Short-term actions to improve sustainability have already been implemented and include: i) searching for
external funds to support landowners’ income, ii) reducing the FSC certification group fees, iii) developing
derogations that allow the use of certain chemicals, and iv) a policy-brief guideline on what can be done in
FSC poplar groves. Medium-term actions include: i) research biological solutions to pest
treatment/containment, ii) identify and speed up the registration of a substance that is suitable for fighting
the Asian bug, iii) test new sales methods by strengthening the role of poplar growers, iv) supply contracts
of several years, where the poplar grower (or a network/consortium of FSC-certified poplar growers)
undertakes to deliver a minimum quantity of timber against the payment of a pre-established price by the
user, v) cultivation (or sharing) contracts in which the user directly bears part of the investment costs and
therefore also the business risks, vi) development of new contractual forms, replicating the French model,
vii) sales supported by online geo-referenced information on the lots offered for sale. In the long-term, the
IA aspires to find resources at the EU level to undertake an experimental project aimed at finding solutions
for the cultivation of quality poplar following FSC principles and/or technical/scientific dissemination to adopt
more compatible means.

Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM allows increasing forest cover by restoring areas within the park and ensure more sustainable
forest management in established poplar plantations, which leads to the maintenance of the
biodiversity and the provision of FES in the area.
✓ The IM increased the forested area, enhanced the landscape, and improved forest management
without negative impacts on the natural capital.
✓ The IM preserves forest vitality, and FSC certification for Ecosystem Services implies the enhancement
of the forest functions.
✓ The IM does not create products that have a negative impact on carbon storage.
✓ The IM is accompanied by instruments (management plans, monitoring, etc.) able to detect possible
negative environmental impacts.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM has been inclusive in involving the participants and in the signing of the agreement and
guaranteed equity among the actors directly involved.
✓ The IM included consultation processes and instruments that allow conflict resolution; the signed
agreement makes explicit the sharing of common values and responsibilities
✓ The relations among the different stakeholders are transparent and fair; there are no barriers to access
the IM in terms of hectares or other restrictions.
▪ The involvement of a higher number of actors and hectares can be improved as they are still a minority
out of the total. The IA tried to enlarge the participation to the IM to other forest owners but the
economic issues made the involvement of small poplar farms more difficult.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM has been successful in the sense that agreements have been made between individual poplar
growers and the park to fund nature conservation activities in the park.
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✓ The IA partner notes that for the medium-to-larger poplar growers the scheme is a cost-effective way
of achieving the FSC certification requirement on setting aside land for nature and biodiversity; which
is correct.
▪ The IA partner also notes that for smaller poplar growers, the gains in cost-effectiveness are not
enough to overcome the other transactions costs associated with FSC certification.
▪ By construction, this IM may be susceptible to questions regarding additionality as the measures paid
for appears to be part of a natural park already designated as such. It may be relevant to ask if this
funding crowds out other funding, e.g., public funding of sorts, though interviews suggest there is
limited funding to crowd out.
▪ The IA partner identifies up-chain issues as the poplar wood, while FSC certified is sold as such to a
significant degree – this limits the incentives to engage in the FSC-scheme and thereby the Ecopay
scheme.
▪ The element that can be improved is the adoption of the FSC standards along the whole Value Chain
(Chain of Custody) to ensure the sustainability of the final products from the producer to the consumer.
▪ An improvement that can be further done is to value the certified wood at market level in order to
support the forest owners’ work and to spread the culture of certification.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM adheres to existing laws and regulations, including additional FSC regulations.
✓ Within the IM different instruments are present that support conflict management and resolution. A
local contact person is always available.
▪ The IM is an upscaling of an existing scheme and the development of a feasibility study for three other
areas. As such, policies do not represent an important new obstacle to the implementation of IA. The
critical point is getting other farmers to join the payment scheme that has proven to work under the
given policy setting.

Peru – Paying for watershed services to cities
This IM is in the mature implementation phase. In terms of sustainability targets, the IA aims at i) improving
water security (quantity and quality) for the city of Cusco, ii) improving water security (quantity and quality)
for the local communities, and iii) ensuring the good governance of water and ES. The spiderweb synthesis
clearly illustrates the overall sustainability’s characteristics: the ecological aspects and the legal compliance
are strong, whereas the social aspects and some institutional aspects are weak (Figure 13). The IA
considers its strongest point in terms of sustainability to be the fact that the budget is ensured through a fee
on water bills and that the IM is a learning site for other PES schemes in the country. The weakest point
relates to the lack of good relationships and dialogue among stakeholders and the lack of inclusiveness in
decision-making and benefit-sharing; the relationships between the drinking water company and the local
communities have sometimes been tumultuous. Actions to improve sustainability include: i) hiring an expert
in social and institutional aspects (short-term action), ii) reinitiating interactions among stakeholders and
create a governance platform (medium-term action), and ii) documenting lessons learnt (long-term action).
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Figure 13 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Peru

Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM contributes towards reforestation in the area and uses only native species for tree plantations
and grassland restoration to avoid negative impacts on biodiversity.
✓ The IM considers geophysical and hydrological risks associated with mudflows, landslides, drought
and extreme rainfall.
✓ The IM has taken measures to improve ecosystem functions related to hydrological regulation
(increasing infiltration, reducing runoff and erosion).
✓ The IM recognizes critical thresholds in water quality in the lake and invested on sanitation systems
and on the protection of the lake edges.
▪ The IM provides a good justification of the site selection based on hydrogeological studies but local
people question the choice of the site, thus more research is needed.
▪ The IM considers ecological sustainability in agriculture, e.g., by supporting the reduction of
agrochemicals in local agriculture, but implementation is slow.
▪ Field observations show certain negative ecological impacts (e.g., the IM aims at reducing erosion but
has built a road that generated erosion and the mitigation measures have been limited and inefficient).

Social dimension of sustainability
▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

The IM did not manage to ensure the participation of local communities in the decision-making process,
beyond information.
There are still diverging objectives among the stakeholders and historical conflicts.
There is no clear mechanism in place to enable communication among the stakeholders. The
functioning of a platform implemented by an NGO, for this reason, is challenging.
There is recognition of the roles of different actors (e.g., the drinking water company, the local
communities or the local authorities) but no clear division of responsibilities.
The IM does not seem to benefit equally the communities and does not consider equity issues at
household or individual levels.
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▪

▪

It is unclear who will benefit from the improved water regulation from the IM. Direct monetary benefits
for the local communities include their salaries for fieldwork (planting trees, digging trenches) but this
is only a marginal income. IM’s proponents expect the development of new sources of incomes for the
communities as tourism increase in the area but this is still uncertain.
There are controversies between stakeholders regarding the necessity to compensate the opportunity
costs of communities for the loss of pastures due to restoration measures.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM has been successful in implementing an additional fee on the water bill as a potentially
sustainable source of funding.
✓ While there is not yet hard evidence of synergies, the stakeholders seem to agree they will arise; and
notably investments have been made to exploit potentials from tourism. This suggests that ownership
to actions could grow in the future if the tourism gains materialise.
▪ While funding is made available, there is a potential to improve on targeting and cost-effectiveness
noted by the IA partners.
▪ Related to the targeting of the IM, the overall distributive effects (of costs and benefits) could also be
clarified and likely improved upon. The relation to potential tourism increases and related economic
activities (e.g., handicrafts commercialization) is one aspect of distributive effects of actions.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM complies with all existing national laws, including a national law aimed at regulating PES.
✓ Money received by the drinking water company is allocated to the benefit of the community through
the IM, although the payments are not directly made to the community. This increases transparency
and reduces the risk of corruption by community elites.
✓ IM is a pilot PES case in Peru, tested the national law on PES, and thus serves as a learning
mechanism.
▪ The IA regularly communicates with the Drinking Water company. However, the staff turnover at the
company is high, leading to a stumbling block as the IA often has to deal with new contact persons.
▪ A governance platform where all different stakeholders can communicate is lacking.
▪ Several power asymmetries exist e.g., between the big drinking water company and the community.

Russia – Providing multiple ecosystems services by forest renters
This IM is in the developed phase of implementation. The Scientific Council on Forest Issues of RAS has
developed the concept of a new ‘Forest Code’, which has been presented to the business and scientific
communities and governmental bodies. In terms of sustainability targets, the IA aims at: i) sustainable longterm use of forest ecosystems based on eliminating the trade-offs and facilitating the synergy between
various ES provision by forests, ii) legitimate recognition of the non-monetary ES values aimed at creation
of markets for said ES, and iii) elimination of conflicts between the forest stakeholders and ensuring the
regional economic development. Overall, the IM seems to be designed with a generally high level of
sustainability in mind (Figure 14). The various dimensions appear to be performing unevenly but the
strongest aspects match the goals and expectations of the IA. Economic viability is hard to assess at the
current stage but the IA partners highlight that it is improving. Institutional sustainability is harder to achieve
within the framework of the current system of forest management, but this SSA will be used by the IA to
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improve the IM’s overall design. The IM’s strongest point in terms of sustainability is its aim to provide a
legislative basis for ecological sustainability, balance between the ES and biodiversity preservation, which
in turn will increase the well-being of citizens. The weakest point is that the suggested IM cannot guarantee

Figure 14 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Russia

a complete protection of locals’ and small businesses’ interests. The development of a legislative basis
outside the framework of this IM is deemed necessary to achieve this goal. Actions to improve sustainability
include: i) conducting surveys among stakeholders and experts about possible solutions for sustainability
issues (short-term action), ii) raising awareness and popularisation of the ES concept and multifunctional
forest use among the forest stakeholders to ensure their understanding, and development of economic
evaluation of non-monetary FES techniques and methods (medium-term actions), and iii) implementation of
the forest lands zoning in accordance with the ES (long-term actions).

Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into action
yet. Nevertheless, the IM’s design is generally promising when it comes to preserving and/or enhancing
ecosystem functions and adopting a holistic approach across scales.
▪ The IA partners mention that due to their expertise (i.e., institute mostly focused on studying trees and
other flora), the IM has not taken into account the impact on the biodiversity of any organisms except
plants. After this SSA, the IA partners will include at least bird species in their next assessments.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ Presenting the IM’s Forest Code concept helped to raise awareness about ES and multifunctionality
in forest management.
✓ The MAG meeting surveys showed that the participants felt free to express their opinion and agreed
that the participants’ composition was representative.
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✓ The MAG meeting surveys showed that the proposed IM and the way for its implementation are
generally acceptable by the majority of the stakeholders.
✓ The IM includes a public tender procedure that allows free access of all the stakeholders to the ES
production.
✓ The IA partners are currently conducting a survey to examine the level to which stakeholders
acknowledge their responsibility for the future of the forests and feel that their role in forest relations is
recognized.

Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ The idea of improving regulation to avoid single ES uses negatively affecting overall performance or
competing unnecessarily is good.
▪ The revision of the law is only progressing slowly, and it is unclear if it is formally on track or still on the
idea or pre-proposal stage.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM achieved its goal to produce draft legislation to deal with the provisioning of multiple FES, as
an improvement to the current national forest law, as well as data and models to visualise the proposed
improvements.
✓ The draft legislation, data and models create awareness of multiple FES and serve as a discussion
point at the government level.
✓ The models could serve as a learning mechanism, however, it is not yet clear if this would be successful
in the implementation process, as the implementation of the legislation has not taken place yet.
▪ The current Russian national forest law does not allow for PES for multiple FES. Although awareness
is created by the IM on the potential of PES for multiple FES, the law transformation process is slow.
▪ Power asymmetries are faced, which slows down the transformation process.
▪ The IM has the potential to provide added value, but this is not concrete yet as implementation has not
taken place yet.

Switzerland – Providing places to bury ashes of beloved people in the forest
This IM is in the mature phase of implementation. In terms of sustainability targets, the IA aims especially
at preserving the ecosystem structure, ensuring a holistic approach across scales, and ensuring an
economically viable IM. The overall sustainability reached by the IA is assessed as positive (Figure 15) and
the results of the assessment seem to match the main sustainability targets of the IA. There is a certain
weakness in the ‘holistic approach’ aspect, which has to do with the fact that the offer is very delicate and
cannot be easily upscaled to the broader public. The IA considers the IM’s strongest point in terms of
sustainability to be synergies that seem to be developed between the different sustainability dimensions and
interests, while the weakest point has to do with the IM’s ‘marketing’. Actions to improve sustainability
include: i) analysis of trends and state of interest, and interviews with clients (short-term action) ii) middleterm-strategy for the future development of the offer, and adaptation and further development of the
business model (middle-term action), and iii) providing additional offers, upscaling the offer and activities
with stakeholders (long-term action).
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Figure 15 Spiderweb synthesis of the sustainability self-assessment for IA Switzerland

Ecological dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM, through the contracts with clients, can preserve individual trees and individual ecosystems for
a long time (30 years or more).
✓ The influences on the ecosystem functions are very low and no impacts are evident within the scope
of the IM.
▪ Concerning the already existing uses such as recreation and leisure in this forest, there are no
ecological impacts detected but negative effects could arise from additional forest visits. The IA
mentions that these negative effects can be managed through appropriate accompanying measures
but there are no more details on this within the IM’s assessment.

Social dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM makes a direct contribution to cultural development and new places are created that allow a
connection between the local population and their forest for a long time.
✓ The IM creates new contacts and reaches new target groups creating a new type of relationship
between the forestry enterprise/forest owner and the customers and thus also new perspectives.
✓ The IA explains that due to the skilful embedding of the IM in the overall management of the forest and
to very reserved labelling in the forest landscape, there are no trade-offs or direct competition with
different uses and interests.
▪ The IA mentions that the new customer group and the associated new needs brought up the need for
new skills and approaches.
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Economic dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM has added a new revenue stream to the portfolio of the forest owner involved forest owner,
although its size is not stated. It is stated that revenue exceeds costs, which is credible given the
simplicity of the service offered.
✓ The IM does not imply a trade-off with other activities and ES, provided the management can allow for
space around the graves and placement so as to not affect other recreational users.
▪ The IA notes ‘Marketing’ as a challenge, but it is not clear whether this is towards customers (families
who face a funeral) or towards the supply side with more areas.
▪ There is little in terms of assessing potential further developments, but presumably legal frameworks
are in place and a geospatial analysis could reveal potential areas of interest for additional supply.

Institutional dimension of sustainability
✓ The IM complies with the applicable laws. In the specific canton in Switzerland, there are no laws
prohibiting the deposition of human ashes in the forest. This is however not the case in all other cantons
in Switzerland.
✓ The IM has established a good relationship with the other stakeholders (local community, church and
conventional cemetery) and government agencies through an integrative platform.
▪ As the IM is a private and very sensitive offer, no official democratic process could be undertaken for
its development.
▪ The IM is a relatively new concept and related to a sensitive topic (burial), especially with smaller
actors, where the innovation process is not institutionalised as such, new offers can trigger
fundamental resistance.
▪ A new skills set is needed by the forester, currently not taught in forestry schools. Assistance for
obtaining these skills might be helpful.
▪ An attempted new valuation assessment system was found to be too complicated, as the values
attached to different trees for the purpose of this IM is subjective.
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5. Congruence with policy frameworks
Forests provide multiple ES, for which the societal demand is increasing. On the European level, there is an
ongoing scientific and political debate on whether current governance and policy mechanisms provide
adequate support for the provision of these services or not. This chapter, building on the Policy Demand
Report (D3.2), aims to address this question, recognizing the complexity and the need for improved
coordination between forest-focused and forest-related policies. Data for this chapter comes from: i) the exante SSA and subsequent interviews that were conducted with the IA leads in 2018, ii) a European scale
survey conducted with forest owners and managers in 2019 (ca. 1800 participants), and iii) the ex-post SSA
and subsequent interviews with IA leads, conducted in 2021. Importantly, this chapter synthesizes some of
the project’s findings, several of them previously presented in other deliverables, to reflect on the relation
between IA implementation and the policy framework.
Figure 16 depicts the enabling and hindering factors as indicated by 1149 European landowners
and managers during the Europe-wide survey conducted in 2019. ‘Policy makers and stakeholders’ as well
as ‘Regulatory framework (laws and rules)’ are listed as strongly impeding factors for FES related
innovations. This indicates the importance and possibly hindering the function of policies and policy
stakeholders, but possibly also the importance of involving stakeholders in the innovation process.

Figure 16 Enabling and hindering factors on development of most economic and relevant innovations in European forests (Source: D1.3)
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Based on the initial ex-ante self-assessment (see section 4.2 and Deliverable 3.1) and subsequent
interviews with IA leads conducted in 2018, the subsequent visualization (Figure 17) of IAs is used as a
waymark to develop an understanding of the factors that impede and support the development of innovative
mechanisms focused on forest ecosystem services across Europe.

Figure 17 Multiple-correspondence analysis of main factors behind innovative mechanims

On the right side of Figure 17, a clear grouping of three IAs can be seen: the Swiss and the two Italian IAs
show up here. The Switzerland IA focuses on funeral forests; i.e., a forest management regime tailored for
the function of a graveyard, which represents an income to the forest owner. The Italy/Borgo IA focuses on
creating a mobile application (app) for mushroom picking permits. The idea is that a part of the income from
the permits goes back to forest management so that it is more tailored for the prevision of mushrooms, while
the secondary target is that the payment mechanism has geographical control of the distribution of pickers;
so that the local association can take active measures to avoid their concentration in specific areas. The
Italy/Etifor IA is a public-private partnership for sustainable forest management and biodiversity restoration,
where the IA team helps owners of the poplar plantations to obtain FSC certification (conditioned by taking
up forest management measures for habitat restoration, which the IA team provides information on), who in
turn also achieve additional income from premium prices paid by the industry for the local, responsibly
sourced wood. The unifying features of these three cases are that they exhibit strong leadership by their IA
leads and that their organizations have a strong culture of supporting innovations. They are also small,
commercially oriented organizations. Their studied innovations are of incremental character and have been
in development already before the SINCERE project began. Relative to innovations in other cases, the
area in which they are developed is more local, with clear boundaries and developed marketing
characteristics and clear institutional settings in the two Italian IAs. In the Switzerland IA, however, policy
factors are seen as having a strong influence. Specifically, for the funeral forest business model to be
successful, the institutional setting is critical: in case institutions interdict using forests as a funeral place,
the business innovation cannot function. If reversely, there is total freedom in where the ash of dead people
is buried, the business model may also be hampered by lacking exclusiveness of the service. In Switzerland
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IA legislation differs greatly at the level of cantons, constraining partially the option to spread the innovation
model for cultural/spiritual ecosystem services into other regions of the country.
The second group consists of the Belgium/Flanders, Denmark and Peru IAs. For the
Belgium/Flanders IA, the Flemish forests need alternatives to existing subsidy system in order to enhance
biodiversity conservation. The IA uses reverse auction as IM, where the suppliers (forest owners &
managers) bid to sell the forest ecosystem services, and the government buys them. The IA focuses on (I)
restoration of hunting areas and on biodiversity conservation in rare habitats, while the secondary target are
wild boar strips between agricultural patches to limit the negative impact of the species and to promote
biodiversity. The Danish IA is also focused on a reverse auction system targeted at private forests, whose’
owners and managers bid to sell biodiversity conservation measures to the public agencies. The Peru IA
focuses on a payment scheme for the water and soil regulation services provided by the management of
the watershed (reforestation, infiltration trenches, agroforestry), which also represents income for the local
communities. These IAs have in common that they are highly ambitious, capital intensive innovations with
strong replication and upscaling potential. They are characterized by a high level of interest among
stakeholders, many of which have divergent standpoints on how to proceed. In the Denmark IA, for
example, the aim of the IA-lead (governmental organization) is to get the bids on selling complete harvesting
rights, thus creating ‘untouched forests’. This is perceived as a drastic measure by parts of the forest owners,
who are reluctant to completely sell-away these rights. Thus, after more dialogue between the involved
actors, an alternative strategy was investigated where forest owners may bid individual biodiversity
conservation measures and not the whole ‘package’ of forest management rights. The Peru IA is
characterized by a conflict between the local communities and the municipal water utility, where the
development of the payment vehicle is marred with uncertainties in relation to how the benefits of the
mechanism will truly reach its suppliers and on the control of the provision of the services stemming from
the payment mechanism. Both the Denmark and the Belgium/Flanders IAs have problems
with compatibility to the state aid rules – as these nationally new types of payment mechanisms, for which
there is lack of full compatibility with the national legislation. The Peru IA does not have this problem, as
recent law has enabled municipal water supply utilities to reward hydrological ecosystem services from
upstream watersheds – which makes it an outlier of the group.
A third and somewhat less cohesive group of cases is located at the bottom-left of the
graph, which entails the Russia, Finland, Croatia, Spain/Basque Country and Spain/Catalonia IAs. The
Russia IA focuses on a regulation mechanism so that people renting the forest land can use it for multiple
purposes, which should increase economic efficiency and aim to maintain a balance between all ecosystem
services. The case also aims to include the concept of ES in the national Forest Code. The Finland IA aims
to develop an operational platform comprised of local stakeholders where the landscape and touristic
services of the forests will be jointly planned and optimized. The IA also aims to establish a voluntary
payment scheme for these services that would be paid by tourists, the proceeds of which would then provide
an additional income to the forest owners. The Spain/Basque country IA aims to develop a local regulatory
framework to place the economic values of services provided by the forests as an integral part of the Basque
region forest management strategy. The aim of this is to provide a basis upon which future PES can be
designed for the supply and enhancement of FES. The Spain/Catalonia IA aims to develop a legal document
for the establishment of a Rialb Reservoir ‘Forest for Water’ Fund (to be funded by rural tourism and other
local business), which would then in the future fund FES payment schemes. The Croatia IA focuses on
valorisation of health and recreation function of the nature park Medvednica by i) raising public awareness
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on these functions provided by the local area, ii) participatively designing management activities for
increasing their supply, and iii) setting up a system to fund these activities through concessions for one-off
events and a voluntary payment system. Although these IAs are quite diverse, they all affect how forests
are managed and are predominantly linked to (local) policy change. Out of this group, the Russia IA
is highly ambitious and the only SINCERE case that in the end will operate on a national level. The Finland
IA is capital intensive as it will have a payment component, and Spain/Basque country IA is characterized
by strong clashes between stakeholders (forest owners on one side are fearful that future payment schemes
that are conditional on certain management practices will too much restrict their owner rights as compared
to a subsidy system, whereas the environmental groups backed by environmental legislation argue that it
will not sufficiently secure the provision of all the forest ecosystem services). However, to succeed, they
all require top-level administration strategic policy support. For EU-based IAs this refers to support from
EU legislation and institutions and national governments, and for Russia, it refers to support from the toplevel state administration. To succeed, all of the cases in this group require the meaningful participation of
(local) stakeholders. Top-level administration’s support in form of recognizing FES in relevant strategies or
equivalent documents, or similar policy commitment showing the importance of FES as a concept, would be
enough to tip the balance of the negotiation processes with local stakeholders towards an implementable
path. The Croatia IA is somewhat of an outlier of this group as its diverging feature is that top-level (national
support) for the valorisation of FES already exists.
The majority of IAs in the second and the third group also enjoys the support of core sectoral
policies, which cannot be stated for the Swiss and the two Italian cases (first group). This is because the
IAs in group 1 are more commercially oriented than other cases and thus have more of a local character.
From our analysis of the initial ex-ante self-assessment and subsequent interviews with IA leads,
conducted in 2018, and the ex-post self-assessment and subsequent interviews with IA leads, conducted in
2021, it can be said that all IAs conform with the policy frameworks in place, at national and EU-Level (where
applicable). In some cases, policy coordination needs to be improved: addressing the trade-offs between
different policies, but also aligning policies of different governance levels and institutions. It is clear that there
is furthermore a need for more supportive policies, although there is not a ‘one size fits all’ solution. Although
‘Knowledge available’ was listed as a supporting factor in the 2019 survey (see Figure 16), during the
interviews conducted with IAs in 2021, the need for improved knowledge and information sharing systems
was clear. The different support needs can be summarised into three main groups, which are analysed in
the sections that follow (5.1-5.3):
1. Administrative and policy support, including a PES scheme
2. Better aligned and enabling policies (‘less red tape’)
3. Improved information systems and platform
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5.1 Administrative and policy support, including a PES scheme
There is a need for top-level administration and strategic policy support. For EU-based cases, this refers to
support from EU legislation and institutions as well as from national governments (Finland and
Belgium/Flanders IAs), and for the Russian IA, this refers to support from the top-level state administration.
Specifically, top-level administration’s support in form of recognizing FES in relevant strategies or equivalent
documents, or similar policy commitment showing the importance of FES as a concept is needed in the case
of the Russian IA. Within the EU cases, there is an expectation that if the EU would address this issue within
their policies, it will trickle down to the national and sub-national level. The Croatian IA might serve as an
example of how policies might support FES, as a new national law has recently been adopted which
endorses and governs a permit system for the use of FES. It is however to soon to evaluate the effect of
this legislation, although it is anticipated that this law will support the case in its quest to convince society of
the necessity of such permits.
A public funding (incentive PES) system is here and in other cases seen as necessary for supporting
the successful provision of FES. Such payments should be based on the condition of additionality, at least
improved management practices. It is also seen as beneficial in the case where market-based initiatives are
being launched. In such a case the PES payments would not be continued for an unlimited time, but rather
help to establish the initiative and assist to cover initial expenses.
Within the EU, regional differences are highlighted and important, and this leads to discussion in how
far a PES system can be designed at the EU level in relation to national and regional levels. One suggestion
is that an EU-wide PES scheme would set a general framework, with regional and FES specific criteria that
detail the conditions of payments and objectives to be achieved.
Next to the necessity to adapt the payment system to regional differences, the valuation (in monetary
terms) of certain FES is seen as problematic. It is suggested to implement a large-scale valuation and
monitoring (evaluation) system accompanying the establishment of the PES system.

5.2 Better aligned and enabling policies (‘less red tape’)
Many IAs experienced compatibility issues of PES or market-based schemes with state-aid and taxation
laws (Switzerland IA, Belgium/Flanders IA, Finland IA and Italy/BorgoIA as specific examples). Concrete
examples include public organisations being prohibited to run a market-based FES scheme that generates
an income as income tax laws applicable to the income generated through the FES scheme. There is a
need to better align policies to support such innovations, and there is also a need to reduce trade-offs
between sectoral policies, but also different levels of governance (Switzerland IA and Italy/Borgo IA where
complex political relationships exist between different governance levels). Arguably, the institutional
framework sets the conditions for the development of FES related market-based schemes and business
development, both enabling and constraining their development. Careful reviews of the institutional setting
in the light of the further development of such approaches are needed and should be done as a collective
effort, involving a broad set of stakeholders to establish cross-sectoral consensus.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
61

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

5.3 Improved information systems and platforms
There is an impression by practitioners that there is a lack of awareness of the full potential of FES especially
at higher policy levels and also amongst society, and there is a need seen to better inform these groups
about the value and potential of FES. In this regard, it is important to be aware of political and power
differences amongst involved actors that arguably cannot be altered much. Yet, better information, e.g.,
through an information-sharing platform where the services providers could learn from other cases about
the full potential, they could reach with their FES innovations is seen as beneficial. Such an informationsharing platform could support service providers to communicate with society to raise awareness of the
importance of FES and the need to incentives the provisioning of FES, in some cases through market-based
initiatives (Croatia IA, Russia IA, Finland IA and Italy/Borgo IA). Ideally, such a platform should be
established at the national policy level, but the information should be fed through a bottom-up approach.
There is a substantial expectation that increasing the importance of the issue at EU or national (top-level)
policymakers would create more attention on the issue at lower governance levels, increasing engagement
there. Table 2 indicates the main policy support needs of each IA as voiced in the interviews.
Table 2 Typology of IAs and policy support need

Administrative and policy support,
including a PES scheme

Better aligned and enabling
policies (‘less red tape’)

Improved information
systems and platforms

Denmark

Denmark

Finland

Finland

Peru

Peru

Croatia

Croatia

Belgium/Flanders

Belgium/Flanders

Spain/Basque country

Spain/Basque country

Russia

Russia

Italy/Etifor
Italy/Borgo

Italy/Borgo

Switzerland

When the IA case-studies are broken-down into their characteristics and policy factors that affect them, a
tripartite grouping of policy support mechanisms emerges as depicted in Figure 18:
▪

PES schemes – ambitious, capital intensive innovations characterized by high interest of stakeholders
with diverging opinions. As these innovations aim to introduce actual changes in how land and forests
are managed, their implementation is conditioned with compatibility between the PES scheme on one
side and with the legislation that governs that area on the other. One challenging problem is the
compatibility between the PES scheme and the state-aid rules, without which its implementation cannot
start. For instance, the state is not allowed to pay forest owners more than what compensates their
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▪

▪

losses through restrictions in use rights of their forests, which implies complicated valuation studies to
evaluate the value of FES provisions and additional efforts of land managers. Furthermore, the
distributing agency has to have a legal basis to enter into contracts for payments that differ from the
state aid rules, and the distributing agency has to define what their implications are to EU-level
subsidy/support, in comparison to state aid.
Market-oriented innovations – these are innovations more of a local character, with a clear market
strategy and governed by individuals with a strong drive to succeed and by organizations with a strong
culture of supporting innovations. These innovations are also incremental and build upon rich previous
experiences, and their implementation is closer than of any other group. The more prominent policy
problems that these innovations face are typical market barriers, e.g., through unfavourable taxation
systems. However, these commercial activities also may change local management practices, which
can lead to problems with national policy coordination, similar to the previous group of innovative
mechanisms.
Voluntary and legislative innovations – these innovations are spearheaded by state-affiliated
organizations, be it local area management agencies, local administration or scientific organizations.
They are not capital intensive, but in order to be implemented need strong political and strategic support,
be it at the national or EU-level.

Figure 18 Typology of IAs and their polcy concerns

The institutional and policy fit of FES innovations depends, in the end, strongly on their main design
and focus. Based on inventories of FES-focused innovations across Europe (Deliverable 1.2), it can be seen
that such innovations are initiated equally by private and public organizations, that they usually operate
either on the local or regional level, that they frequently combine different land-uses (e.g., forests and
agricultural land), usually occur in a rural setting, are usually focused on productive ecosystem services (i.e.,
wood and non-wood forest products), and the implementation of a new mechanism for an already existing
FES. The large-scale survey with forest owners and manager (Deliverable 1.3) supports the finding that
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most of the existing innovations focus on wood and non-wood forest products. More specifically, the three
most frequent types of FES-related innovations in Europe reported by the survey are i) ‘Change of forest
management to improve/sustain biomass production’ (21%), ii) ‘New technology for biomass production”
(14%) and iii) ‘Change of forest management to provide other ecosystem services’ (12%). The economically
most important types of innovation in the perception of forest owners and managers are ’New technology
for biomass production’ (21%) and ‘Change of forest management to improve/sustain biomass production’
(19%), while the ‘most innovative’ innovations are ‘New technology for biomass production’ (17%) and
innovations that tackle ‘New ecosystem services’ (15%). Finally, the majority of all developed innovations
are improvements of previously existing ones, while only about fifteen per cent are new ones. This
underlines the necessity for policy to support diversification of innovations focusing also on regulating and
cultural ES. It is recommended that this type of support targets bundles of ecosystem services, as the data
(Deliverable 1.3) shows that the supply and demand of many regulating and cultural ES are quite correlated.
A separate survey aimed at members of the European Landowners' Organization shows that the provision
of the vast majority of CES goes hand-in-hand (the main exception is hunting; Deliverable 1.3). The data
also shows the perception of a strong increase in societal demand for these ES amongst forest owners and
managers, which can directly be linked to the increased sensitivity of European society to issues of climate
change and biodiversity loss.
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6. Conclusions
We draw some preliminary conclusions on the implementation and performance of IAs, the SSA process
and findings, and congruence with policy frameworks. These conclusions will be enhanced and further
developed in the final version of this report to be submitted in August 2021. The final version of this report
will include the lessons learnt from the implementation and SSA of IAs and a more detailed analysis of two
selected IAs. The key lessons will be discussed at the Internal Synthesis Workshop (May-June 2021) and
will be further used in WP4 to synthesize experiences across IAs, setting the findings of the SINCERE
project into a wider perspective, derive models for upscaling and formulate policy recommendations for
future IAs.

Implementation and performance of IAs
▪

▪

We see quite a variation in the implementation of the different IAs but recognize that from the outset
the IA differed in terms of the initial development of the IM, regulatory framework conditions ambition,
and gain/versus risk profile. A number of the IAs are well into the mature phase of implementation,
although a few of the more policy-oriented has only reached the development phase of implementation.
At this point in time, performance cannot be measured in terms of the actual effect on ES provision.
However, some of the IA have already succeeded in establishing conditions for future FES provision
on almost 300 hectares of land, affecting provisioning, cultural, regulating and supporting FES. We
expect to see these performance measures pick up over time and post-project. Measured on
alternative indicators, such as interest, experienced demand, participation etc., we also here see a
considerable variation.

Sustainability findings of the screening tool
▪

▪
▪
▪
▪
▪

The main ecological challenges for the forest areas included in the IMs are biodiversity loss and habitat
degradation, diminishing share in old forests, diseases affecting trees (e.g., fungus on Radiata pine),
soil erosion, clearcutting, risk of decreasing water levels, and water pollution.
There is a clear tendency among the IAs towards private ownership with most of the IA partners
reporting around 70% of private ownership.
Most IAs have forestry legislation that contemplates the sustainable and multifunctional management
of the forest.
The process to implement the IMs in the case studies requires cross-sectoral coordination among
different governmental agencies.
There are some differences between the levels of understanding of the PES approach in the diverse
legislation relevant to the IAs.
Despite the specific characteristics and contexts in which the IAs are anchored, IAs also share common
challenges and strengths.

Sustainability self-assessment: Reflection on the process
▪

The SSA was approached as a transdisciplinary exercise that involved all SINCERE research and
practice partners. The process itself was considered extremely important in creating opportunities for
collective reflection on sustainability within an action-research setting.
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▪
▪

We deem the SSA overall successful, considering the completion of the process, the results and the
partners’ feedback. Further analysis will be beneficial for finetuning the SSA protocol and tool and draw
lessons from the SINCERE experience.
All the IAs (except from the Spain/Catalonia IA) have delivered their SSA reports. These reports are,
however, diverse in terms of the level of development, the depth of analysis and details in their
responses. The SINCERE Internal Synthesis Workshop will provide the opportunity to deepen and
discuss these findings, across IA, and to draw lessons learned.

Sustainability self-assessment: Findings
▪
▪

▪
▪

▪

In terms of sustainability goals, most of the IMs target a combination of ecological, economic,
institutional and societal aspects, addressing in this way the four sustainability dimensions.
Most of the IAs have reported having reached a positive overall sustainability, and the results of the
assessment seem to match the main sustainability targets and expectations of the IAs at this stage
despite the often-uneven performance to the different dimensions. Peru is an exception in this regard,
showing a rather weak performance in social sustainability aspects and some institutional ones.
The SSA of Flanders/Belgium on wild boar buffers (early stopped IM) and of Russia (IM to be
implemented) show robust theoretical designs and potential for positive overall sustainability.
Most of the IAs report economic, institutional and/or managerial challenges as their weakest point in
terms of sustainability. The IAs refer to different positive sustainability outcomes, including the IMs’
ecological contribution (e.g., improvement of the ecosystem structure and biodiversity), its contribution
to social participation and awareness, and to a lesser extent to economic sustainability.
All the IAs have well-defined future actions to address their IMs’ sustainability shortcomings and seem
to dynamically plan their long-term impact. Several sustainability impacts are expected to manifest in
a longer time frame, and therefore monitoring might be needed beyond the SINCERE project lifespan.

Congruence with policy frameworks
▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

Policies and regulatory frameworks set the essential framework for all FES innovations. They are
enabling and constraining FES innovations at the same time, as they define the distribution of property
rights regarding FES (between the landowner and society), and with that, they regulate the scope of
innovative business models or PES scheme.
How institutions are shaped, and how society distributes the property rights regarding FES is up to the
democratic decision-making process in the respective countries, and notable differences exist across
the EU (see Nichiforel et al., 2018). This can lead to challenges when the objective is to support the
provision of FES at the EU level, e.g., through setting up a European system for FES payments.
A participatory assessment of the institutional landscape seems necessary, at the level of the region
or state, to clarify how institutions constrain innovations. For such an assessment process, all relevant
stakeholder groups need to be considered to ensure that a diversity of viewpoints and interests is
considered.
At the higher (national and EU) policy levels, forest-related policies should be guided by the main target
to allign ES provision and societal demands. An intelligent policy mix is needed to support forest
owners and managers in alinging their management to societal demand and exploit synergies between
FES services.
The potential of Europe’s forest for FES provision differs, as do societal demands and the motivations
and objectives of forest owners and managers. For a policy supporting FES innovations, this means
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▪

that no ‘one-fits-all’ solution exists. Nevertheless, at the EU level, a general ‘normative framework’
needs to be developed that clearly establishes the idea that forests need to provide multiple ES, that
ensures through regulations that European social and ecological ‘boundaries’ are set (e.g., strict
protection of remaining primary and old-growth forests), and at the same time foresees the main
architecture and resources to support/co-fund a European PES system for forest owners, to be further
specified at national and sub-national levels. The time is right for such an approach, and Europe is
lagging behind other world regions and even supports such systems in tropical countries.
Learning, exchange across country borders and sectors is critical to advance the development of FES
innovations. Policies should support such exchange and learning through establishing a ‘Learning
Archictecture’ for FES provision at the European level; this includes the supporting role of research to
improve information on FES provision and demand and on FES innovation development.
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Appendix 1: IAs’ responses to the Screening tool
Below follows the IA partners’ responses to the Profile section, Part I and Part II until question 8 of
the Innovation Action Screening tool. The rest of the responses (Part III) are included in D3.1.

Belgium/Flanders – Profile and Part I
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE
•

Name of the innovation action case:
Reverse auction pilots for forest ecosystem services in rural and peri-urban areas

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Alexander Therry
Project officer

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant
information and how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical,
socio-economical and institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
Project is not limited in space. Initiatives from all over the Flanders region can be taken up in
the project. More specifically, the pilots for habitat restoration in hunting areas will obviously be
focusing on hunting areas in Flanders. The pilots for the shooting strips will inevitably occur in
areas where the population of wild boar is considerable. Therefore, those pilotprojects will most
probably take place in the eastern part of Flanders (eastern part of the province of Antwerp,
eastern part of Flemish Brabant, and the province of Limburg).
As Flanders is a densily populated and therefore very urbanized region, all pilots will take place
in relatively short distances from urbanized areas. The hunting areas are located in agricultural
land, forests and peri-urban areas.
The shooting strips are supposed to be located at the border of forests, where those forests
border upon agricultural lands, mainly maze fields. Proximity to urbanized areas that suffer
consequences of the increasing number of wild boar will be an element that will be taken into
account when choosing which pilots will be supported in the project.
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•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an
Innovation Action within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a
mechanism or an innovation, to renew your management or policy approach in a certain
way, or to address a specific problem or need in your region or area, or to seize a political or
economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200 words)
The different players involved in the project (nature conservationists, hunters, farmers) have
different and sometimes (apparently) opposing interests. Discussions in the past were therefore
difficult at times, each party defending its own interest. This project allows to bring those parties
together around a common challenge: better nature for better hunting possibilities (and vice
versa), better buffering between nature areas and agricultural land allowing to protect both
forests and agricultural lands from damages generated by an increasing number of wild boar.
Also here, there is a possible win-win situation for the hunters.
Hunters are eager to be recognized as partners in nature management; the project provides a
good opportunity to do so. Especially bearing in mind that the hunting sector feels neglected by
nature management authorities.
At this time, there is no funding mechanism that allows to support the kind of projects that are
considered in SINCERE. Therefore, SINCERE is responding to a real need.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those
options so far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to
a region)

(1) Habitat restoration: no geographical limitation.
(2) Shooting strips: eastern part of the province of Antwerp,
eastern part of Flemish Brabant, and the province of
Limburg

The ecosystem service(s) the
IM will focus on?

(1) Habitat creation and maintenance (and depending on the
specifics of the auction offers a diverse range of material
and non-material benefits and regulating services)
(2) Reinforcement of the support for wild boar (not an ESS
per sé), mitigation of effects of arable fields on forests and
FESS (not an ESS per sé), and as co-benefits production
of game, denitrification and water infiltration

The innovative mechanism
itself?

(1) Reverse auction
(2) Reverse auction
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•

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual
motives for example):

o

The options themselves and the mechanism of a reverse auction.

•

o

what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
(1) What types of habitat can be restored and what game and other species can benefit
from that restoration.
Organisational issues: auction governance, pricing, documents, systems,
contracts,…
(2) What should shooting strips look like, what is the best location, who needs to
execute the works…
Organisational issues: auction governance, pricing, documents, systems,
contracts,…

o

What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …) ?
more knowledge on the legal implications (especially for the shooting strips)
Plus the information that allows to answer the previous questions.

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of
developing your IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next
months? (approximately 200 words)
- Broad brainstorm with Agency for Nature and Forest
- Bilateral meetings with thematic experts within the Agency, weighing pros and cons of
each possible option
- Discussion at board level of the Agency deciding on what options can be further
discussed.
- First discussion with representatives of the hunting sector as main stakeholder for the
project.
- Stakeholder meeting
Next steps:
-

Drafting first version of auction documents
Bilateral meeting with Inspector of Finance and with the cabinet of the Minister
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Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local,
regional)? If so, describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of
supply, demand, distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives
relevant knowledge basis to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or
links related to relevant documents.
Flanders has a data rich environment with plenty of experience in mapping and valuing ESS
and even specific models and tools regarding ESS tailored to the area.
− National Ecosystem Assessment “NARA 2014 - State and trend of ecosystems and
ecosystem services in Flanders” with 16 ESS including a whole chapter on game
production, with assessment and maps of supply, demand and use.
www.inbo.be/nl/inbo-natuurrapport
− Nature Value Explorer: a web tool with pragmatic methods that value the ESS and help
planners, land managers and policy makers to assess nature’s socio-economic
importance. The tool provides qualitative and quantitative calculations of how ecosystem
services are being influenced by land use change and a socio-economic value in physical
and monetary terms.
www.natuurwaardeverkenner.be
− ECOPLAN: a research project which developed spatially explicit information and tools for
assessing ecosystem services, such as Monitor (ESS maps of supply, demand and use),
participative tools for stakeholder engagement using ESS, Scenario Evaluator,…
www.ecosysteemdiensten.be
On top of this there are lots of local projects with carried out mapping and valuation exercises.
Some examples of which you can find here.
All the aforementioned projects, reports, tools and models provide a robust knowledge base for
the IM to draw on. However, they are not crucial to the success of the IM since the IM scope is
already fixed and the range of ESS specifically targeted by the IM is limited. This being said,
the tools, maps and models can play a useful role in for instance the evaluation of auction
offers.

Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other
innovative mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems
services, other marked-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so,
please further explain the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several
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experiences, please name them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include
reports or links related to relevant documents. (approximately 300 words)
- Natuurinvest: lots of expertise in creating business models: “natuurlocaties”,
concessions… Initiatives that find a durable balance between forest and nature
conservation and different kind of ecosystem services (wood and recreation mainly).
(check annual report Natuurinvest).
- Subsidies (ANB)
- NDOP (domestic offsetting projects nature development) (ANB)

•

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or
workshops, with participatory processes? Explain.
Alexander Therry: experience in bringing partners together around difficult topics and jointly
coming to agreements.

PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first
sight related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and
potentials in the area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be
more or less detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA
area.
1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.1 Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major
land use changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main
landmarks (important event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
In the 19th century a huge shift in land use, and forest surface, composition and management
took place under the influence of among others modern agriculture, oil and coal, and
globalisation; a shift that is still the basis of the landscape today: a shift from west to east and
from relatively rich to poor soils, a shift from coppice to high forest, and the introduction of
exotic species (e.g. northern red oak and Corsican pine), poplar hybrids and homogenous pine
forests. As a consequence most forests and forest properties are very fragmented and only
about 15% of Flemish forests can be characterised as old.
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Flanders ended up with polders in the west with little or no forest, more densely forested sandy
soils in the east dominated by homogenous pine forests and mixed oak forests, and in the
loamy areas in the south several old large mixed beech forests (e.g. Sonian Forest) with small
fragmented forests patches on slopes and in crook valleys. River valleys with richer soils are
dominated by poplar plantations.
The high pressures caused by urbanisation and industrialisation caused Flemish forest policy
to focus on the social (i.e. recreation) and ecological (i.e. biodiversity protection) functions of
the forest during the last decades. As a result forests became more diverse, more accessible,
more deciduous with more dead wood, more variety in composition, tree age and structure.
Efforts were made to increase the cooperation between forest owners to gather benefits of
scale and increase income.
Typical management strategies shifted from larger scale low thinning in homogenous pine
forests to crown thinning in deciduous forests and of late to more individual tree specific
approaches. Except for poplar plantations, clear cutting has largely been abandoned in favour
of more selective harvesting methods.

1.2 What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or
environmental management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success,
achievement or challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or
social tensions over environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized
zones in the area, environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
•
•
•
•
•
•

Multifunctional forest management
Criteria for sustainable forest management
Restoration of open vegetation
Natura 2000
Reversed accessibility
Defragmentation of forest and forest ownership

1.3 What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted
to the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss,
urbanization, pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
The main environmental issues are:
•
•

Biodiversity loss: degradation of habitats;
Nitrogen deposition and eutrophication of ground and surface water;
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Lowering ground water levels: drainage, normalisation and canalisation of rivers and
streams,…
Water pollution: nutrients, pesticides, heavy metals, polyaromatic hydrocarbons, salts, …
Air pollution: particulate matter, ozone, NOx;
Noise pollution: traffic and industry;
Soil Sealing: urbanisation, industrialisation, traffic infrastructure
Fragmentation: urbanisation, traffic infrastructure and ribbon development in rural areas;
Erosion: arable land in the loamy regions in the south;
Loss of soil organic carbon: mainly in arable land and meadows;
Acidification of forest soils: Sonian forest, poor sandy soils.

The impact of climate change is visible, but is working through or is exacerbating the same
traditional pressures. For many endangered species and vegetation it is therefore imperative to
deal with the existing pressures. The impact of fragmentation and limited connectivity
throughout the landscape is amplified.
The main controversies are:
•
•
•

Deforestation: public outcry in several cases of deforestation for economic purposes;
Wild boar population growth: explosive growth leading to damage to e.g. agriculture and
gardens, and to traffic safety issues;
Nitrogen deposition: main environmental threat to Natura 2000, the alleviation of which is
impacting hundreds of farms.

1.4. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted
to the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)
•
•
•
•
•
•

Linguistic tensions and political reform
Terrorism
Migration
Economic reform
Public and environmental health issues
Climate and energy policy

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for
each)
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2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and
their causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures
against damages).
Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
Based on the last measurement of the Boswijzer 2.0, the forest area in Flanders is 164,263 ha
(± 5,899).
All 8 EU forest habitats present in Flanders are in a unfavourable (bad) conservation status.
Two (9120 en 91E0) are improving, the others are stable. The range is acceptable to all but for
91F0. The area and future prospects however are bad for almost all. Structure and functioning
are better. Only 9150 is considered to have a good function and structure, and future
prospects. To improve the conservation status of these habitats specific measures are taken
inside and outside the SACs.
In 2017, 21.1% of the forest trees were damaged (more than 25% leaf or needle loss). The
Corsican pine and the pedunculate oak are the most damaged tree species in 2017, with
35.1% and 24.8% damaged trees respectively. The group 'other deciduous tree species' also
has a high share of damaged trees (23.1%).
Dutch Elm disease, ash dieback and chestnut blight are the most prominent diseases. Genetic
selection is used to counter ash dieback. For chestnut blight the Agency Nature & Forests
advises to cut the infected trees. Dutch Elm disease is a lost cause. General protection
measures are the policy focus on variation in age, composition and structure, and
defragmentation to maximise the resilience and create a broad genetic base.

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations
regarding this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?
According to the last Flemish forest inventory:
•
•
•
•
•

Average standing volume is 274 m³ / ha;
48% of the forest have trees in at least 3 diameter classes and 17% 4;
48 % of forest surface are purely indigenous stands; 23% are by exotic tree stands;
68% of the ground surface is of indigenous species;
Most prevalent tree species is scots pine; most common forest type is a mixed pine oak
stand;
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•

15% are homogenous scots pine stands; 6% homogenous Corsican pine; 4%
homogenous poplars; 54% are mixed;
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2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area
(species diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat
diversity, composition, monocultures and mixed forests,…)
Since the IA area comprises the whole of Flanders, it would lead us to far to go into this issue
extensively. Information on biodiversity trends can be found at
https://www.inbo.be/nl/natuurindicatoren and https://www.inbo.be/nl/natuurrapport-2014. Some
highlights quoted from NARA 2014:
Based on rarity, biological quality, vulnerability and substitutability, the Biological Valuation
Map of Flanders distinguish five classes of ecosystem valuation. Two thirds of Flanders is
considered less valuable (mainly arable fields, pastures, gardens or build-up area). Class 3
(valuable - less valuable with valuable elements) includes areas with small landscape
elements, but also complexes with valuable and less valuable grasslands and occupies 20
percent of Flanders. Classes 4 and 5 (very valuable - valuable with very valuable elements and
regionally important biotopes (RBB) or Natura 2000 areas) occupy 5 and 6 percent of Flanders
respectively.
In 2013 out of all European Natura 2000 habitat types more than three-quarters (38 out of 47)
are in a very unfavourable state of conservation, according to the criteria of Europe (area,
surface quality and future expectations). Seven of them have increased slightly in area since
2007. Currently, only five Natura 2000 habitat types in Flanders are in a favourable
conservation status.
No river, brook, polder course, lake or estuary in Flanders has a very good status according to
the criteria of the European Water Framework Directive. Only 8 percent of the measurement
locations in Flanders score well on biological water quality. Especially in the estuaries and the
rivers the biological condition is bad.
The status of 2400 species has been studied (Red List). Of those, 6 percent turned out to be
regionally extinct. Some of those species could still recover. Thanks to the recent improvement
in water quality in the Scheldt estuary, for example, regionally extinct fish species such as twait
shad and sea lamprey are recurring. About one in four of the other species is on the Red List.
Flanders also counts 59 species from the European Habitats Directive and 60 species from the
Birds Directive. Only 15 percent of the Habitat Directive types are in one favourable
conservation status (5 bats, 3 amphibians and 1 fish). More than half of them are in a very
unfavourable state of conservation, and another 17 percent are in a moderately unfavourable
state.
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2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and
quality related state and issues.
Since the IA area comprises the whole of Flanders, it would lead us to far to go into this issue
extensively. Information on water quantity and quality can be found at . Some highlights:
None of the 195 assessed Flemish water bodies obtains the good ecological status (or
potential) and 23% obtains a moderate ecological status (measurements 2010-2015). Only one
Flemish water body achieves the objective for the physico-chemical quality. Of the general
physico-chemical parameters, phosphorus is the most problematic. Phytoplankton, macroinvertebrates and phytobenthos hit the targets most frequently, which is the case in 48, 28 and
23% of the assessed water bodies respectively. The percentage that achieves the target for
fish is very low (9%). Of the 501 water bodies, Flemish and local first order combined, 80% are
in a poor or inadequate ecological state, nearly 20% score moderate.
The cumulative precipitation deficit seems to increase (especially after 1980), but is not
statistically significant. This is mainly due to the increase in potential evapotranspiration during
that period.
Finally, the possible effects on groundwater dependent terrestrial ecosystems are also
analysed. The results indicate that the 26 phreatic groundwater bodies are on a whole in good
condition and that 8 of the 16 groundwater bodies under tension are in poor quantitative
condition.

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
Since the IA area comprises the whole of Flanders, it would lead us to far to go into this issue
extensively. Information on soil can be found at www.milieurapport.be. Some highlights:
Every year about two million tons of soil material is eroded by water in Flanders. About 20% or
0.4 million tons of this ends up in the watercourses. These estimates are based on model
calculations that take into account the precipitation, the soil type and the relief in Flanders.
On 1 January 2017 more than a quarter (27.6% or 3 725 km²) of the surface in Flanders was
built on. This is an increase in the percentage of built-up plots by almost 30% compared to
1990

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
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3.1. Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition
policy...) impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and
how? Please describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain
how and why they support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1: Integrated site specific management plan and associated subsidy system
(Geïntegreerd natuurbeheerplan + subsidies)
a) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
New legislation applicable since October 2017. One type of management plan accommodating
all types of vegetation (e.g. forest, heathland,…) and goals (wood production, biodiversity
protection, aesthetics,..). The policy “system” includes a specifically adapted scheme of
subsidies. . The process of drafting a management plan relies on interaction between manager
and government. A six yearly evaluation of the execution of and adjustment of the plan is
included.
It is not compulsory to have a site specific management plan, except for nature reserves and
public owned sites managed for nature conservation and where European conservation
objectives need to be reached.
b) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

Flemish Region
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Implementing
administration:

Flemish Agency for Nature and Forests (ANB)

Main groups
actively involved
in implementation

Site managers (private and public, individuals or associations) of all sites
with (semi-) natural vegetation (not only forest)

Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•
•

All site owners (if such a management plan is developed, it becomes
compulsory to respect the agreements in it).
Visitors and users of the site (depending on the objectives set in the
managementplan, access or use of the site – forest in our case – can
be impacted)

c) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain
how and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how
and why).....

•

•

The management plan and grant scheme supports the sustainable
management of among others forest ecosystems and the resulting
ecosystem services
The plan liaises with the government and contains all necessary
permits for the actual management and ecosystem development or
change.

•
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•

•

Subsidy scheme linked to these plans is already known, and owners
might have a tendency to go back to this existing framework to look
for financing for their activities and measures, rather than to use the
new auction tool.
The existing scheme uses set prices for different types of measures
which can influence the price setting in the reversed auction.

d) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
It is possible, and even desirable, for several site managers / owners to submit a joint site
specific management plan. In such cases, additional financial support is provided to ensure
fluid coordination and communication between all actors involved. Involving (especially
informing) the local community about the objectives and measures that are foreseen in the
management plan is also highly recommended.
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e) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
Reform or amendment is premature. The system is being rolled-out at the moment.
When designing the IM variants and especially when evaluating possible submissions for the
auction, special attention will be needed to check any existing managementplan for a specific
site and possible repercussions for the proposals.

Policy 2: Hunting legislation (jachtwetgeving) (overlast everzwijnen)
a) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
The hunting legislation or policy determines who can hunt, what can be hunted, when what can
be hunted, how and with what. It provides incentives and support for sustainable hunting.
b) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

Flemish Region

Implementing
administration:

ANB (Flemish Agency for Nature and Forest)

Main groups
actively involved
in implementation

•
•

Hunters
Nature inspectors

Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•

Hunters (need to comply with the legislation)

c) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain
how and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects

•
•
•

N/A
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(including how
and why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•
•
•

N/A

d) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Legislation encourages hunters to organize in so-called hunting units. This is a voluntary
collaboration between individual hunters on a specific territory. For these units, who enjoy
certain benefits (authorisation to hunt certain species whereas individual hunters not linked to a
hunting unit cannot hunt those), it is also necessary to coordinate with other stakeholders
(landowners, farmers…)
e) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
None

Policy 3: Hunting fund (Jachtfonds)
a) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
This fund is constituted with the fees hunters pay to the government to obtain the hunting
permits. Both government and hunting sector are involved in the governance and use of the
fund. The goals of the fund are related to sustainable game populations, biodiversity protection,
support of sustainable hunting, limiting damage caused by game and the training of hunters
(hunting exams as requisite of a permit).
b) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

Flemish Region

Implementing
administration:

ANB (agency for nature and forest)
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Main groups
actively involved
in implementation

•
•

hunting sector (Hubertus Vereniging Vlaanderen)

Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•

Hunters an hunting units (they can submit projects for funding)

c) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain
how and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how
and why).....

•

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•

•

If governance of the fund agrees, the fund can be used to finance the
reverse auction pilots.
Only recently the governance structure was agreed upon, so the
concrete working mechanism of the fund are still fairly open for
discussion (creating an opportunity to include the SINCERE project in
their agenda)
If a decision is made by the governance structure of the fund, that it
cannot be used in the framework of the SINCERE project, it will
become extremely difficult to make the funds available elsewhere

d) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
No
e) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
No

3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities
in the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based
on your experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or
constraints to public participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)
Natuurinvest: none.
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ANB: As a governmental organisation, the ANB as co-implementer of the project, is legally
obliged and organizationally structured to ensure public participation for major policy decisions.
The decision on whether or not such participation is relevant, is made on an assessment of
time investment, available funding and internal capacity. As such, for the design of the Natura
2000 programme in Flanders, huge efforts were done to ensure public participation at local and
regional level. However, the SINCERE project is more limited in scope and less high on the
agenda, which impacts the capacity and relevance of broad participation on decisions
regarding the project.

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass:
what are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
58% of the forest area is private property, 42% is public property (data : NFI, 2nd cycle).
Previous data of 2000, showed that 63% was private property and only 37% was public
property, indicating a significant decrease of private owned land while public owned land has
increased. This is the result of a conscious governmental strategic decision as a tool for public
bodies to contribute to nature conservation and protection.
In terms of property rights: owners are obliged to respect the law. The law prohibits or imposes
some elements: no deforestation without compensation, no transformation of protected
vegetation, no killing or capturing of protected animals, no disturbing nesting sites, respecting
hunting legislation, …
If owners want to apply for subsidies, they need to make a (or participate in a joint) nature
management plan. In those plans, the ambition for the specific site in terms of nature
conservation are set. Depending on the management plan, activities will be allowed or not and
measures obliged or not. While private owners can chose whether or not to draw up a
management plan, it is obligatory for nature reservations and for public sites that are managed
in view of nature conservation and the achievement of European nature objectives.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe
restrictions and to who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
Flanders is densely populated. In order to allow access to forests to as much people as
possible and in order to find a balance between ecological constraints of forests on the one
hand, and several wishes or needs on the other hand (economical, recreational,…), it is
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necessary to have a comprehensive set of rules. In Flanders, the basic rule for forests owned
by the Agency for Forests and Nature implies that pedestrians or equivalent can leave the
indicated paths, provided that there has not been developed an accessibility regulation for that
specific forest. This is called the reversed accessibility rule.
Unless the management plan of the forest says otherwise, or unless the Agency grants a
special authorization, the following activities are not allowed:
−
−
−
−
−
−
−

make fire
put tents or other temporary constructions
disturb animals and their young, eggs or nests
harvest or remove vegetation (flowers, fruit, mushrooms…)
disturb the calm in the forests
leave trash in the forest
make publicity

Managers of forests and nature reserves can change the above mentioned general regulation
by a site specific accessibility regulation (“toegankelijkheidsregeling”). This way they can allow
access to other groups of users, or they can indicate certain areas as play area, dog area,
camping site or freely accessible zone.
Private owners who want to make their forest inaccessible to the public, do not need to have a
special accessibility regulation. It is enough for them to use a specific sign with the text “no
access – private property”.

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to
who (groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping
exercise.
In the case of habitat restoration and improvement: the hunters are not always the owners of
the forests where they hunt and where habitat restoration activities are planned. Hunters pay a
fee to have the authorization to hunt in specific areas. Therefore they will need to make good
arrangements with those owners.
For the wild boar buffers: the same here: farmers are often renting the lands they use. The
hunters who want to buy the right to hunt on the wild boar buffers will need to consult with both
the renting farmers and the actual owners of the land.

4.4. Social and cultural relation:
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a) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?

The project covers the whole of Flanders. There are countless initiatives that are organized in
or next to the forests (sport events, cultural events, excursions…). There is no restriction on
who can organize these events. Also individuals do activities in the forest (hiking, biking,
horseback riding, jogging….).
For our case, the main and most relevant activity to mention is hunting. This activity is also part
of the socio-cultural fabric.

b) What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the

forest’s importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious
beliefs or customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species
for the region?
As mentioned, Flanders is densely populated, forest surface is small and scattered, and often
under pressure when there is a need/will to find space for new constructions or economic
activities. There have been however several (emblematic) cases of deforestation that have
resulted in strong societal upheaval, which is a strong indication of how society values the
forests that we still have.

1.1. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant

modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning
ecosystem services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus
of an IM)
The image below gives an overview of all streams of timber on the Flemish market, including (on
the right side) for what purpose the wood is used.
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Wood products

Free
access
and use?

Access and
use restricted
by property or
use rights?

Access and
use
submitted to
fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which
actors contribute to
the provision and/or
distribute it?)

No

Yes

No

Yes.
There are 300
recognized wood or
timber operators, of
which 14-15 are also
timber buyers

Non-wood products:
-

game

no

yes

no
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4.5. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities
and/or between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or
communities present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer
areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that
are more marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem
services?
Marginalized groups are also part of Flanders’ reality, however the existence of
abovementioned discrepancies are not relevant in the context of the IA.

4.6. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues
in general or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions
about environmental issues in the area, including forest related ones?
Tensions do exist:
-

-

-

Forests are under pressure, but so are agricultural lands. There is a political decision
that more forests need to be created but land is scarce. Farmers feel that it is mostly
agricultural land that is being sacrificed for the sake of nature. Policies like Natura
2000 are not always well perceived and especially the farmers consider that they must
pay a higher price than any other sector (industry, transport…)
For some, the increase of number of wild boar is welcomed, others fear the negative
consequences.
There is a generalized understanding that more needs to be done to protect nature
areas, however housing culture in Flanders will need to change so that available
space for nature can be maintained.
Hunting is still widely considered as being the privilege of the rich and harmful for local
fauna, also by members of the nature conservation community.
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Belgium/Flanders – Part II Habitat restoration and improvement
PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action:
(approximately 300 words)
To create a subsidy system to support measures that enhance biodiversity in hunting areas
using the reversed auction mechanism. It should be investments in concrete action on the field
(infrastructural works, nature development works, restoration measures…). The objective is to
restore the natural habitats of different types of game. By doing so, we create additional
protection for rare and endangered species and vegetation.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main
change you are expecting or hoping for?
With this project, we aim to restore or increase levels of biodiversity in privately owned forests,
by involving the hunting sector in the management of the forest.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your
choice? Please mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
-

No effective existing subsidy system for this type of actions
Hunting sector is often neglected when it comes to funding for nature management, and
there is a strong desire from that sector to be considered as legitimate actors in that area.
Real potential to generate sufficient competition, which is necessary for the reverse
auction to function

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first
MAG meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
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Stakeholders
(group)

Concerns, issues or problems they
perceive related to the IM variant

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process

-

-

-

-

-

Unclear what can and what cannot
be done in the framework of habitat
improvement.
No attention for measures to
reduce damages to crops
Hunter does not always decide, the
owner does
Difficult to match the duration of the
project (short) with the duration of
habitat restoration or improvement
(long)
Game species are rarely good
umbrella species (protecting others
by protecting them)
Proposal compensates the “extras”,
and does not reward efforts that are
already done.

-

-

Keep administrative burden
limited
Be sufficiently precise on
what is really asked for as
ESS
Make sure small owners are
not excluded
Avoid overlap with other
subsidy mechanisms

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG
meeting or that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
Individual farmers

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set
aside? If yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
No

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or
during the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
The money for the auction is supposed to come from the so-called Hunting Fund (Jachtfonds).
This fund is constituted by the fees hunters pay to get the permit to hunt. Currently, the
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governance system of that fund is not yet fully agreed upon. The success of the project will
depend whether or not the future steering committee of the fund agrees to use part of the
available funds for this project. Solution: talks are ongoing with the different members of the
steering committee and the decision will most probably be positive.
Existing subsidies for nature conservation and development could have an impact on the price
setting for the reverse auction. Solution: this needs to be taken up in the design of the pilot.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological:

•

Social: Social acceptance of the goals of the IA within the relevant social groups (i.e. hunters
and private landowners)

•

Economic:

•

Policy: As mentioned in 4.1 the governance system of the Hunting Fund is being set up and
will have to give permission to use the funds for the IA. There are other more traditional grant
systems in place, so the IA needs to make sure there will be no double funding or limit the
competition between funding schemes.

•

Other:

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the
concerned forest area? (approximately 200 words)
Forests in Flanders are not only scattered and mostly small, large swaths also lack high levels
of biodiversity. It is a slow process to transform the existing forests into biodiverse and robust
forests. All measures that help us get into that direction are welcome. Habitat restoration and
improvement will contribute to the increase of biodiversity in the forests.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem?
Do you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity
or water quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Habitat restoration of improvement will lead to more biodiversity. This generally leads to more
robust and resilient systems.
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Three main types of measures can be expected: (1) increasing variety in forest structure, (2)
restoring hydrology and (3) creating open spaces. Therefore positive effects can be expected
on water quality and quantity (restoration of wetlands), vitality (increase in structure) and
biodiversity. The effect on productivity are mixed and depend on the exact measure and
situation.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might
generate for the society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects
and how your priorities would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
We do not expect this IM variant to have any effects on society other than the ones included in
its objective (increased biodiversity, more game for the hunting sector and an opportunity for
that hunting sector to position itself as a legitimate actor in nature conservation)

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example
restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
We do not expect this IM variant to have any effects on society other than the ones included in
its objective. An evaluation of the quality of offers with among others ecological sustainability
impacts will be built in the design of the reversed auction. The use of the reversed auction
mechanism should guarantee an optimal price-setting.
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Belgium/Flanders – Part II Wild boar buffers
PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action:
(approximately 300 words)
Support the creation of strips of grassland or other low vegetation between forests and
agricultural land. The scheme would compensate farmers financially for the creation and
maintenance of those strips on their fields. The buffers would be created in collaboration with
the local hunters.
The objective is double:
•

•

The buffers will facilitate the shooting of wild boar, helping to control the population,
mitigate the negative effects wild boar have on their surroundings, and contributing to
the public support for this species.
The buffers also contribute to nature conservation: reduce the impact of the (mostly
corn) fields on the forest edge and the forest complex as a whole. Depending on the
criteria we decide for them, the strips could also contribute to the restoration of more
biodiverse grassland vegetation.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main
change you are expecting or hoping for?
Populations of wild boar are increasing, generating public debate (pro and contra). This
situation needs to be dealt with.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice?
Please mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
-

Extremely timely and relevant (wild boar population generating problems)
Concept is fairly straight forward and suitable for a format as reverse auction
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-

Opportunity to bring together agricultural and hunting sector, which is not always easy, +
generating win-win situation, also for the nature conservation sector (triple win)

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first
MAG meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
Stakeholders
(group)

Concerns, issues and problems they
perceive related to the IA

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process

Use of fertilizers / pesticides

Be very clear about what can and
what cannot be done on those
buffer strips

How long should buffers be
maintained

Dimensions of the buffer strips
need to be agreed upon.

Selling the wild boar once shot is
very difficult is Flanders

Communication towards farmers,
owners and hunters is crucial
(include also nature sector in this
communication)

Can this project lead increase the
population of other species that are
causing damages to crops?
Fear that the buffers will eventually
end up becoming nature areas
instead of agricultural land
Confusion about who actually gets
the money

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG
meeting or that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
Individual farmers (invited via farmers unions, but no participation)
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7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set
aside? If yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
No

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or
during the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
The money for the auction is supposed to come from the so-called Hunting Fund (Jachtfonds).
This fund is constituted by the fees hunters pay to get the authorisation to hunt. Currently, the
governance system of that fund is not yet fully agreed upon. The success of the project will
depend whether or not the future steering committee of the fund agrees to use part of the
available funds for this project. Solution: talks are ongoing with the different members of the
steering committee and the decision will most probably be positive.
Possible interference with other mechanisms: agri-environmental agreements
(beheerovereenkomsten) of the VLM (another Flemish governmental agency). Solution:
involve the VLM in the design of the pilot and make sure that rules for governmental financial
support are respected.
Hunters are not allowed to sell directly to individuals. They need to sell the wild boars they
shoot to meat processing entities. This increases the price of wild meat. Therefore, Flemish
consumers continue to buy their wild boar meat from abroad. Solution: this is not something we
can deal with in the scope of this project. However, the hunting sector is looking for ways to
deal with this.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological:

•

Social: Social acceptance of the goals of the IA within the relevant social groups (i.e. hunters
and farmers)

•

Economic:

•

Policy: As mentioned in 4.1 the governance system of the Hunting Fund is being set up and
will have to give permission to use the funds for the IA. The possible interaction with the
system of agri-environmental agreements and the European state support rules.
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•

Other:

8.3 How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the
concerned forest area? (approximately 200 words)
Wild boar buffers can have a positive impact on the biodiversity in forest edges and in the
forest system in general (less impact from agricultural activities next to the forest). It will limit
the negative impact of the exploding population of wild boar on forest ecosystem functioning.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem?
Do you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity
or water quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Wild boar buffers can have a positive impact on the biodiversity in forest edges and in the
forest system in general (less impact from agricultural activities next to the forest). More
biodiversity is believed to lead to more robust systems. It will limit the negative impact of the
exploding population of wild boar on forest ecosystem functioning.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate
for the society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your
priorities would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
Wild boar population increases and has impact on society: traffic accidents, spreading of
porcine diseases, damages to crops… If we want to maintain a public support for the wild boar
as being a necessary part of our biodiversity in Flanders, we need to mitigate excessive
negative effects of their presence. Therefore controlling the population will benefit without any
doubt a lot of public support.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example
restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
If the policy would be to exterminate the wild boar populations using a financial stimulus (e.g. a
bounty), it would create a reason to keep wild boar populations up. The IA is set up completely
different. It creates more efficient means to keep wild boar populations within ecological and
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social capacity by supporting and stimulating cooperation between hunters (forest owners) and
farmers and by creating better opportunity.
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Spain/Basque Country – Forest management for water services
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE
•

Name of the innovation action case:
BIZKAIA. Creating a new legal framework for forests and forestry that will much better address the
provision, valuation and monitoring of ecosystem services.

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Carlos Uriagereka Coordinator of the IAChief of Forest Service of Bizkaia DFB . Partner of the project
juan.carlos.uriagereka@bizkaia.eus
Leire Salaberria Manager Director of the USSE, Forest owners association with an agreement with
DFB
lsalaberria@usse-eu.org

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant information and
how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical, socio-economical and
institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
The area is the county of Bizkaia. This County is part of the Autonomous Community of Basque
Country in Spain. It is a small mountainous area of about 220.000 has, with an important forested area
of 130.000 has, that takes 60% of the whole area. The main productive species area Radiata Pine with
65.000 has and eucalyptus with 16.000 has. The distribution of property is 25% public and 75 %
private. The 25% of Bizkaia extension is a Protected Natural Area. Even considering it is a small county
the Government of Bizkaia has exclusive competences to develop its own forest strategy and its own
forest law within the national legal framework about forestry.
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•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation Action
within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or an innovation, to
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renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address a specific problem or
need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200
words)
The motivation to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation Action
within SINCERE about a new piece of legislation that incorporates the concept of ecosystem services is
because being the DFB a public body it has the capacity to establish and implement this new policies in
the forest legislation and also has the full competences to manage the Protected Natural Areas.
The challenge for DFB is to implement their forestry regulation adding the ecosystem services
that the forest provide as a driver to preserve their natural capital, cultural values and protect from
invasive species and habitat. Therefore the new legislation that will arise need to be resilient and
adaptive to the environment, society and land uses. The ecosystem services framework will generate a
mechanism to assess the delivery, regulatory and socio cultural under a good governance umbrella, so
involving the stakeholders in the change process.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those options so
far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to a
region)

The area will be the county of Bizkaia, that is because the
legislation of the DFB applies in the whole territory in similar
condition.

The ecosystem service(s) the IM The new legislation that regulates forestry in the county, because it
will focus on?
is the best tool to monitor evaluate and implement the valuation of
ecosystem services. Provisioning services (wood, water, fiber,
minerals, energy, food), Regulating services (Hydric regulation,
pollination, climate, carbon sequestration, invasive species,
erosion), Cultural Services (recreation, spiritual, educational)
The innovative mechanism
itself?

•

It is the best instrument regarding to go from the theory to the
practice in the monitoring and valuation of the ecosystem services
that the forest produce to all the society and today are recognized
but not paid .It will means a cross-cutting tool to evaluate the forests
as whole: economic, cultural, social, scientific, biodiversity, climate
change. So it will contribute in an innovative way to mix the
preservative point of view with foresters and environmentalists and
ensure the complementary of the policies. Also the new legislation
will put in value some of the intrinsic values that the forest create.

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
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o

o

o

•

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual motives for
example):
The need to implement the concept of ecosystem services in the new legislation
what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
the way in with this concept in practice is going to be implemented
What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …) ?
It is very important the collaboration of the main stakeholders and the implication of the political
governance to implement the concept in the new legislation, and to provide the resources needed
to valuate, monitor and pay for those ecosystem services.

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing your
IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months? (approximately 200
words)
We have contacted with a company of legal experts to develop and write the new piece of legislation.
We have the help of the forest owners associations USSE to help the DFB with the development and
tasks assumed in the project.
We have contacted different stakeholders, forest owners associations (Forest owners association of
Bizkaia, , wood industry association Baskegur.
We have done the first meetings to organize the first MAT, and it’s to be held in November 23th

Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)? If so,
describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply, demand,
distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant knowledge basis
to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related to relevant documents.
There has not been any mapping or evaluation of ecosystem services in the area. The
ecosystem services has been a concept not used by foresters but by the environmentalists. The tern
has been used as an opposite to the economic activity of the forest and not taking into account that the
property of forest is mainly private.
Other institutional level with competences in the Territorial Planning has started to use the
ecosystem services concept, but only at theoretical level and focusing only on the environment
protection.
http://www.euskadi.eus/revision-dot/web01-a2lurral/es/
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Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services, other
marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please further explain
the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several experiences, please name
them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include reports or links related to relevant
documents. (approximately 300 words)
No there has not been any experience with other IM related to ecosystem services not in business
models nor payments and neither on policy arrangements. This is one of the reasons of the need for
this case study.

•

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or workshops, with
participatory processes? Explain.
Yes the participants on the team have experience working with focus groups or workshops with
participating process. That is the reason why they are in the project (USSE and MAS Abogados ) to
carry on the case study creating focus group and a participative process. The methodology to design
public engagement activities will be through a multi-stakeholders tool to involve Citizens, regional and
local governments, foresters and different stakeholders to look for the gaps and barriers, cross check
the needs within the state of the art.
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PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first sight
related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and potentials in the
area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more or less
detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.

1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.2 Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land use
changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks (important
event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)

Forestry has had a long tradition in the rural areas of the Basque Country. Since the beginning
of the past century the first research introducing new species were made. The county
government body with his Forest Service has played an important role in promoting and
developing forestry in the territory, in both public and private forests.
In the mid-fifties with the movement of the population from rural areas to the cities (industries )
, a great area of rural land was abandoned for agricultural purposes and was afforested, mainly
with fast growing species as radiate Pine at the beginning and in the last part of the century
with eucaliptos too. Very close to the development of forest plantations in the local areas an
industry related to the transformation of wood was created with pulp mills and small sawmills.
With devolution of political power from the state after the dictatorial period, the autonomous
Community in early eighties the Basque government assumed the political power to have its
own government with exclusive competences in forestry. This political competence in forestry
production was passed to the counties Bizkaia Alava and Gipuzkoa in 1982/5 and since then
they, the County governments DFA Alava, DFB Bizkaia and DFG Gipuzkoa have implemented
all the policies related to the forestry in their own territories.

1.3. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or environmental
management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success, achievement or
challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or social tensions over
environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized zones in the area,
environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
In the late eighties were created the forest owners associations in the three counties. In more
than 25 years period they have developed a key role in relation to the forestry and the management of
forests. Nowadays the forest owners association of Bizkaia has over 3.000 partners and they provide
services for more than 10.000 foresters in Bizkaia.
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1.4. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss, urbanization,
pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)

The main environmental issue that we are facing now in the Basque country is a fungus
disease that is affecting an important area of the Radiata Pine. In relation with that there is a
social debate about the no native and productive species and mainly about the eucaliptous
specie, and there is a debate about which are the best species to replant the affected areas
and about the forest policy overall.
There are two key points that are missing in the argumentation of the environmentalists and
one of it is the economics of the alternative they proposed and the other one is that they don’t
take into account that the 75% of the is private, and the forest owners have small plots of no
more than 5 or 6 has. There is a risk in the abandon the areas because of the lack of economic
value and because the new generations live apart from the rural areas and they get more profit
in other activities.

1.5. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)

In relation with the main socio economic or political issue not only related to the forestry it is
difficult to focus on just one, because of the improvement that in those socio economic and
political issues has happened in the Basque Country. In relation to the political issues we live
in a non-violent era, gone are the years when we suffer the dramatic effects of terrorism. In
socio economical terms we live now a prosperous era with a big economic growth, the budget
of the Basque Government for the next year is going to be the biggest one since the beginning
of the crisis in 2008, and the unemployment rate in Bizkaia is around 10 % of the active
population one of the lowest rates in the last years in Bizkaia.

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and their
causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures against
damages).
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Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
As we have said in this year 2018 we have suffered a big fungus attack that has affected a big area of
radiate Pine. To fight against this disease and its consequences the Bizkaia government along with the
other County governments and the Basque government have put in place a contingency plan. In
relation with other hazard biotics and non-biotics we have to emphasize the success that we are having
in the Basque country in the fight against forest fires. The management of forested areas and the
prevention of forest fires it’s a policy that has been successful in the las 10 years.

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations regarding
this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?

The process of forest certification in Basque country started in the year 2004. Since then there
has been an increment in both the number and the area certified. In BIZKAIA more than
50.000 has are under certification of the PEFC program with more than 1375 sustainable forest
management plans.

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area (species
diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity, composition,
monocultures and mixed forests,…)

The biodiversity of the forests in the Basque Country is very high. There is a
high percentage of the area that is under a figure of protection , Natural park , nature 2000, or
other. More than 30.000 has of forest are protected.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and quality
related state and issues.

There are water related ecosystem services in the IA area. The forests play a key role in the
water regulation in Bizkaia but even if the water related ecosystem services is real there is no
quantification neither monitoring of this ecosystem service in Bizkaia..

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
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Similar to the case with the water the forests of Bizkaia play a key role in the protection of the
soils and the fight against erosion. The Bizkaia county is a mountainous area in which the
forest plantation protect the landslides and prevent damages in the soil.

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition policy...)
impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and how? Please
describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do they
result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is involved,
and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1. FOREST POLICY AND LAW
f)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
Regulatory, new policies
Even the Forest Law takes already into account the natural capital management it does not implement
concrete mechanisms to manage the ecosystem services in a proper manner.
On the other hand the Environmental Law and Policies have many restrictions about the uses.
Both Forest and Environmental laws do not coordinate and integrate one with the other.
g) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
County Level DFB
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Implementing
administration:
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

DFB
Sustainability and Environment Department of Bizkaia
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Forest Owners Association of Bizkaia
USSE
Wood transformation Industry Baskegur

Forest Owners, public and private

h) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• The effects are not known yet because it depends on the new policies
supporting effects
that have to be implemented.
(including how and
•
why).....
•
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•

The effects are not known yet because it depends on the new policies
that have to be implemented.

•
•
•
i) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
The public participation is included in the case study, and the implementation of any measure or new
policy has its mandatory public participation
j)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
There is an early stage to foresee the main need for reform or amend in the policies.

Policy 2 NATURE CONSERVATION POLICY
k) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
It is very restricted and it focuses only in use limitations and penalties.
Does not foresee practical and efficient management mechanisms.
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l)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Regional and Local
Implementing
administration:

Basque Government, Bizkaia County and Municipalities

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Public Bodies
Ecologists
Universities

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

Farmers (increasing their obligations and penalties)
Foresters (increasing their obligations and penalties)
Owners (increasing their obligations and penalties)

m) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• By identifying and quantifying FES we can internalize
supporting effects
positively and negatively what have been externalities until
(including how and
now.
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

By identifying and quantifying FES we can take them into account
in advance for multifunctional forest management

n) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
The new policy is currently been written, and is expected to include some of them as a result of
participation mechanisms.
o) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
The inclusion of the economic dimension in the management of the environmental aspects of forest
management.
The environmental aspects have to be managed from sectoral policies, in this case from forest
management.

Policy 3 COMPETITION POLICY

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
110

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

p) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
They are those of competitiveness through innovation and the promotion of new products and services,
boosted by the public sector.
q) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Regional level
Implementing
administration:
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

Basque Government and Bizkaia County
•

Sectorial associations

• The wood manufacturers
• The foresters
• The owners
• The farmers
r) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
•
supporting effects
•
(including how and
•
why).....
Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•
•

s) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
t)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
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3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities in
the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based on your
experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or constraints to public
participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass: what
are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?

The property is divided 25% public municipalities and county government and 75% private
forest owners

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions and to
who (groups, individuals) they apply to.

No restriction of access to the forest overall.

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to who
(groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping exercise.

There are not customary rights in the Basque country

4.4. Social and cultural relation:
c) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?

Mountain sports, biking, hiking,
Hunting

d) What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s
importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the region?
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It has a strong meaning in the Basque country culture. It has its heritage and its roots being
and ancient culture, Basque culture very related to the woods.

4.5. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)

Free access
and use?

Wood products

Access and use
restricted by
property or use
rights?

Construction No

Access and
use submitted
to fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which actors
contribute to the
provision and/or
distribute it?)

NO

Yes

Pulp

Sawmills
pulp mills

Non-wood products:

Fungus

No

No

No Market

Sports

No

No

No Market

No

No

No market

-

…Sports……..

-

………..Hunting Cinegetic
hunting
………...

-

4.6. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities and/or
between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or communities
present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that are more
marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem services?
The socio economic of the area is homogeneous overall.

4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in general
or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about environmental
issues in the area, including forest related ones?
SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
113

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

The conflicts are between environmentalists and foresters in conceptual terms.

PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)
The purpose of this IM is the conservation, protection and rational use of the forests, as well as the
conservation and rational use of the natural heritage and the administration of protected natural areas of
the Historical Territory of Bizkaia, for which it foresees the development of the technical, socio-economic
and legal instruments necessary for its sustainable multifunctional management.
Several ecosystem services associated with the mountains of Bizkaia have been identified:
In the first place, those related to WATER as a supply and as water regulation, in view of the reduction
in rainfall caused by climate change.
Second, the capacity of carbon absorption by forests.
Third, SOIL understood as the solid part of the earth's crust from the bedrock to the surface, which
includes both its liquid and gaseous phases and the organisms that inhabit it, with the capacity to play
both natural and functional functions.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?
1. The sustainable management of forests and natural heritage, taking into account their
environmental, economic and social multifunctionality.
2. To manage efficiently the resources with the recognition of the economic dimension of natural
capital and ecosystem services, such as Water, Carbon Absorption and Soil as we described
above.
3. To integrate into the forestry policy of the Historical territory of Bizkaia of the objectives on
protection of the environment, and with a precautionary approach, especially in matters of
biodiversity and climate change,
4. To integrate the Forest Planning and Natural Environment Management according to criteria of
sustainable multifunctionality, in which the uses are specifically collected and, where appropriate,
the actions of exploitation, protection and improvement of the natural environment. These
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instruments of Forestry Planning and the Natural Environment will have the nature of development
of land use in non-developable land.
5. To obtain economic and financial resources according to an economic and fiscal model that, taking
into account the competences and services that in this matter correspond to the Historical Territory
of Bizkaia, participate in the relevant EU funds, specific to the State, or of our concerted model
that obey the principle of financial sufficiency with respect to budgetary capacities in relation to
the priorities set in this matter.
6. To promote the internalization of the protection and improvement of the natural environment, with
the participation of the social and economic sectors involved, through sectorial and interinstitutional agreements with the Provincial Council that promote the normalization of ecosystem
services, the creation of employment and rural development in a manner that brings appropriate
socio-economic and tax measures to that end.
6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.

Through a brainstorming with the stakeholders involved in MAG1 and after these
considerations:
•
•
•

The need to put in value the multifunctional forest
Include the new paradigm ecosystem services in forest planning and management
Integrate environmental rules into forest law avoiding the gap between them.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

Foresters

The new rights and liabilities, the
management and the future uses of
the forest.

More efficient rules and less
bureaucracy and penalties.

The new uses and chances that the
new law could arise.

Recognition of some of the
practices already practice to keep
on the maintenance of the forests
and the nature. New bioeconomy
activities.

Farmers
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Valuation of externalities
Owners

The new uses and chances that the
new law could arise.

New bioeconomy activities.
More efficient rules and less
bureaucracy and penalties.
Valuation of externalities

Associations

Equality in the decision making
between members in the Associations

New bioeconomy activities.
More efficient rules and less
bureaucracy and penalties.
Valuation of externalities

Public Bodies

To improve the own Natural Capital
and resources optimizing the actual
services.

A new legal framework that could
be more achievable.

University

New paradigms application

Contribute to the value chain with
knowledge

Technologists

To find new solutions to improve the
FES and applicability

To find new market opportunities

Bioeconomy initiatives

Their raw material comes from the
forest.

Legal certainty for the new
activities

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or
that were identified through the first MAG meeting?

NO

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.

We assume that there may be others that we hope to be able to collect them in the new
regulatory framework.
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8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)

We believe that during the process we can come up against a fundamentalist view of the
environment by some groups. This vision is based on the principle that it is better to leave
nature without intervention, and that it itself is regulated. We trust that during the participation
process they will be the ones who will flex their points of view and have a more general and
broad vision. Also, the idea that environmental obligations are imposed from the top down
without consideration of economic or social consequences can be a problem for the awareness
and voluntary assumption of a multifunctional forest management model by stakeholders.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: Greater awareness of the loss of biodiversity and climate change

•

Social: A recognition of the agroforestry sector as a key agent of the process

•

Economic: A clear commitment to the bioeconomy

•

Policy: A clear commitment to the bioeconomy
8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)

It fully coincides with the new paradigm of forest multifunctionality and the uses and customs
that have been carried out in forests can be reasonably exploited. From there, the new policies
can be implemented, enabling the fitting of traditional actors in the new bioeconomy context.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)

The general opinion has been that it will have a great impact by redirecting forest management
with these new criteria in a way that will have important effects on vitality, productivity,
biodiversity, soil quality, quantity and quality of water, and socio-cultural assessment of the
forest.
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8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)

•

•

Potential Risks:
• open a sterile debate to block legislative activity due to conjectural political positions
largely foreign to the question
• continue to decouple forest management from environmental management and
ecosystem services.
• the promotion of individualism by weakening intermediate organisations (associations)
• consider the state as solely responsible for all environmental management
Opportunities:
• If there was a consensus there would be a qualitative leap of great importance for the
integration of FES.
• forest management as the basis for the management of ecosystem services of
WATER, SOIL AND CARBON ABSORPTION
8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted access)
or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect? (approximately 200
words)

The AI when creating a new normative framework will be precisely the mechanism that solves
these impacts:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Creating and disseminating multifunctional codes of good forestry practice.
Through positive and negative fiscal measures to encourage or avoid unwanted behaviour.
Appreciation of the contributions of good forest management to the ecosystem services of
WATER, SOILS, and ABSORPTION CARBON.
Through environmental contracts that promote the custody of ecosystems and agroforestry
activity.
Prospective to 2040
Multifunctional forestry planning.
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Spain/Catalonia – Profile and Part I
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE
•

Name of the innovation action case:
Rialb 2021: Forests for water PES scheme

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Teresa Baiges and Teresa Cervera (CPF) supported by José-Antonio Bonet (CTFC)
tbaiges@gencat.cat; tcervera@gencat.cat 00-34-93-5747039
jantonio.bonet@exchange.ctfc.es 00-34-973-481752

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant information and
how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical, socio-economical and
institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
The Rialb Water Reservoir is located in the municipality of la Baronia de Rialb in the northern Part of
Lleida’s province, Catalonian Region (NE Spain), in the Prepyrenean mountains. Baronia de Rialb is a
forested municipality with agricultural patches devoted to cereals (mainly barley). Its total surface is 145
km2 with a mean altitude of 747 m.a.s.l., hosting 240 inhabitants (year 2016) who are mainly occupied
in the primary sector. The municipality is crossed by the Rialb river, which is tributary of the Segre river,
the large river in the province. The Rialb Water Reservoir opened new options for the future of Baronia
de Rialb. Currently, the Urbanistic Director Plan for the Rialb Water Reservoir is being carried out by
the Regional administration. The document, which is built with the stakeholder participation, opens the
door to new options for the revalorisation of both the environment and the economy of the area.

.
Figure 1. Location of Baronia de Rialb in the Lleida province (Catalonian region). (Source: Wikipedia)
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•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation Action
within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or an innovation, to
renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address a specific problem or
need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200
words)
The mediterranean forests are characterized by providing a set of products and services that are valued
by the society but that remain out of the market. The PES is envisaged as a tool for such integration.
However, we lack succesful examples of PES implementation in our region. In this sense, showing to
the whole society the entire process of developing a PES scheme is expected to be the starting point for
softly incorporating Forest Ecosytem Services into forest planning and forest management.
In this IA, we intend to work, from a given real case-study, on the different steps that need to be taken to
strengthen the link between forests and water. The overall aim is to diversify the financing sources of
forest management, by means of integrating ES provision in the economic balance sheet. This requires
work at different levels: recognition of the role of forests on water related ES by all actors, identification
of the most suitable mechanisms to apply, strengthen governance and cooperation and design the
appropriate innovation mechanisms for the ecosystem service implementation.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those options so
far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to a
region)

We selected the Rialb Water Reservoir Area to take advantage of
the fact that it is the newest water reservoir in Catalonia and its first
Urbanistic Masterplan is being produced within the lifespan of the
Sincere project (2018-2020), in which process, different local
stakeholders (economic, tourism, water,…) are already working
together. We intend to use it both i) as an icebreaker to present the
water-forest related issues in Catalonia, and ii) to achieve a written
recognition in a legal document of the role of forestry in water and
landscape conservation, and the recognition of forestry as a
potentially relevant economic activity in the area to be promoted
along with tourism.

The ecosystem service(s) the IM We selected the water provision as the main ecosystem service. We
will focus on?
consider that this service will be the most valued in the
Mediterranean areas for its scarcity, being water quantity and
quality dependent of the forest area and the forest management
being implemented in the watersheds.
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The innovative mechanism
itself?

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
o

o

o

•

There is not defined an a priori innovative mechanism. We expect
that the SINCERE project will help us to define the most adequate
IA

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual motives for
example):
We expect to have an open approach in our Case study, and in principle, there are no limits or
obstacles (except those established by the current legislation)
what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
The different innovative mechanisms (With the stakeholders) and the success stories that will
inspire our case study (with the other SINCERE partners)
What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …) ?
We will need collaboration in the selection of the most appropriate innovation mechanisms to be
selected for achieving our objective, as well as information on i) evidence to support the waterforest link specific for the Catalan situation and ii) feasibility of the different mechanisms.

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing your
IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months? (approximately 200
words)
We are just in the open process of considering all the IM Options. The lack of other FES implemented
in the region, especially regarding to Water ES, impedes us to have a mirror in which we will able to
consider the most appropriate mechanisms. We also expect that the Stakeholders participating in the
First MAG will help us in setting light of the most feasible option for the application in our case study.
However, we have already participated in the first meetings for the production of the Urbanistic
Masterplan for the Rialb Water Reservoir and a first outline on how forests could be included in the
document has already been envisaged to be discused among all participants. In the beginning of
autumn, the first MAG meeting will take place to raise the question of forests and water at regional level
and to identify the most feasible IM to be put in place in the Baronia de Rialb area.

Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)? If so,
describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply, demand,
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distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant knowledge basis
to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related to relevant documents.
•
At regional level, two complementary works have been recently published. Concretely:
ROCES-DIAZ, J.; VAYREDA, J.; BANQUÉ-CASANOVAS, M.; CUSÓ, M.; ANTÓN, M.; BONET, J.A.;
BROTONS, L.; DE CÁCERES, M.; HERRANDO, S.; MARTÍNEZ DE ARAGÓN, J.; de-MIGUEL, S.;
MARTÍNEZ-VILALTA, J. 2018. “Assessing the distribution of forest ecosystem services in a highly
populated Mediterranean region”. Ecological indicators, 93: 986-997.
ROCES-DIAZ, J.; VAYREDA, J.; BANQUÉ-CASANOVAS, M.; DIAZ-VARELA, E.; BONET, J.A.;
BROTONS, L.; de-MIGUEL, S.; HERRANDO, S.; MARTÍNEZ-VILALTA, J. 2018. “The spatial level of
analysis affects the patterns of forest ecosystem services supply and their relationships”. Science of the
Total Environment 626C (2018) pp. 1270-1283.
The first publication (Ecological Indicators) defined and calculated a set of 12 indicators of several ES
for the forests of the Catalonian region. The indicators were aggregated at the municipality level,
establishing the relationships of such ES with a set of socioeconomic, climatic and biodiversity
variables using correlation analyses and mixed effect models. The water provision ES was calculated
as the water exported yearly by surface runoff or deep drainage into the water table for each forest plot
(National Forest Inventory, NFI3). The second publication (Science of the Total Environment) focuses
on the effects of the spatial level of analysis (considering three levels: local, municipality and county) in
the Ecosystem Services trends, observing a changes in the ES patterns depending of the spatial
analysis level.
Both publications represents a first valuable attempt to map the Ecosystem Services in Catalonia.
However, such works are not considering the different innovation mechanisms for the Forest
Ecosystem services implementation in the region, neither the demand.

Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services, other
marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please further explain
the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several experiences, please name
them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include reports or links related to relevant
documents. (approximately 300 words)
The implementation of Forest Ecosystem Services Scheme in Catalonia has been present in the
political agenda for a long time. However, it still remains in the theory rather than in the practice. Thus,
at present we don’t have any innovative mechanism applied to the provision of ecosystem services in
the region. We expect that the SINCERE project will contribute to their implementation through the
process of learning from other experiences abroad and by the support of the project roadmap that will
guide us in this process.
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The only few examples existing in Catalonia are related to biodiversity conservation such as the
Programa Selvans in the province of Girona, where mature forests being set away for biodiversity
received a compensation for the forest owner but there is no example to promote forestry for ES
provsion. The CPF works with the RDP grants to private forest owners.

•

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or workshops, with
participatory processes? Explain.
The persons participating in the project of both institutions (Centre de la Propietat Forestal - Forest
Ownership Centre - and CTFC Consorci - Centre de Tecnologia i Ciència Forestal de Catalunya Forest Science Centre of Catalonia -) have already participated in different participatory processes and
focus groups, also acting as facilitators. However, due to the relevance of the case study, which intends
to open a debate on new ways of collaborative work between the forest, the water and the tourism
sector both at local level and at regional level, the CPF has decided to count on a facilitating company
(www.coperfield.org) who will help the SINCERE partners to conduct the first MAG in the region. This
company has expertise in transformation processes.

PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE

A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first sight
related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and potentials in the
area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more or less
detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.

1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.2. Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land use
changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks (important
event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
The area of the Rialb reservoir has suffered an historical process of depopulation. As an exemple, the
municipality with the biggest area (La Baronia de Rialb) has evolved from 1244 inhabitants in 1900, 835
inhabitants in 1950 to the current 240 inhabitants in the year 2016. This process of depopulation,
associated with the decrease of the primary sector importance, provoked a land use change, in which
the agricultural areas has been transformed to new forest areas.
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1.3. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or environmental
management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success, achievement or
challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or social tensions over
environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized zones in the area,
environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
The main historical issue concerning the forest sustainability is referred to the continuous decrease of
the economic profitability of Catalonian forests, in contrast with the increasing environmental and social
importance of such forests. The low productivity of the Mediterranean forests associated with a complex
topography, difficult the forest harvest operations, reducing the profitability of the forests. This is very
relevant in a region where around 80% of the forest property is privately owned, and especially in the
Study Area, where all municipalities surrounding the Rialb Water Reservoir have a percentage of forest
area above the average (88%). Since 1990, Catalonia has the Forest Management Plan (FMP) as a
planning instrument for private forests and they can be used as a good indicator of forestry activity.
Forests with a FMP in the study area account for a 36% of the total private forest area (the average in
Catalonia is 33%), although they show a high variability between municipalities being La Baronia de
Rialb, the municipality with the highest number of FMP (47 %), mainly due to the increase in truffle
plantations experienced in the municipality for the last 10 years. Nowadays, truffle production is the
most profitable forest activity in the area.

1.4. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss, urbanization,
pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
As a direct consequence of the lack of profitability of the Catalonian forests (exposed in sections 1.1.
and 1.2), we are observing (through the continuous records of the National Forest Inventory) an
increasing forest surface in the region as well as a poor forest management. Today, the estimated
annual increment of forest growing stock is 3.1 m3/ha/yr and the annual harvests remain at 0.7
m3/ha/yr, which results in an average harvesting intensity ranging from 20 to 25%. This fact generate
environmental problems such as large forest fires, forest diseases or mortality by drought episodes.
The observed variability in weather conditions linked with the climate change, emphasize such
problems.

1.5. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)

We have not a major socio-economic or political issues in the area affecting the case study.
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2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and their
causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures against
damages).
Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
The total forest area covers 26.900 hectares, from which 15.000 are dominated by pines (13.800 Pinus
nigra; 1000 Pinus sylvestris; 250 Pinus halepensis) and 5.200 by Quercus species (2000 Quercus
faginea; 3100 Quercus ilex sp ballota; 50 Quercus humilis). Riparian forests account for 350 ha. The
area was affected by a wildfire in 1994. In the burned areas, mainly those adjacent to the reservoir, the
forest cover is still low and based on resprouts of Quercus sp with low growth rate. The conifers in the
area present a good health status. Firemen have identified several Strategic Areas to be managed for
Fire prevention purposes but no money is allocated to manage them.

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations regarding
this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?
The productive forest function is based on localised wood harvesting form uneven-aged forests. Best
productive areas are quite inaccessible which makes its harvesting non profitable. The main tree
species are Pinus nigra -, but also Pinus sylvestris in higher altitudes and Pinus halepensis in the lower
parts –, from which small diameter logs are obtained for bioenergy or wood boxes; and Quercus sp.
being used for firewood. Additionally the pine forests hosts a high fungal diversity, very appreciated by
mushroom pickers during the Autumn season. However, the most valuated non-wood forest product in
the Baronia de Rialb is the black truffle, which is naturally growing in the Quercus ilex forests. During
the last decades, plantations with evergreen oak inoculated with Tuber melanosporum have been
established in the area. All forest harvestings are regulated under the general Catalan Forest Law (Law
6/1988). Truffle production, which is specifically regulated in Catalonia (Ordre de 15/07/91, modified
13/07/2005). Forest Management Plans are voluntary in Catalonia.

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area (species
diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity, composition,
monocultures and mixed forests,…)
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23,7 % (6.390 ha) of the total forest area is under Natura 2000 Network, mainly concentrated
in 3 of the 6 municipalities affected by the reservoir. All forests are seminatural forests with a
dominant tree species (pines or oak soecues) and presence of secondary species. There are
not rare or protected tree species sin the area. There are not specific threats for biodiversity,
although wildfires and low profitability of forestry are affecting the presence of big trees and
trees with microhabitats.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and quality
related state and issues.
The water ecosystem service is probably the main regulated ecosystem service in the area. Water
provision is relevant for all river basin users (30 municipalities, and the community of Irrigation Users for
agriculture purposes) where both water quantity and water quality is important. The Rialb and Segre
rivers are tributary of the Ebro river, which is the larger river of Spain. During the last decades, a flow
decrease has been measured in the Ebro river basin contrasting with the increase of user’s demands.
The water consumption of the new forest areas as well as the increase of the forest biomass in the
forest has been identified as one of the key reasons for the water flow decrease.

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
The soil related ecosystem services seems not to be very relevant in the area. This is because the
forest land surface is occupied by forest and agricultural area, and there are not problems associated
with soil loss (erosion).

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition policy...)
impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and how? Please
describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do they
result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is involved,
and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
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d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1. Forest policy and legislation
u) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
Regulatory + incentives (RDP)
v) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Regional
Implementing
administration:

Regional

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Forest owners
Forest administration
Water administration

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

Forest owners (restrictions, authorisations, beneficiaries of grants,…)

w) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
•
supporting effects
•
(including how and
•
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•
•

x) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Yes
y) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
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Policy 2. Tax policies
z) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
Regulatory
aa) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Implementing
administration:
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

bb) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
•
supporting effects
•
(including how and
•
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•
•

cc) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
dd) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
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Policy 3. Climate change Law
ee) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
ff) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Implementing
administration:
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

gg) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
•
supporting effects
•
(including how and
•
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•
•

hh) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
ii)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
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3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities in
the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based on your
experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or constraints to public
participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass: what
are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?

In the area, 88 % of the forests are privately owned, which is above the average of Catalonia
(78%). Forests owners can use their forests but all commercial harvestings require an
authorisation from the regional forest authority. Forest Management Plans are voluntary.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions and to
who (groups, individuals) they apply to.

Access to forests in Catalonia is open and free unless the forest owners explicitly prevents it
(with a visible sign for instance). Some leisure activities, such as climbing, skiing,…. are
regulated (Decree 56/2003). Access with motor vehicles is restricted to roads and regulated
by Law (Law 9/1995).

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to who
(groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping exercise.

Not described

4.4. Social and cultural relation:
e) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?

Main social/cultural activity in the forests is mushroom picking and forest hiking.
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f)

What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s
importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the region?

The Rialb Water Reservoir is the big touristic appeal of the area. The 6 municipalities affected
by the Reservoir have organised themselves in a Consortium (Consorci Segre-Rialb) to
promote the touristic activities within the reservoir and around it. Forests surrounding the
reservoir play a crucial role regarding the landscape and forest hiking activities. The
municipality of La Baronia de Rialb is the municipality with the highest number of Rural
Tourism houses in Catalonia, with over 150 rural hosting hauses. There are no emblematic
forest species but the most inaccessible forest areas in the north are an appeal for nature
hikers.

4.5. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)

Free
access and
use?

Access and use
restricted by
property or use
rights?

Access and
use submitted
to fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which actors
contribute to the
provision and/or
distribute it?)

Wood products

No

Acces not
restricted. The
owner has all
wood use rights.

No

Wood products are
directly commercialised
by the forest owners to
the felling companies.

Non-wood products:

Yes/no

Acces not
No
restricted except
for the truffle
plantations. The
owner has all
NWFP use
rights, although
mushroom
picking is
accepted

-

Mushrooms

-

Truffles

-

………...
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4.6. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities and/or
between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or communities
present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that are more
marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem services?
No discrepancies identified.

4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in general
or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about environmental
issues in the area, including forest related ones?
In particular, in relation to the FES related to water, we think that the awareness of local stakeholders in
general is very low. Very few of them have the perception that forests and forestry may have an impact
on water provision and quality.

Spain/Catalonia – Part II Integration of forestry in the Urbanistic
Masterplan (PDU) of the Rialb Water Reservoir
PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT (to be filled for each IM or IM variant again, preselected to be the
Innovation Action in the case area)
In the first MAG meeting of the case study “forests for water” 4 Innovation Mechanisms (IM) were identified:
2 of them are the first step to take for a PES mechanism to be successful: to achieve legal recognition of
the link between forests and water as regard as water quantity and quality, and of the potential PES schemes
to implement to strengthen this link (IM-1), and to build governance between all sectors involved in the IA
(IM-2). Then, there is a real PES mechanism to be implemented: a private forest Fund for water and forests
(IM-3), and, finally, it was proposed the design of new ways to finance this fund or other potential PES-like
schemes in the area: new taxes and fiscal benefits (IM-4).

5. ❑ Brief description of the IM-1: Integration of forestry in the Urbanistic Masterplan

(PDU) of the Rialb Water Reservoir
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Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)
Inclusion, for the first time, of forest management into an Urbanistic Masterplan (PDU) of a Water
Reservoir, as an economic activity to be promoted highlighting its impact on water resources and
landscape. One of the first steps for the establishment of a PES scheme is the acknowledgement of the
link between forests, forestry and water into legislation, something that does not exist so far (with few
exceptions) neither in forest legislation nor in water legislation. The water reservoir of Rialb is the
newest water reservoir in Catalonia (1999) and it is currently undergoing the production of its first PDU,
which gives a great opportunity for introducing the forest-water link into high-level legislation with the
rank of a Government Agreement.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?
We expect that the approval of the PDU, will act as a trigger and unavoidable step for other PES
initiatives to succeed in the area, or for public money being invested in forestry in the area. In the
midterm, we expect to enhance the amount of forest area being managed in the case study area,
which, at present, is only around 1% per year. By extending forest management, we expect to positively
impact both in water quantity (by reducing water consumption by trees) and water quality (by reducing
the risk of losing forest cover) along with other forest ecosystem services (landscape, biodiversity,
timber, firewood,…)

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
-

-

-

The responsible in the territory for contracting the elaboration of the PDU is Consortium of
municipalities (Consorci Segre-Rialb), which president is a renowned forest owner in the area,
mayor of La Baronia de Rialb, very active and with whom we had already worked in previous
projects.
The development of the plan fully matches the project lifespan (2018-2020)
It can be a good first exercise of governance and cooperation amongst the water, forest and
tourism sectors in the region and in the country.
The participants of the 1st MAG meeting agreed on the proposal and found it could have great
impact.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
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7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

Public administrations

Need for a “country covenant” (pacto
de pais)

There is a high margin to work in
this sense

80 % of the legislation does not follow
any logic neither has any technical
background

It is positive to have a regulation
that unifies cross-sectoral
independent regulations

High sensibillity

Absolutely necessary: clear,
concise, coherent
It should be linked to water and
forest planning and also to tax
planning, defining a set of
incentives and punishments

Forest owners

We do not need more bureaucracy
Highlighting the need to regulate gives
a bad image of society

Present regulation needs and
should to be carefully analysed
To have a good regulation is key

There is already a lot of regulation on
the territory
Difficulty to implement
Difficulty to generate consensus.
There is not shared vision
The monitoring of the fulfilment of this
regulation does not have to put in
place a “new police status”
Research

It is very important to encourage
participation, to foresee workshops

Tourism

There is already a lot of regulation
New regulation must bring new budget
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Link to the development of
public/private contracts for forest
management
If its fulfilment is compulsory, it
can very positive

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or
that were identified through the first MAG meeting?

No

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.

We did a brainstorming exercise in which different ideas emerged, after a voting process, 5 of
them where selected among which it was the PDU

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)

-

-

In the first phase, we expect to have some opposition because it is an innovative
proposal, and the people involved in the elaboration of the plan have no knowledge on
forests. We will have to do a work of pedagogy on the topic forests and water.
We will have to be capable of doing a sound diagnosis of the area in order to be able
to present a clear definition on what needs to be done regarding forests and forestry.
We also will have to be capable of establishing a clear link between the forest
management proposed and its effects on water quantity and quality. We will carry this
work together with experts of the territory and water ecology scientists.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: The case study area is a highly forested area (75 % of forest land, 62% with trees), which
is positive to send the message that forests are important. Most of the forests are not managed (only
1% annually of the total forest area) because they are new (thus, they require investment) or because
they have been highly exploited. This is positive to send the message forests need an investment in
order to enhance the ecosystem services they provide. Finally, the provision of forest services is at
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risk due to climate change: all this forested area is under risk, mainly fire risk and decay risk due to
water stress, forest management is the key tool to reduce this risk.
•

Social: the area is one of the forest areas with a higher number of rural tourism facilities in Catalonia,
for which both landscape and water is important. The number of forest owners is relatively low
compared to other areas and they are associated. It is a quite dynamic rural area with many initiatives
going on in the territory.

•

Economic: Forestry is constrained mainly for economic reasons, as the revenues from the products
obtained cannot pay the costs. In addition, many forests require investment to become productive in
the mid-term. Tourism activities are a high source of income in the area.

•

Policy: That all stakeholders are keen to build governance around forests and water

•

Other:

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)

The IA itself is framed within a legal instrument (PDU) that was already going to be developed;
in that sense, it fully matches the foreseen development of the area. Regarding forestry, in the
area there are some other initiatives dealing with the idea to promote forest management,
mainly from the perspective of promoting the use of renewable energies based on forest
biomass. The IA proposed will recognise them and integrate them.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)

The IM itself will not have an impact in the ecosystem but is the unavoidable first step for other
schemes to be successfully implemented. If as a result of this IM forestry is promoted in the
area the impact on tree vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality will be positive because the forestry practices identified as positive in the PDU will have
all these aspects into account.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
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Risks: no risks for society envisaged. When priorities will be set, there might be some risks of
conflicts between forest owners.
Opportunities: To awaken society in the co-responsibility we all have in the conservation of our
forests and the services they provide, particularly in relation to the link between forests and
water. To secure the short-mid term provision of water related services form forests in a very
difficult context

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted access)
or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect? (approximately 200
words)

The integration of forestry into the PDU will be done within a collaborative framework in which
different stakeholders will take part at different stages. The ideas for collaboration that arose in
the MAG meeting regarding IM-2 (Strategic planning) will be implemented in this IM.

Spain/Catalonia – Part II Elaboration of a strategic plan
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM-2: Elaboration of a Strategic Plan
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)
Development of a Strategic Plan for forest and water, on the scale of the river basin (i.e. it could be
includes in the river basin management plan). This plan would be designed by a interdepartmental /
multi-actors council, gathering all stakeholders: public administrations, forest owners, farmers,
industries, local inhabitants, etc. through a participative and integrative process:
1. Put on the table different forest management models, their objectives and impacts
2. Discuss those objectives, evaluate how and which interests they match, identify potential tensions
or conflicts and discuss ways to resolve them
3. Collective decision of the priorities and objectives of the Strategic Plan.
To implement this strategic plan, the council would have at its disposal a budget coming from a tax on
water consumption (see IM-4). The tax rate, and the way it applies to each type of actors and in which
proportion, would result from a negotiation between actors at the council and from a collective decision.
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6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?
Recent studies have demonstrated a strong and clear correlation between the absence of forest
management and a strong decrease in water flow in Catalonian forests (at least 20%). There is
therefore a need to incite forest owners to adopt measures of forest management that would impact
positively the quantity and quality of water.
However the legal context and decision-making processes of these two sectors (forest and water) are
still strictly separated.
The main aim of developing this Strategic Plan and the council that will establish it, is the integration of
different sector-specific objectives into one strategy and one decision-making body, through
participation and negotiation with all stakeholders.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
At the first MAG meeting, we did a brainstorming exercise in which different ideas emerged, after a
voting process, 5 of them where selected among which was the Strategic Plan.
Innovations were defined as either a new product or a new way of working. In the group quickly
emerged, as main motivation, the need to find new ways of working in relation to forests and water, the
need to acknowledge and deepen the knowledge of the link between the two, to exchange knowledge
and go beyond sectoral policies, to move towards a new type of governance.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

Public adminstrations

Concern that the process will take time
and, as the world changes rapidly, that
the strategy objectives will already be
obsolete by the time it is done.

It has to be a specific strategy for
forest management very
participative and integrative.
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Forest owners

Concern that the plan would remain a
theoretical strategy without
implementation of actions.

It should ensure a high
participation and be accepted by
all stakeholders involved.

Afraid that it will lack support

It could be a good way if it is a
detailed plan.

To look for a territorial balance in
decisions would mean to look at
inequalities.
Not relevant if there is no budget to
back it up.
Commerce and tourism

Concern that the strategy would not be
implementated.

Third sector

It will not work there is no budget
supporting it.

If it reaches a consensus, it
would give be perceived as
highly relevant.
It has to come from a collective
momentum, and involve all
parties.

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or
that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
No

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
No. Some groups developed similar ideas that were then merged together.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)

In the participatory process to develop the plan, we will have to do a work of pedagogy on the
topic forests and water.
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We will have to deepen the scientific knowledge to be capable of establishing a clear link
between the forest management measures, and its effects on water quantity and quality, also
depending on the forest characteristics. We will have to be capable of doing a sound diagnosis
of the area in order to be able to present a clear definition on what needs to be done regarding
forests and forestry. We will carry this work together with experts of the territory and water
ecology scientists.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain: - Same as IM-1
•

Ecological:

•

Social:

•

Economic:

•

Policy

•

Other:

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)
The IM would contribute to the involvement of new actors in the planification of forest and water
management.
8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Same as IM-1

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
The potential risks perceived by some of the MAG participants at this stage are :
-

Lack of implementation and efficiency in case this strategic plan was not supported by a
specific budget,
Only relevant if integrative, participative and consensual
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The opportunities identified are related to the development of a new kind of social governance,
including actors that were no included in forest management before, and creating a context of coresponsibility over forest and water resources and management. These opportunities include:
-

-

Knowledge exchange
Creation of a network with common goals
Territorial dynamisation: economic and demographic
Conflict resolution
Policy integration
Values intergration
Valorisation of forests, water, landscape.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted access)
or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect? (approximately 200
words)

The main innovation is in the process through which this Strategy Plan would be developed. A
highly participative and integrative process, through the multi-actor council that would be
created, aims at gathering around the table all stakeholders’ knowledge and perspectives on
these issues, concerns and opportunities. The objective is to anticipate the tensions and
potential conflicts that could rise and deal with them through negotiations and a collective
decision process. However, participatory processes are complex and are not to be
underestimated. Measures to ensure effective wide and free participation should be thought
about and adopted.
Regarding the idea to raise on tax on water consumption in order to provide this plan with a
budget, the tax rate and the actors to who it applies would also be discussed in this collective
decision process.
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Spain/Catalonia – Part II Creation of a private forest FUND
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM-3 : Creation of a private Forest FUND – (Fons Gualter)
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)

Creation of an specific and finalist Fund to finance forestry practices that aim at providing
water-related ecosystem services (provision, regulation and cultural services). This Fund
requires: i) previous work of zoning based on priorities in relation to the need and potential for
the services to be promoted, ii) quantification of these services depending on the forestry
practice applied, and, finally, iii) translation of this value into rights or credits to be bought
through a block-chain system, by the beneficiaries (water users or entities, both private and
public, willing to contribute to the enhancement of the service). The fund requires, as well, a
third independent party to guarantee the fulfilment of the contracted service based on clearly
defined criteria. Finally, there should be a transaction between the different parts which will be
disseminated and communicated both to the entities playing in the Fund and to society. The
Fund will serve as a powerful communication tool on the services that forests and forestry
provide in relation to water, the provision of different wood and non-wood goods and the
improvement of biodiversity.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?

With this innovative proposal we expect to, on the one hand, overcome traditional schemes
and structures though a real co-created process from the very beginning; on the other, we
expect to bring transparency, clarity and information to all stakeholders. The inclusion of all
potential water related services, allows for an approach at different territorial scales, adapting
the mechanisms for certification and transaction to these different levels.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.

We did a brainstorming exercise in which different ideas emerged, after a voting process, 5 of
them where selected among which it was the Fund.
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7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

Public administrations
and politicians

Low capacity to collect money –
voluntary

Very innovative, SRC is
fashionable now

There is already a public forest
fund that is not working

The private funds of big
corporations can contribute a
lot
It should be local and finalist,
so the results are easy to see

Forest owners
associations

Not dynamic

If this is posible, it would be
great for the forests

It can be inequal, low transparent
and may create low territory
cohesion

It should have a minimun
budget assured and continuos
investment in forestry
measures.

Turism and commerce

Risk that the fund is devoted to
other actions rather than to forestry

Research

It may legitimate comapnies that
are not sustainable and that can
even harm forests

NGOs

It won’t collect enough money if
marketing is not good
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Promotes collaborative
economy

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or that
were identified through the first MAG meeting?

In relation to the IM and the beneficiaries of the identified ecosystem rights (downstream
irrigation users, NGOs, mini-power stations, rural tourism actors, municipal drinkable water
distribution net and CSR prone companies), it will be necessary to approach the particular
stakeholders in each case to achieve a more direct engagement of all stakeholders in the
creation of the IM.

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.

Another option considered in the group of discussion was the redirection of the available
economic resources in the existing administrative structures. Among the examples that came
up was a change in the budget for fire extinction in favour of preventive measures. Other
examples were to promote forest finance like it is done through the FEOGA Funds in livestock
or agriculture production and the possibility to invest part of the water canon (tax) in forestry,
via the responsible bodies: the Catalan Agency for Water and the Ebro hydrographic
Confederation.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)

During the debate, some fears or potential risks emerged to be taken into account:
- Low capacity to collect money due to the fact that the Fund is meant to be voluntary and also
due to its own nature, which can be seen as too specific.
- We should bear in mind the existence of other Forest Funds (although public) that even if
created, were never put into practice.
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- There is a risk of inequity, little transparency or little territorial cohesion, depending on how its
implementation is carried out.
- It is necessary to clarify its aim to ensure the Fund is not financing other activities not
connected to forestry.
- It may imply the legitimisation of companies that do not fulfil good management standards,
and that participate in the Fund just as a show off.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:

•

Ecological: Possibility to offer other services along with water services such as better tree

growth or improved biodiversity.
•

Social: Consensus in the territory / Clear knowledge of the services provided.

•

Economic: Enhancement of forest bioeconomy and local forest production, profitability of the

companies investing in the Fund, fair price for wood and non-wood products integrating the
benefits of the service provided.
•

Policy: Regulation to promote forest management, and strategic forestry planning in the case

study area.
•

Other:
8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)

Regarding forestry, in the area there are some other initiatives dealing with the idea to promote
forest management, mainly from the perspective of promoting the use of renewable energies
based on forest biomass. The IA proposed will help to upgrade them.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)

This IM impacts mainly on water quality and quantity and water cycle regulation, and indirectly
on a better quality of wood products, the reduction of carbon emissions (lower risk of forest fire
and forest decay) and on biodiversity both at local and landscape scale.
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8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example
restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)

The main negative impact that could be generated by the Fund is that the implementation of
forestry is done in a scattered way, thus not producing the desired effects on water services at
global scale, or it could also lead to provide the service in less effective sites with little impact
at landscape level. In this sense, the unavoidable previous pre-step is to have a sound
diagnosis of the forests and the water services expected in the area, which must reach the
consensus of all stakeholders involved, and the society in general trough the competent
corresponding administrations.

Spain/Catalonia – Part II Design of new tax and fiscal benefits
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM-4: Design of new tax and fiscal benefits
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)

Creation of a new specific tax addressed to water users which ideally would be managed by
the Consortium Segre-Rialb-Consortium (Local stakeholders) or alternatively by the Ebro River
Basin Authority- Confederación Hidrográfica del Ebro-CHE (owner and manager of the Rialb
reservoir). The Consortium/CHE will act as an intermediate between the water providers and
the water users. The money collected through the tax will be invested in forest management,
which will guarantee an additional water provision to the BAU scenario. The establishment of
the tax requires: i) quantify the additional water available in the reservoir as a consequence of
a certain forest management practice, ii) fix the cost of forest operations needed for
guaranteeing such quantity of additional quantity of water (€/mc), iii) Fix the tax according with
the user typology (the tax will have two compounds: fixed amount + variable amount based on
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the consumption)-tbd, iv) The consortium/Ebro River Basin Authority manage the invoice
submission to the users and derives the collected money to the forest owners through
individual agreements.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?
Based on the scientific studies, a proper forest management will allow reducing the forest water
consumption, allowing to increase the river water flow. In a future scenario, the water demand will
continue increasing whilst in a context of climate change, the water offer will continue decreasing,
compromising the potential demand. There is therefore a need to connect the users that will need more
water in the future with the forest-owners who will be able to increase the water supply through the
forest management. The IM will scrutinize the option of fixing a tax to the users that would be
reinvested in a proper forest management in the river basin forests.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.

At the first MAG meeting, we did a brainstorming exercise in which different ideas emerged, after a
voting process, 5 of them where selected among which was the design of a new tax. Small groups
represented by different Stakeholder typologies developed separately the ideas. The IM was
unanimously selected by the group based on three criteria:
-

Feasibility of his application
Simplicity of the IM application
Guarantee that expected collected money will be reinvested in forest management

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area
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concerns regarding the selected
IM
Public administrations
and politicians

Difficulty in fixing the water
provided by the forest management
Risk of saturating the users

Easy to be implemented

Low receptivity of the farmers
(large water consumers)

High capacity of money
collection. Enough resources

Difficulty in creating new taxes
In a small river basin, it may be
difficult having clear numbers of the
water-forest relationship

Forest owners
associations

Excess of pressure to the users

It will be better to have a tax
rather than an imposition
We need to find a way in order
to increase the social
acceptance

More resources invested in
forest management

Lack of acceptance

Research

More resources for the forest
management and, indirectly by
the municipalities

Difficulty of consensus

Incentives for the forestry
development

Lack of information on the forest
management benefits

Awareness of the forest reality
by the Society

Excess of taxes already present
How to fix the tax amount?
Risk that the users decided to
move to another area/choose other
options
Lack of acceptation by the Society

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or
that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
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A higher representation of agricultural landowners would have been desirable (The forest
owners represented a large group of stakeholders, but their interests not necessarily matches
with the agricultural landowners interests).

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.

The group also considered the need of increasing the awareness as well as the
communication policies, aiming to explain the water-forest relationships to the Society.
However, the group finally considered this option as a not real Innovation Mechanism.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)

During the MAG debate, some fears or potential risks emerged to be taken into account:
- The participants were not sure on the scientific capability of the fine fixation of the forest
management needed for amounting more water.
- We also expect difficulties in implement a new tax when the perception of the people is that
they are already paying many public taxes. Linked with this fact, the SH afraid that the Society
does not realize that forest management is needed in order to guarantee more water. Thus, we
need to do a lot of pedagogy on the topic.
- Finally, the participants also expect difficulties in convincing the water users of paying a new
tax, because there is a general perception that the public authorities have the responsibility of
guaranteeing the water supply and thus, that the public service will be in charge of all the
relates policies.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
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•

Ecological: A period with lack of rain, and thus with water limited access, will allow to put the

focus on the water scarcity.
•

Social: Consensus in the territory / Priorization of this issue among the others

•

Economic: NA

•

Policy: New political framework which enhances the payment for ES

•

Other:
8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)

The final objective of the IA is promoting the sustainable forest management of the area. Since
the Mediterranean forests are clearly multifunctional, the applied silviculture will allow obtaining
multiproducts in addition to the target objective of water flow increasing (wood, non wood forest
products, other services…). The IA proposed will recognise all those goods and services will
help to upgrade them.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)

The Forest Management which needs to be applied in the area will mainly consists in a
reduction of the forest biomass. The fuel reduction will directly impact on a better quality of
wood (timber logs, wood chips for bioenergy) and non-wood forest products (mushrooms) but
also to decrease the risks of forest hazards (lower risk of forest fire and forest decay) both at
local and landscape scale.

8.5 Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
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The participants not envisaged any risk for the Society as a whole. It would be normal to have certain
opposition in paying a new tax, due to the lack of awareness of the problem of the water supply and the
lack of understanding of the relationships between water and forests. In opposite, there is a large
opportunities for the Society in adopting such mechanism, namely: to awakening the co-

responsibility we all have in the conservation of our forests and the services they provide,
particularly in relation to the link between forests and water and to secure the short-mid term
provision of water related services form forests in a very difficult context

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example
restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)

The main negative impact that could be generated by the Tax fixation is that the
implementation of forestry is done in a scattered way, thus not producing the desired effects on
water services at global scale, or it could also lead to provide the service in less effective sites
with little impact at landscape level. In this sense, the unavoidable previous pre-step is to have
a sound diagnosis of the forests and the water services expected in the area, which must
reach the consensus of all stakeholders involved, and the society in general trough the
competent corresponding administrations.
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Finland – Landscape and recreation value trade
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE
•

Name of the innovation action case:
Landscape and Recreation Value Trade, Ruka-Kuusamo, Finland

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Juhani.Pyykkönen, Juhani.pyykkonen@metsakeskus.fi, innovation action partner
Liisa Tyrväinen, liisa.tyrvainen@luke.fi, scientific partner

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant information and
how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical, socio-economical and
institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
Ruka-Kuusamo is one of the major nature-based tourism resorts in Finland. Ruka tourism resort is
located in the municipality of Kuusamo, in north-eastern Finland.
Kuusamo-Ruka tourism area, concentration of accommodation and nature activity services, has grown
around the local forests and landscapes. There are one million visitors annually.

Kuusamo is a in north-eastern Finland in an area rich with hills and fells. The population in Kuusamo is
15 700 inhabitants. The population density is low (3.2 inhabitants per square km). Of employed people,
about two-thirds work in services such as tourism. 82 percent of the forest is in non-industrial private
ownership who get income mainly from timber sales
Oulanka national park, Hossa national park located partly in Kuusamo and other scenic places like
Ruka, Valtavaara, Konttainen and Iivaara core areas in the nature-based tourism.
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•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation Action
within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or an innovation, to
renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address a specific problem or
need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200
words)

Many ecosystem services, like maintaining beautiful, interesting and pleasant landscape, have been
understood as restrictions to forestry. But many ecosystem services can co-exist and benefit from each
other. They can be also a new source of new income. Ecosystem services, as a new thinking model,
can help design new combinations of ecosystem services on certain selected areas.
Private forests and forest owners have a good potential to produce ecosystem services. Most of the
forests in Finland are privately owned. But new measures are needed to finance ecosystem services.
There is also a lack of dialogue between forest owners and those who are interested of buying
ecosystem services. A Good dialogue will bring new opportunities, ideas and measures.
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•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those options so
far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to a
region)

Nature-based tourism (NBT) is an important and growing economic
sector in Northern and Central Europe and has high potential in the
forest-rich countries in Eastern Europe. This sector uses attractive
forest and environments for business operations. The importance of
this sector in diversifying livelihoods and creating green jobs in rural
regions are in Finland well identified in national and regional forest
and tourism strategies, but in practical level NBT and use of forests
for recreation needs more tailor-made solutions to help sector to
develop.
In Finland, forests are a typical environment for outdoor recreation
and tourism activities, as they cover 82% of the land area, and most
are managed for commercial forestry. About 60 % of forests are
privately owned. Being able to use attractive nature areas is
essential for the NBT business, thus making entrepreneurs highly
dependent on support from other stakeholders such as landowners,
the public sector and local communities. In Finland the different
uses and management goals of state-owned forest negotiated
within a participatory planning process, but in private lands
management decisions are taken by individual owners. Therefore,
new ways and mechanisms to enhance production of landscape
and recreation values are needed that also could integrate tourism
and commercial forestry needs and interests.

The ecosystem service(s) the IM The focus is in Landscape and recreational values.
will focus on?
Additional advantages can be got simultaneously from biodiversity,
water protection, forests as carbon storage and local culture.
The innovative mechanism
itself?

Financing mechanism.
Dialogue between supply and demand.
New services, new source of income.
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•

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
o

o

o

•

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual motives for
example):
Private ownership and their forest owner’s independence on decision making is a sensitive topic.
what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
New ways to recognize and use forest ecosystem services.
New guidelines for the silviculture supporting the provision of landscape and recreational
services.
New type of business based on the sustainability and circular bioeconomy.
Optimizing the combination of different ecosystem services on a certain area.
What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …)?
Facts, values, opinions and attitudes of the MAG members to develop something new is crucial.

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing your
IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months? (approximately 200
words)
From the previous research (Provide-project, Luke etc.) we know that the financing system, which is
obligatory for stakeholder/customers, would bring adequate finance to produce landscape services.
The problem is that obligatory financing system worries stakeholders compared to voluntary ones. New
innovative mechanisms must be developed step by step, by listening and discussing in stakeholder
group.

Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)? If so,
describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply, demand,
distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant knowledge basis
to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related to relevant documents.
The forest inventory by compartments is covering the whole area forest area in Kuusamo.
According to Finnish forest law valuable small scale (area>1 ha) biotopes must be protected in
commercial forests to maintain biodiversity. These valuable biotopes have been inventoried, mapped
and published as public data. Biotope database is element in landscape planning.
As a result of old growth forest inventory, vast areas are now protected and bought by the state for
nature reserves.
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Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services, other
market-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please further explain
the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several experiences, please name
them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include reports or links related to relevant
documents. (approximately 300 words)
Private forest owners have made some land use agreements with nature tourism enterprises near
hiking routes and to safeguard landscapes nearby leisure homes.
There are also some protection and landscape maintenance activities on specific sites based on
voluntary donations.

•

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or workshops, with
participatory processes? Explain.
The staff of Natural Resources Institute Finland (Luke), and the scientific partner Liisa Tyrväinen, and
also IA partner Juhani Pyykkönen have experience in participatory planning process and facilitating
workshops.
Metsähallitus, the organization responsible for taking care of state-owned forests, has developed and
used participatory planning processes. Forest organizations and NGOs do know and have practical
experience of the participatory processes.

PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first sight
related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and potentials in the
area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more or less
detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.

1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.2. Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land use
changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks (important
event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
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Most of the forests are privately owned. Forestry and selling wood is important source of income for
local people.
Oulanka national park is owned by state. National park and Oulanka-river are the main tourist
attractions.
Ruka-ski resort is key area for tourism, accommodation and winter and summer activities. There is a
strong demand to maintain good quality forest landscapes.

1.3. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or environmental
management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success, achievement or
challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or social tensions over
environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized zones in the area,
environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
The establishing of the Oulanka national park was historical issue. The idea of natural parks is to
preserve original and primeval forest as national parks in several places around Finland. Oulanka
national park has a connection to a vast Paanajärvi protected area on the Russian side.
The protection of wild rivers rapids was another historical issue.
Lists of endangered species, and forests as the main biotope for those species started the discussion of
the need for additional protection. Old growth forests inventories and the planning of protection started
a very heavy discussions and debate. Even today this topic is sensitive. But now, when the protection
decisions have been made, advantages are clear for tourism, and for the local society.
Clearcuttings and heavy soil preparation is now criticised by people in tourism, but also by NGOs.
People do not want to see dramatic changes in landscape. Naturalness, minimal signs of human
influence is favoured, even in build areas.

1.4. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g., deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss, urbanization,
pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
As mentioned, clearcuttings and soil preparation and the size and scale of forest operations are
discussion topics.
The diminishing share of old, but not only old growth forests, worries people, who appreciate high
biodiversity values and old forest as a recreational environment.
The scientific ecological discussion continues which share of protected area will be sufficient for
maintaining and enhancing biodiversity.
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There are also plans to establish a new gold mining plants near tourism area and Oulanka national park
which may have negative environmental impacts. Tourism, undisturbed nature experience and creating
new jobs from extraction of minerals are against each other. Although the tourism is much bigger
business, the balanced solution must be sought in political processes.

1.5. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)
Jobs are important, not only in the economic sense, but also socially. Job gives a continuity for
possibilities to live in the area and security for the future.
The big question is how to diversify the use of forests and other natural resources to create
employment and livelihoods. How to benefit from ecosystem services.
Traditionally forestry has brought the important share on income in the country side.
Environmental awareness in general has increased and is now on rather high level.
Tourism, based on local nature and the environment, brings considerable number of jobs and optimism
to Kuusamo area.
New measures and indicators to value different ecosystem services, as a part local economy and
politics, are needed.

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and their
causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures against
damages).
Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
Forest dominates the landscape and the land area. Age class distribution is even, which means that
forests have been regenerated during last decades. The protection of forests, for biodiversity, is on the
good level measured by the share of protected area or the quality of the forests protected. Still, there is
considerable number of threatened species in forests in whole Finland suggesting that improvements
and adaptations for forest management are needed. Commercial harvesting is not allowed on main
protected area. There are not any zones with special restriction around protected areas.
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There has not been or do not exists any dramatic damages in nature or in forests in Kuusamo area.
The climate change increases the risks for damages in the future.

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource). Are there regulations regarding this
production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan …?
The saw logs harvested from the Kuusamo area go mainly to the local big sawmill, Pölkky Oy, and
smaller dimensions of the stem, pulpwood, are transported to pulp mills located far away.

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area (species
diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity, composition,
monocultures and mixed forests…)
The forests in Kuusamo are seminatural. All the tree species are indigenous. Natural regeneration is
widely used. Scots Pine, Norway Spruce and Downy Birch dominate the landscape with the share of 95
%. There are not monocultures, according to international definitions.
Endangered species have been inventoried and listed on the red book of endangered species. Species
living on the dead and rotten wood, forms a main group of endangered species. Genetic diversity is
based on local and natural species composition.
The clear advantage is that big protected areas in Finland and Russia are connected.
There is still demands for additional protection measures on old growth forests and endangered
species.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and quality
related state and issues.
Nature tourism uses waters, rivers, lakes, ponds and creeks, in their outdoor activities.
Fishing is important, as a source of local food and a hobby for local people.
There is not any scarcity of clean, high quality ground water In Kuusamo.
The soil preparation in forestry may cause the leakage of nutrients and humus to the watercourses.
Water protection measures according to guidelines have to be and is used where needed.

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
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Nearly all ecosystem services have a directly or indirectly linked with the quality of soil.
Sandy soils have an important role in producing ground water.

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g., forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition policy...)
impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and how? Please
describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g., regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g., from which policy level do they
result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is involved,
and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1: Forest policy
jj)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
The aim of the forest policy is the sustainable use of forests. Sustainability is followed and estimated on
economic, environmental and social aspects.
Forest owner have to inform officials before cuttings to guarantee the obeying the forest law.
Forest owner have to make inventory of valuable key biotopes and protect them according to criteria.
Forest owner can get financial support (Kemera = Financing sustainable forestry) from the state for
some silvicultural measures like tending of young stands.
Forest owner can get that compensation and incentive also or the voluntary protection of valuable
biotopes other actions to enhance sustainability. That financial support could also be used in financing
landscape services in private forests.
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kk) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g., from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
The Ministry Agriculture and Forestry
Implementing
administration:

Finnish Forestry Centre

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•

Forest owners
Forest service companies and organisations
Forest industry

National economy
MTK, Central Union of Agricultural Producers and Forest owners
(Policy, national, EU)
• Forest industry
(Policy, national, EU)
ll) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• The sustainable use of renewable resources enables new businesses,
supporting effects
but means also big changes and improvements in the production
(including how and
processes and developing new products and services. It has been
why).....
expressed that even the systematic change is needed. Forest policy
gives support to develop and enhance ecosystem services.
• Ecosystem services can be a new source of income.
• The forest owners themselves are widely willing to look for new
ecosystem services for the market and for the new income.
FES innovation
• But the communication and dialogue could be better between forest
preventing effects
owners and people in different business areas like tourism.
(including how and
Brainstorming and co-design is difficult.
why)
• The culture of public incentives, financing by the state, dominate.
mm)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Public participation is a possibility for the innovation action. Important criteria for developing new PES
models for this sector are voluntariness, transparency, acceptability by key parties, low transaction
costs and ability execute in practice. The principals of public participation are included in the set of
policies and laws and are quite well known in Finland, which is an advantage in MAG meetings.
nn) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
In privately owned forests, however, economic incentives for landowners, new models for paying for
ecosystem services to support the production of those services for public or commercial use are
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lacking. Therefore, the provision of these services are not taken into account adequately in forest
management.

Policy 2 Environmental and Nature Conservation Policies
oo) their main characteristics (e.g., regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
The nature conservation policy is based on the network of officially protected areas and continuous
inventory of valuable biotopes and endangered species. The purchases of valuable area from forest
owners has been the main method to increase or maintain the protected area and the ecosystem
services produce.
In the forest protection program Metso, forests owners can offer their valuable areas for protection on
voluntary basis. System is financed by state, but this public financing is insufficient.

pp) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g., from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Ministry of environment.
Implementing
administration:
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation
Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

The Centres for Economic Development, Transport and Environment (ELY
Centres).
•
•
•
•
•

Forest owners
The Finnish Environment Institute
The Finnish Forestry Centre
Metsähallitus (State forests)
Environmental nongovernmental organisations (ENGOs)

qq) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• The need and importance of new financing methods for ecosystem
supporting effects
services has been widely noticed, which means support for innovations.
(including how and
• Ecological compensation (InnoForEst-project) is an example of the new
why).....
approach.
FES innovation
preventing effects

•

Forest protection as a discussion topic is very sensitive even today.
Attitudes in public and social media are often black and white.
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(including how and
why)
rr) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Public participation is a possibility for the innovation action regarding private forests. In state owned
forests participatory planning has been used for 20 years. Important criteria for developing new PES
models for this sector are voluntariness, transparency, acceptability by key parties, low transaction
costs and ability execute in practice.
ss) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
The idea of ecosystem services as a service, which can be produced by land and forest owners, is new
and still somewhat unclear. Therefore, the provision of these services and values is not adequately
taken into account in forest management.

Policy 3 Other Strategies and programs on circular bioeconomy, sustainability, climate change,
industry and economy
tt) their main characteristics (e.g., regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
It is clear that the change is needed, the systemic change. But means and actions needed are lacking.
The mental process, a prerequisite for the change, is on its way.
uu) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g., from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Multi action groups are needed on the policy level.
Implementing
administration:
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

And in implementation, too.
•

New innovations can start and grow in unexpected groups and minds,
not only in organizations who are in charge of the tasks.
• Local people and companies have a decisive role, because they see
the demand and supply and they know the local environment and
culture.
Main affected
• Tourism enterprises (business opportunities)
groups (and how in
• Forest owners (new income)
brackets)
• Local people (better environment and services)
• Local economy (versatile structure)
vv) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
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FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how and
why).....

•
•
•

The capability to hear people and see the world.
The capability to create choices for the future.
The philosophical know how of values and dialogue.

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•

See above.

ww) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
xx) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities in
the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based on your
experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or constraints to public
participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)
Public participation is a widely accepted approach.
But there is a tradition that strong interest organisations in politics represent for example forest owners,
forest industry and parties. This has some advantages, like ready-made, simply expressed political
aims. But also some constraints, like flexibility to listen and create together new approaches.
There are some constraints to effective participation process. People are busy, they do not have time
for example full day meetings. When same people participate different meetings, the spectrum of ideas,
solutions and innovation can be narrow.

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass: what
are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
Private forest owners own most of forests in the area. The specific areas have not been chosen so far
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Forest owners are allowed to do, let´s say all harvesting and silvicultural measures according to forest
law. After final felling (clear cutting, regeneration cutting) harvesting area mast be regenerated using
natural seeding, sowing or planting. Valuable small-scale biotopes must be protected.
On areas where there is a land use management plan like around towns, villages or skiing centres,
there are some constraints for forest actions.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions and to
who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
In Finland the is Every man`s right, which allows walking and berry picking and camping for a short
period in all forests. It is not allowed to cut trees and make fire without land owners permission.
In commercial and business use of the forest, a permit or an agreement is needed from the landowner.

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to who
(groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping exercise.
Northern Finland, and Kuusamo area too, belongs to the reindeer husbandry area. Traditional reindeer
husbandry methods, for example free (lichen) grazing for reindeers, is allowed in all forests.

4.4. Social and cultural relation:
g) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?
Picking of wild forest berries, elk and bird hunting, fishing, walking, swimming, camping are the most
common activities for local people.
Tourists enjoy the same activities as well as programme services offered by local entrepreneurs. The
beauty and naturalness of the landscape attract people to the region. The feeling that you are the part
of nature, experienced with all the senses, is also important.

h) What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s
importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the region?
The site has its own identity to local people and tourists. Hills, rivers with rapids and old growth forest
are emblematic zones. Oulanka National park is a good example.
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Bear, wolf and reindeer are emblematic mammals. Eagle, Siberian Jay and Bluethroat and Great Grey
Owl are emblematic bird species, especially for ornithologists.

4.5. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)
Free
access and
use?

Access and use
restricted by
property or use
rights?

Access and
use submitted
to fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which actors
contribute to the
provision and/or
distribute it?)

Wood products
Sawn goods

Saw mill (Pölkky Oy)

Wooden houses

Many companies

Pulp, paper, board

Big forest companies

Non-wood products:
-

Tourism companies

Nature-based
tourism
services

-

Reindeer
husbandry

-

Berries and
game

Local farmers and
entrepreneurs
Local people and
hunting associations

4.6. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities and/or
between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or communities
present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that are more
marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem services?
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Kuusamo has gone a big structural change, like other regions in the countryside. Farming and forestry
has been modernized. They offer fever jobs than before and educated and specialized people. But the
nature tourism is a huge advantage for Kuusamo, offering new jobs in services. In these changing
situations, there are not any marginalized groups or communities.

4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in general
or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about environmental
issues in the area, including forest related ones?
The awareness of the local environmental stakeholders is on a high level.
There is a tension in environmental and forest issues, partly for historical reasons and partly for values
how to use forests sustainably and in what combination of different ecosystem services.
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PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT (to be filled for each IM or IM variant again, preselected to be the
Innovation Action in the case area)
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)

PES, Landscape and Recreation value trade in Kuusamo
At the first stage valuable areas for the LRVT need to be identified based on landscape analysis of
Kuusamo area, use pressure and quality of forests. Key interest is to secure forested image of
landscape in most used areas and key forests used for nature-based tourism or important landscapes
for leisure home or other property owners.
Possibilities to combine joint production of forest ecosystem services need to be analysed. This will be
done by mapping where mature forests stands are located in key area for tourism, where valuable sites
for biodiversity are located and how these potential forests stands are able, for example, to act as
carbon sinks at the same time.
There is willingness among landowners to produce forest ecosystem services and accept
compensation. Profitability and the price of services has to be estimated from landowner’s perspective.
The funding model will be designed based on previous research results in Kuusamo and ideas
collected in MAG meeting in August.
Key stakeholders and potential payers who will benefit for maintaining and improving landscape need
to be identified. One of the key players is Ruka-Kuusamo tourism association, who will evaluate the
suggestions for piloting. Key possibilities to collect funding is to start collecting voluntary payments from
tourists to protect landscape, safeguard biodiversity and offer them also a possibility to compensate
their carbon footprint in Kuusamo forests. The same offer can be made to tourism entrepreneurs such
as hotels, who’s interest is to act environmental responsibly and as a carbon neutral company.
Defining the systems for collecting funding and which organization will be mediator in the system.
Potential organizations are for example Finnish Forest Centre (SMK), Local tourism board or Kuusamo
forest management association (MHY).
The demand and entrepreneur’s willingness to participate the pilot need to be discussed when
preliminary proposal is ready.
Marketing plan and campaigning to promote the possibility to participate to a new system need to be
made.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
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6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?
The key target is to secure quality of landscape and the environment for tourism and recreation in a
situation where demand for timber for wood processing industry is increasing.
We aim at creation of a market for forest ecosystem services and in particular for landscape services.
Forest owners will have real alternative to get income from forests from producing amenity benefits
instead of only wood.
The process of how landscape services will be produced is defined and key areas for this purpose will
be identified.
In this co-design process of landscape service user are invited to participate in the design of the system
as well as to jointly create funding for it. The first step in testing the ways to raise funding and collect
payments could be voluntary payments for entrepreneur and visitors.
These processes are tested in practice to develop the IM.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
There are no public incentives for private landowners to secure landscape values and therefore
markets need to be created for ecosystem services in a different way.
Attractive landscape is an important resource for nature-based tourism business and are widely
appreciated by the general public. The system would help solving conflict linked to use of forests and
for industrial purposes.
Public funds to secure forest ecosystem services are limited and therefore, other sector such as tourism
industry need to identify their role and corporate responsibility in maintaining environmental values of
forests.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area
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concerns regarding the selected
IM
Forest owners

Mutual respect among participants in
MAG and in general in co-operation.

A feasible model for Landscape
and Recreation Value Trade that
is accepted by key partners.
Agreements are made on the
voluntary basis. Models and
examples how forests within this
system can be managed will be
presented.

Tourism enterprises

Mutual respect in MAG and in general
in co-operation. How to motivate
adequate number of enterprises to
take part to LRVT.

First step has been to help
entrepreneurs see the joint
benefits of maintaining attractive
landscape. Cost-efficient way to
collect funding will be developed
and tested by users. The
approach is needed because the
responsible nature-based
tourism is a key target .

Municipality, local
government and land
use

There is a need of improved
communications between forest
owners, tourism sector and home and
second-home owners in the areas
when planning cuttings.

Improved model to communicate
and co-operate is needed on
sensitive areas.

Forest industry

What is impact of intensified
ecosystem services for the timber
acquisition when the action is scaled
up.

How the system can benefits the
image of forest industry for their
clients.

Environmental nongovernmental
organisations

The is a need for “sensitive” forestry
around nature activity areas and
recreation trails, on shorelines of lakes
and rivers as well as along the key
tourist) roads.

Sustainability of the forestry.

Kuusamó will act as an example area
of how to create markets for FES.

Need to demonstrate that
landowner can get income from

State government,
ministries
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tourism. How to develop
ecosystem services to new
businesses.
Local people

Local people also benefit from
attractive surroundings.

Image of Kuusamo as a
sustainable tourism destination
and a society will increase.

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or
that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
The representatives from the Ministry of agriculture and from the local saw milling industry could not
come. They were informed and have a constructive attitude to the work. New stakeholders were not
identified.

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
The key desicions to be done is link to feasible ways to collect funding. At this stage there are some
differing views if the all entrepreneurs should participate and if all visitors should participate (obligatory
fees).

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
The timetable is tight if the target is to finance operations already in 2019 and 2020. Can we get
enough money for practical agreements and actions in forests in the course of the project Sincere.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: Possibilities for joint production. When taking care of landscape, forest may also increase
biodiversity and contribute to water protection as well as may act as a carbon sink.

•

Social: Landscapes are vital for the tourism in the area and valuable for local people. Co-operation in
landscape issues can create understanding and acceptance widely in society in Kuusamo.
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•

Economic: Forest landscapes are vital for the tourism in the area. Right now the amount of tourists
visiting the area is rapidly growing.

•

Policy: The idea of PES is new. There is a mutual understanding that this new approach is needed.
Stakeholders have recognized even the conflicting interests.

•

Other:

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)
See 8.2. There is a mutual understanding that this new approach is needed. Stakeholders have
recognized the existing conflicting interests. Obligatory fees and payments are accepted differently as
ability to pay and receive benefits also vary.
Landowners have some bad experience of earlier nature protection programs. The main reason for that
was that programs were obligatory, possibilities to influence were low.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
See 8.2.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
See 8.2.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted access)
or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect? (approximately 200
words)
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It is difficult to see any unacceptable ecological or social impacts. Tourism enterprises are worried of
the extra costs. Forest’s owners are still unsure if it is profitable, compared to forestry, to start to supply
ecosystem services like maintaining and improving landscape.

Croatia – Profile and Part I
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE
•

Name of the innovation action case:
Understanding the health functions of periurban PA forests and Payment for Ecosystem
Services (PES)

PA – protected area
•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Martina Jurjević Varga, coordinator of our IA case

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant
information and how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical,
socio-economical and institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
NP Medvednica is located near the Capital city; located in 3 counties (Krapinsko- zagorska
County, Zagrebačka County and City of Zagreb County) with area of 17938 ha; through the
Park passes the county road that connects the north and south of the mountain; 78% of area
are forests; high biodiversity value with 1205 plant species. Owners of forests: state 50%,
private owners 47% and Faculty of Forestry, University of Zagreb 3%. The whole area is
Natura 2000 site. Infrastructure: over 70 mountain trails, 8 bike trails, 1 enduro bike trail, 1
cave (geomorphological monument of nature), 1 mine (for a tourist visiting), Medvedgrad –
medieval fortress (cultural heritage of the Republic of Croatia), about 10 mountain huts, a
hotel, ski slopes, etc. NP Medvednica is IUCN Cat. V which means that economic activities
such as forestry, hunting, tourism etc. are allowed in the Park. NP Medvednica is managed by
a Public Institution under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of Environment and Energy of the
Republic of Croatia. The founder of the Institution is the Republic of Croatia, and the rights and
duties of the founder of the Institution are carried out by the Government of the Republic of
Croatia; Hrvatske šume d.o.o. (Croatian forestry ltd.) manages public forests; Hrvatske vode

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
173

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

(Croatian water company) manages water resources; most of the objects (mountain huts) is
owned by the City of Zagreb. Units of local and regional self-governments (local/regional
authority) expressed significant interest in protected natural areas because they partly base
their future development on natural resources and tourist offer. According to surroundings,
aprox. 1.2 mil inhabitants is gravitating to our Park - conducted research has shown that
Medvednica is visited by 1 mil. visitors per year.

•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an
Innovation Action within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a
mechanism or an innovation, to renew your management or policy approach in a certain
way, or to address a specific problem or need in your region or area, or to seize a political or
economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200 words)

A large number of stakeholders of different interest use the NP. Considering availability
and the annual number of visitors (of which 90% are domestic), the main goal is to
unite the existing knowledge about biodiversity and the users of the Park (stakeholders
and visitors) and to raise the awareness about the benefits that Park provides for wellbeing and health through recreation, as well as through the FES in general.
Medvednica with its forests contributes significantly to the overall climate of Zagreb
and is not only the city's lungs but also a place for relaxing in nature. Since there is no
any entry fee in the protected area, a voluntary billing mechanism for forest ecosystem
services should be devised, which is why we hope that the project will show in what
direction it should go. The awareness of people about the welfare that forests provide
on human health is at low level, but if we manage to raise it and to develop some PES
methodology, it will be applicable to other protected areas in Croatia.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those
options so far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to
a region)

within the boundaries of the protected area for parts that are
available for recreation and vacation; if we manage to design
PES it should be easier to carry it through tangible activities
and to explain how forests have good effect on human health.
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The ecosystem service(s) the
IM will focus on?

socio-ecological functions (health, vacation, recreation,
tourism, biodiversity, climate)

The innovative mechanism
itself?

at the time a concrete IM is not developed yet, but it will be
defined before the first MAG meeting and supplemented with
new ideas after the meeting

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
o

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual
motives for example):
management issues cannot be negotiated, as well as issues related to nature
conservation

•

o

what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
common interests, benefits and co-operation

o

What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …) ?
raising awareness of stakeholders on the subject, willingness to jointly carry out activities,
more information which we will collect after the survey has been conducted

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of
developing your IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next
months? (approximately 200 words)
• established an agreement on co-operation with the third party (IDIR),
• research on visitors and the willingness to pay a hypothetical entrance ticket to the
park is known,
• a survey is designed and will be conducted online and on the field,
• based on the survey analysis we will develop a methodology for PES
• a public campaign will be conducted through web pages and social networks on the
topic.

Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local,
regional)? If so, describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
175

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

supply, demand, distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives
relevant knowledge basis to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or
links related to relevant documents.
There is a lack of locally conducted research on health and recreation, but there are a lot of
papers on FES topic in general. For Park itself, through forest management programs, each
part of the area is evaluated in accordance with the Forestry Regulations. The only regulatory
ecosystem service recognized by the majority of stakeholders is flood protection. Generally,
PAs do not gain any profit from providing regulatory ecosystem services. WWF and PI NPM
jointly used PA-BAT (Protected area – benefit assessment tool) methodology for the
identification of a whole range of current and potential benefits of Medvednica NP, including
protected area management challenges. We used this methodology for a workshop where
participants assessed economic and non-economic values in terms of their benefits for
different stakeholders. Overall, we think that we have a good basis for developing our IA.

Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other
innovative mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems
services, other marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so,
please further explain the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several
experiences, please name them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include
reports or links related to relevant documents. (approximately 300 words)
In Croatia for each forest area, through forest management program, are evaluated: protection
of land and roads from erosion and flood; impact on the water regime; impact on soil fertility;
climate impact; protection and improvement of the human environment; oxygen generation and
purification of the atmosphere; recreational, tourist and health functions; impact on fauna and
hunting; protected forests and forests with special purpose. Each component is rated 1-10.
Based on the overall rating, the number is obtained which gives the value of that area
expressed monetary.
All economic entities in the Republic of Croatia pay annual fees for FES in the amount of
0.0265% of total income. From these funds can be financed:1) works of biological renewal of
forests, 2) forest management work on karst, 3) works on rehabilitation and reconstruction of
stands threatened with drying and other disasters, construction of forest roads, demining of
forest areas and other works necessary to preserve and improve the general function of
forests, 4) works of seed and nursery activities in forestry, preservation of genoflowers and
raising of clonal seed plantations, 5) scientific works in the field of forestry,6) afforestation of
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the surface destroyed by fire, 7) developing a forest management program owned by private
forest owners.
The tax mentioned above is decreasing with years, since from this year some small companies
will no longer pay it.

•

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or
workshops, with participatory processes? Explain.
I've been attending a course for a facilitator. Through business activities I organized and
conducted various workshops with our stakeholders on different topics.

PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first
sight related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and
potentials in the area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be
more or less detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA
area.
1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.2. Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land
use changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks
(important event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
Medvednica was first protected in 1963 when 8 special reserves of forest vegetation were
proclaimed, while a nature park was proclaimed in 1981 in the area of 22 826 ha. In February
2009 the boundaries of the Park have decreased to 17 938 ha because of urbanisation of
southern slopes of the Park. 78% of 17 938 ha is covered in forests. Owners of forests are:
state 50%, private owners 47% and the Faculty of Forestry and University of Zagreb 3%. On
southern slopes of Medvednica there are around 12000 private forest owners. One of the
challenges is a return of forests to private owners (forests have been nationalised after the
Second World War and are now in the process of returning to their original owners - lack of
information flow). State forests in Croatia are managed in a sustainable way unlike private
forests in which owners are not interested and use them only for firewood. We are also
witnessing serious climate changes. During 2013 and 2014 several devastating storms
demolished a large number of trees in the southern-central part of the Park and caused major
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economic damage which also influenced the beauty of the landscape. In the last 20 years,
besides forestry, skiing and hiking, Medvednica is increasingly becoming a sports-recreational
and tourist destination.

1.3. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or
environmental management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success,
achievement or challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms;
or social tensions over environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor
marginalized zones in the area, environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
The main challenges for managing the Park are the property and various interests of different
stakeholders. For example, a ski resort concessionaire is the City of Zagreb and it tends to
spread the ski slopes. Also, there is an antagonism on the political level (the state - the city) Medvednica as a NP is managed on a state level and the Park is mainly used by locals and
local visitors. Great issue for managing is a destruction of objects due to unresolved property
rights. The spatial plan on which the management of NP Medvednica is based had been
prepared for almost 30 years and was finally confirmed in 2014.

1.4. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only
restricted to the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss,
urbanization, pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
Main issues today are connected to climate changes: floods, erosions, destroying winds,
droughts, succession of lawns / meadows because there is no livestock breeding. This year
there was such an unexpectedly large amount of rain that streams could not receive it and
flooded, destroying forest traffic infrastructure; destroying storms break the trees causing soil
erosions, etc. Problems that occur due to human activities are related to the way in which
forest works are carried out. Most of the works in forestry is carried out by subcontractors
whose goal is to maximize economic profit and they do not pay attention to nature protection,
so often they do not comply with the forestry ethics.

1.5. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted
to the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)
The main socio-economic issues are related to unemployment and migration to foreign
countries. The population is dissatisfied with the general state of the country and there is a lack
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of interest in nature conservation. Even when you do something good, the public is not happy
and looks to find a bad side to it.

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for
each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and
their causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures
against damages).
Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically
sensitive (not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific
monitoring system in place and what it encompasses.
The Medvednica forest communities are characterized by a great diversity and mosaic
arrangement created as a result of community development during the past, as well as the
variety of ecological conditions of conditional release are indefinite, i.e. inclination and
exposure of particular areas. Typical vertical zoning of the community is present, with a locally
occurring inversion, visible in the warm ridge where the oak chisel rises in the beech zone, and
in cold bays and jams, with beech and fir beneath the lower boundary of this area. On the
southern slopes, the vertical zoning is more pronounced, while the northern transition is very
pronounced. There are 12 forest communities recorded in the park, and the most common
species is beech (80%).
Within the forest complex, there are eight sites that are protected as special forest reserves.
The whole area of the Park is the Natura 2000 site (21 target species and 9 habitats). As I
already mentioned, in 2013 and 2014 few devastating storms destroyed the southern-central
part of the Park forest and caused great damage (economic and aesthetic). Luckily there was
enough young plants and only very small areas had to be afforested. Composition of the forest
(main species): 80% beech (Fagus sylvatica), fir (Abies alba), oak (Quercus petraea),
hornbeam (Carpinus betulus), chestnut (Castanea sativa). Chestnuts are damaged by chestnut
tree disease (by parasitic fungus Cryphonectria parasitica), and last few years by pest
(Dryocosmus kuriphilus) - the measure against D. kuriphilus: the natural enemy grown in
entomological laboratory of Croatian Forest Research Institute (parasitoid Torymus sinensis)
was released into nature. Monitoring the conditions of flora and fauna: monitoring of Natura
2000 species and habitats in NPM, all amphibians and reptiles, birds ( Cinclus cinclus and
Driocopus martius), etc. It is worth mentioning the continuous monitoring of the bat for 13
years.
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2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations
regarding this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?
Forests are managed on the basis of management programs (plans) that are made for a period
of 10 years; an annual production program (harvesting and silvicultural plan) is also being
prepared. All plans and programs must be aligned with the Forest Law regulations. Trees are
being cut selectively at the age of technical maturity and older (for technical wood and
firewood), and this ensures uninterrupted woodiness. Thanks to such practices the state forest
has FSC certification. Main technical wood are beech and fir. There is also a book of
regulations for the use of non-wood products (mushrooms, berries, etc.).

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area
(species diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity,
composition, monocultures and mixed forests,…)
Forests and forest communities form the fundamental phenomenon of the Medvednica Nature
Park. There are 8 special forest reserves in the Park. Already a great number of plant species
(1205 species) indicates not only the good conservation of the habitat, but also wealth of the
flora. According to the Ordinance on Strictly Protected Species (NN 144/13), on Medvednica
we can find 91 strictly protected species. Medvednica also has a relatively large number of
species listed in the Red Book of Vascular Flora of Croatia. Thus, 4 plant species are critically
endangered (CR), 10 plant species are endangered (EN), 26 species are susceptible (VU).
Despite large percentage of forest habitats, other habitats such as meadows, lawns,
underground, orchards, vineyards, and rural areas should not be neglected. Of the other
habitats, it is worth mentioning underground habitats that count more than 60 speleological
objects. Lawn habitats are mostly endangered by succession but there are few dry continental
grasslands at the edges of the forest as prominent sites of great biodiversity.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and
quality related state and issues.
There are a lot of water habitats (80 streams and more than 200 springs). Some of them,
mostly those at the edge of the park area, are endangered by human activity (sewage and
construction of retentions). Most of springs have potable water.

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
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The pedological state of the forest ecosystems is well explored and a map of soil is made in
scale 1:25 000. In the area of nature park, 10 main types, 25 subtypes, 19 varieties and 19
forms of soil have been identified. Apart from erosion along the roads, there are no major
problems with soil.

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition
policy...) impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and
how? Please describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain
how and why they support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1 _ forest policy & law
yy) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
FES fee already is regulated by the Law on Forests (for big companies and SME); on the basis
of regulations the Croatian Forestry (HŠ d.o.o.) have the right to charge all the activities that
someone carries out in state forests, but all they charge in the NPM area should be agreed
with us (this is sometimes a problem)
zz) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

National
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Implementing
administration:

Ministry of Agriculture, the City office for agriculture and forestry, Croatian
Forest Company

Main groups
actively involved
in implementation

•
•
•

Croatian Forestry
Private forest owners

Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•
•

PI NPM (dual jurisdiction)
Sports Facilities Managment – Sljeme (for some activities they
need our consent and the consent of Croatian Forestry)

•
aaa)
their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain
how and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how
and why).....

•
•
•

some fee already exists but it will be modified
Will be voluntarily, not imposed

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•
•
•

double management/ overlapping authority
users may consider this to be a double charge

bbb)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or
constraints regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
It requires a public campaign if it is extended to other protected areas
ccc)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies.
Please do also consider interrelations between the policies.
it is necessary to coordinate the regulations

Policy 2 _ Nature conservation policy
ddd)
their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies
mainly giving information and advice, combination)
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in protected areas the nature protection law is above all other laws and regulations
eee)
the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which
policy level do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing
them and who else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

EU, National

Implementing
administration:

Ministry of Environment and Energy, Croatian Agency for Environment
and Nature (CAEN), PI NPM

Main groups
actively involved
in implementation

•
•
•

public institutions that manage protected areas

Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•
•
•

all park users -service providers and forest managers

fff) their main effects on innovations related to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain
how and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how
and why).....

•
•
•

Standardization of management in PA

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•

very complex procedure for any actions and activities - lots of
licenses for organization of anything
pricelists exist for everything (different from park to park)

•
•

ggg)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or
constraints regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Weak public support for PAs and nature conservation due to the poor understanding of FES.
PAs have not been recognised by stakeholders as regulatory ecosystem service providers
because the majority of stakeholders are unaware of them. Such services have been taken for
granted with the exception of water quality.
hhh)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies.
Please do also consider interrelations between the policies.
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Policy 3 _ Competition policy
iii) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
a lot of unresolved property legal issues; the difficulty of launching new initiatives for that
reason; slow sustainable development if you want to charge something ....
jjj) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

National, local

Implementing
administration:

SME, private and state owned companies

Main groups
actively involved
in implementation

•
•
•

different service providers
PI NPM

Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•

almost everyone (If you are not on your property and wish to
rent space to carry out services and activities)

•
•

kkk)
their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain
how and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how
and why).....

•
•
•

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•

Overlapping of legislation and managing authority within the
same PA (fishery, forestry, agriculture, water sector).

•
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lll) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

mmm)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies.
Please do also consider interrelations between the policies.
To speed up court proceedings on the issue of resolving property relations.

1.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have

internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and
communities in the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem
management project? Based on your experience, do you perceive any social, cultural,
political or economic enablers or constraints to public participation in such a process?
(approximately 200 words)
All activities carried out by our institution are public and everything we implement is legally
regulated. Activities that are permitted by law and left to the institution to implement them in
their own way have almost always passed the procedure of public consultation or conducted
surveys - on the basis of that we find a compromise solution. Due to our experience, for any
payments of ecosystem services we can expect resistance simply because of the current
social situation in the country. Also the awareness of people in our country (that has recently
emerged from a different regime) in terms of state property is such that state ownership is
considered common and they can use it as they want because they consider it their right. Lack
of understanding the socio-economic role of PAs in issues such as job creation in rural areas
with a negative depopulation trend and of the benefits for the public health.

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass:
what are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
Owners of forests: state 50%, private owners 47% and Faculty of Forestry, University of
Zagreb 3%. Forest owners may use their forests but must comply with all legal regulations and
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all the activities they carry out must be aligned in particular with the Forest Law and Nature
Protection Law.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions
and to who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
No access restrictions.

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to
who (groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping
exercise.
No.

4.4. Social and cultural relation:
i)

Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?

Several times a year we organize various manifestations associated with marking the days
important for nature protection; on Medvedgrad fortress we organize film festivals, a medieval
festival and various concerts. In the park area, there are also sport competitions: FIS Ski World
Cup race (the City of Zagreb), cycling races (different bike clubs), religious feasts near chapels
(church), etc.

j)

What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the
forest’s importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious
beliefs or customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species
for the region?

Medvednica is a recreational area for the citizens of Zagreb and its surrounding places, and as
Zagreb is increasingly becoming a tourist destination so is our NP. Forest is particularly
important during the summer when the population in the surrounding area is seeking
refreshment on the mountain. Through the park passes a pilgrimage route to the Marian
sanctuary in Marija Bistrica. Also here is a tourist attraction – the medieval fortress
(Medvedgrad) which is a cultural heritage of Croatia.
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4.5. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)
Not applicable!
Free
access
and use?

Access and
use restricted
by property or
use rights?

Access and
use
submitted to
fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which
actors contribute to
the provision and/or
distribute it?)

Wood products

Non-wood products:
-

………..

-

………..

-

………...

4.6. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities
and/or between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or
communities present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas,
neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that
are more marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem
services?
No.

4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in
general or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about
environmental issues in the area, including forest related ones?
It is definitely necessary to raise the awareness of people about environmental protection,
although local authorities in the northern part of the Park are well aware of the advantages they
have from protected area, especially as a tourist destination. There are issues related to
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forests: the mountaineers and the population of Zagreb are not happy with the forest
management and are constantly complaining about cutting trees. They believe that the forest
should be left to nature without any human interference.
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Croatia – Part II Donation boxes
PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action:
(approximately 300 words)
For the implementation of this innovation mechanism a user survey would be used on how
much they would be willing to pay for the use of forests. It would make a comparison with the
cost of one hour of using the gym.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main
change you are expecting or hoping for?

The problem that is being solved by this mechanism is the increase of the resources of the
park, and by means of the implementation of the funds for infrastructure (outdoor parks, trim
tracks, ski runs) and education on the importance of movement and stay in nature.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice?
Please mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
For the implementation of this mechanism, we have been motivated by the existence of the
process of implementation, that the mechanism is measurable and existance of comparative
researches.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
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7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first
MAG meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to
the IA area

Expectations from the IA
design and implementation
process & concerns regarding
the selected IM

IRMO Institute for
Development and
International Relations

Collect data

PINP can do this through a
volunteering program

Problems of regular business
(simultaneous use of space

Visitors will be educated
through the project and on
how to use space (health and
safety)

HRVATSKE ŠUME
d.o.o.

PINP MEDVEDNICA
Collection of databases and
resources, challenge: consent

USERS
ASSOCIATIONS

Infrastructure for use.

Educated visitors-satisfied
users. Increased awareness of
FES
Willing to participate

Willingness to pay
indifferent individuals (attitude "I
don’t care")

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG
meeting or that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
Forestry associations, advisory services, peoples organizations (all who practice nature stay).
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7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set
aside? If yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
A Book of Impressions (Desire, Idea, and Criticism) on the Facilities We Manage

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or
during the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
Continuous research requires financial and human resources. The survey should not be too
long (4-5 key questions, otherwise the respondents do not want to participate). Devastation of
a donation collection box.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: boxes of environmentally friendly materials

•
•

Social: possibility of giving
Economic: Employees who will raise funds with the explanation why this is done

•

Policy: ministry recommendations based on analysis for implementation

•

Other:

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the
concerned forest area? (approximately 200 words)
Since there is no ticket charge,this IM seems like a good start on a voluntary basis.
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8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem?
Do you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity
or water quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Through education on positive impacts of ecosystem services on public opinion. When you
pay for something then you start to appreciate it.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate
for the society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your
priorities would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
Why would people pay for a public good, precisely because it is voluntary, perhaps because it
will be used to improve their staying in nature.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example
restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
People will be educated (consciousness changes). It acts positively on the attitude of people
for the future. An additional source of income for funding through PINPM activities.
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Croatia – Part II Spatial plan for infrastructure and offer
PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action:
(approximately 300 words)

Park offer - spatial distribution of infrastructure and content
- The current offer does not match the demand
Two input surveys are required:
i. By residents of Zagreb and potential users of space in general (individual) - values and
expectations of space, desire for space. First to see how many people were at Sljeme and how
they came up, by which way, etc.
ii. By groups - sports clubs - how much they use, what they use, what they would like to use
and where in Medvednica
- Investigating the visitor of the park / user the space they want and where they are

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main
change you are expecting or hoping for?
Stretching the narrow part of the peak zone. New content, quality enhancement, and content
count. A greater number of users and their focus on activities.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice?
Please mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
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We choose this mechanism because we are professionally involved in the area, and with this
mechanism we are trying to resolve some of the problems that occur in the winter time.
Professional involvement in the mechanism.
Customer awareness of physical activity.
Psycho-physical health of users.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first
MAG meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to
the IA area

Expectations from the IA
design and implementation
process & concerns regarding
the selected IM

Infrastructure administration

Increased number of users
and more programs

Infrastructure administration

Increased number of users
and more programs

SKI CLUB SLJEME

TK MAKSIMIR

CMRS

awareness
Increase visitor security

education of
infrastructure

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
194

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG
meeting or that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
Mountain bikers, cyclists, runners (athletes), other sports clubs, private entrepreneurs.

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set
aside? If yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
No.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or
during the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
It is necessary to include sports clubs and sports association of Zagreb. It is also necessary to
allocate activities through time (seasons) and space. The current infrastructure is not good
enough, especially for group activities. The approach roads are also the same problem, and it
is necessary to disperse the use of space around the Park, not all at the top and narrow zones.
There is a lot of "violence against nature" - education about behavior in space is required It is
necessary to detect and then solve the administrative obstacles in the realization of these
ideas. All of this would probably result in an increase in the number of visitors to the space. It
would be necessary to create a Web portal that would have access to other users of space and
to put their ideas and activities there. It is also important to ensure the safety of activities and to
inform people about the dangers of these activities, and where they can seek help. Who Pays
That Assistance?

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: clean air, healthy and biodiversity forests.These conditions are crucial for people
to come and spent their time in PINPM.People come here for the clean air and the healty
forests so that onditions must be unchanged.

•

Social: public information about the content that they can use; It is necessary to inform the
people and visitors of PINPM how to use the infrastucture and what activities are allowed in
PINMP.
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•

Economic: Financing the content: City of Zagreb (harder because Medvednica is not under its
authority), its sports federation, and the city sports bureau.
Financing of this mechanism could be offered to companies who can invest in infrastructure
in the park. There are facilities / infrastructure where there is space for advertising. We would
offer that space for advertising and charged it. Collected funds would be used for new sports
infrastructure. Apart from the Park area, the same subject would be advertised also on the
web and fb pages of PINPM and on web site of few sports clubs acting in the park area..

•

Policy: Conflict between the jurisdiction of the City (local) and the Park (nationally).
Overlapping several law books that are applied in the area.

•

Other: Plan / adapt infrastructure to people's desires; It is necessary to conduct research on
what content visitors want and to make a plan of activities.

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the
concerned forest area? (approximately 200 words)
The City of Zagreb already provides funds for a sports infrastructure within the Park (eg the ski
slope). Various initiatives have been made to reuse the existing infrastructure and to
supplement the amenities needed for athletes to prepare for competition.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem?
Do you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity
or water quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
This mechanism should redistribute the influx of people into Medvednica and thus mitigate any
negative consequences for the ecosystem.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate
for the society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your
priorities would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
The social opportunities that may arise through the implementation of this mechanism are
better and greater offer for the visitors, which would result in an increased number of visitors.
Prioritie would be to find out what kind of content would people use and what do they need for
their activities in the park. After conducted research, further developement would depend on
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wilingness of local authority (City of Zagreb), and private sector , how much would they be
wiling to invest.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example
restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
It is necessary to include sport clubs and sport association of Zagreb. It is also necessary to
allocate activities through time (seasons) and space. The current infrastructure is not good
enough, especially for group activities.
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Croatia – Part II One-time concession permits
PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action:
(approximately 300 words)
Mechanism for collecting one-time concession permits for the use of the Medvednica Nature
Park area. The purpose of this mechanism is bringing the idea of paying for health closer to
people. How to bring people closer to the idea of paying for health? In a way acceptable to
individuals, ie through the payment of one-time concessions permits which are not paid by an
individual, but by an organization, company or association. For the implementation of this
mechanism, it is necessary to conduct an education of the public about the impact of the forest
and park of Medvednica on human health so that through this mechanism a certain amount of
money from the concession permits will be allocated to the health fund which would finance
activities related to the promotion of the health and impact of forests on human health and,
depending on the amount of money collected in the fund, the money would be used to improve
already existing infrastructure (hiking trails, access roads), as well as the construction of a new
for the elderly, children's polygons. When people become aware of the influence of the forest
and nature park Medvednica on health, they can be prepared to allocate money for the same.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main
change you are expecting or hoping for?
The funds will be used to improve the infrastructure (mountain paths, access roads), training
camps, training and organizing lectures, workshops on the impact of the nature park on health
and importance of the FHCF. By implementing this mechanism we expect the establishment of
a health fund which will finance the promotion of the influence of the Medvednica Nature Park
on human health.
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6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice?
Please mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
The choice of this mechanism was motivated by the existing legislation, easy implementation
of this mechanism as well as the experience from other countries.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first
MAG meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to
the IA area

Expectations from the IA
design and implementation
process & concerns regarding
the selected IM

HRVATSKE ŠUME
d.o.o.

Influence of new infrastructure on
forest ecosystem

Educated users of the
Medvednica Nature Park

P.I.N.P.
MEDVEDNICA

Will the increased number of
visitors require additional control

Additional resources for the
activities

IRMO Institute for
Development and
International
Relations

Scientific research and scientific
papers

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG
meeting or that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
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There are also other hosts and the public health institute.

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set
aside? If yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
Alternative mechanisms would be paying for entrance tickets in the Medvednica Nature Park,
the charge of the parking lot at Sljeme and the use of bicycle paths.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or
during the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
We do not expect problems in the implementation of this mechanism since the collection of
one-off concessions already exists, while the establishment of a health fund enables financing
activities related to education and raising awareness of people about the positive impact of the
stay in nature on human health.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: cleanliness of the environment, healthy and quality forests, drowned meadows,
regulated watercourses and water springs

•

Social:
awareness of people about the positive impact of forests and their stay in nature

•

Economic: acceptable level of compensation or cost-benefit justification

•

Policy:
compliance with the laws and regulations of the Republic of Croatia

•

Other:
The Nature Protection Law allows the protected area managers to charge all events in the
parks area. Every event needs to be announced, request consent. If we agree that the event
may take place, depending on what event, it is charged according to the price list.
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Now organizers avoid their legal obligations, do not appear and risk being sanctioned.
Financial collected through One-time concession permits are revenue for PINPM and are
used for all - no limitations.
If health-related events (sports events) were charged through one-time concessions and if we
create a fund that will be used exclusively for sports infrastructure and sports, nobody would
avoid liabilities and the funds raised would be used exclusively for the announced purpose.
8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the
concerned forest area? (approximately 200 words)
The innovative action matches the history of the development of the Medvednica Nature Park
since there has been an organized forestry for 200 years and for several decades Medvednica
serves the surrounding population as a recreational area.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the
ecosystem? Do you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality,
water quantity or water quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Increasing the number of visitors could endanger biodiversity, but good governance and raising
awareness of the importance of nature conservation is an overwhelming impact.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might
generate for the society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects
and how your priorities would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
Our IA might help the sponsors of the events in the way that they can promote themselves as a
company that takes care of people health. By educating the public of the importance of the
stay in the nature and what impact of stay in the natural park Medvednica has on their health
we rise the awareness of public and increase the willingness to pay for health.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for
example restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain
stakeholders…) aspect? (approximately 200 words)
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By setting up a special health fund from which all actions related to raising environmental
awareness, environmental impact on health and infrastructure maintenance will be funded,
contributes to the sustainable development of the nature park.

Denmark – Profile and Part I
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE

•

Name of the innovation action case:
Reverse auction pilot for biodiversity protection, Denmark (Danish Forest Association, UCPH)

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Ms Tanja Blindbæk Olsen, E-mail: to@skovforeningen.dk, Phone: +4533785214, Danish Forest
Association - Policy department, Amalievej 20, 1875 Frederiksberg C, Copenhagen
Ms Olsen is Head of the Policy Department within the Danish Forest Association (DFA). She holds an
MSc (Forestry) with a wide profile in economy, policy, planning and sustainable forestry, and has
special expertise in forest policy lobbying at national and European level, and legal advice to forest
owners, Natura 2000 implementation in Denmark, ecosystem services, forest economic and price
statistics and negotiations with other stakeholders.
Within SINCERE DFA will be a practice partner in particular in WP2 and WP3. In WP2 DFA will
contribute to the co-design and co-learning activities with insights into what factors matter for forest
owners when considering the practical implementation of payments for ecosystem services and
development of various forms of contracts etc. The DFA will also be a practice partner in WP3 and the
IA in Denmark, driving the implementation of the IA with its strong network and outreach towards
Danish forest owners. This same quality will be of great value in its support to WP5 in dissemination of
results among the Danish forest owners and towards Danish policymakers. Finally, DFA will also
engage in project management (WP6).

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant information and
how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical, socio-economical and
institutional characteristics). Include a good quality map.
For the main large-scale innovation case (untouched forest) running under SINCERE, the relevant case
area is the entire country’s forest (after all Denmark is a small country with a low forest percentage).
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We expect to implement a minor case action with more narrow geographical focus, most likely in
Eastern Denmark. For now we focus descriptions also to fit the main case.
Denmark encompass parts of both the continental and Atlantic biographic regions of Europe. Originally
most of the country was covered by vast primarily deciduous forests, and most species in Denmark are
therefore adapted to forest habitats and many threatened species only live in forests. Centuries of
felling and clearance for agriculture, lowered the natural forest cover to just 2-3% around the year 1800.
Since then rigorous reforestation efforts has meant that the forest cover of Denmark has rebound to
14% of mainly planted forests.
Comparatively to the average forest cover of the EU at about 43%, the forest cover in Denmark at just
14% is quite low. A high population density (The eight highest in the EU) and a heavy economic
reliance on the agricultural soils, which makes up 62% of the land area, means that this likely will not
change.
The forests are unevenly spread, with much forest along the high ridge of Jutland, in northern Zealand
and on Bornholm. There is a lot of smaller forestland near large towns and cities. Thus, more than 17%
of the Capital Region, which includes northern Zealand and Bornholm, is forest, while just 11.2% of the
Region of Southern Denmark is forest.
Conifers have been very successful in Denmark because they are hardy and thrive on heath and dune
areas, and because they grow quickly and therefore they have been more profitable for forest owners
than deciduous trees. This is one reason why there are most conifers in Jutland. Conifers take up 50%
of the total forest land, while deciduous trees account for 46.4%. The remaining area is bare or a
specific tree species has not been identified on the area.

•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation Action
within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or an innovation, to
renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address a specific problem or
need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200
words)
The domestic debate in Denmark around forest biodiversity and other forest related ecosystem
services has been intense and divisive among scholars and professions in recent years. Until now,
this debate has mainly centred on how to choose the right priorities and management options on
public lands and within the state owned forest areas, which account for about 20% of the total Danish
forest area.
However, it is a widely recognized fact that an effective strategy to truly safeguard forest biodiversity in
Denmark would need to encompass both public as well as private forests.
Research has documented that owners of private forest in Demark are already willing to do more to
protect biodiversity in their forests when given the right incentives (source: EU FP7 project
NEWFOREX). Nonetheless, the area with legal protection for biodiversity in private Danish forests is
still far below the threshold recommended by scientists and public funds for the area is still limited.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
203

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

Therefore, there is a need for a new mode to enhance cost efficiency of biodiversity protection and
improve incentives for forest owners to engage in biodiversity preservation and restoration activities.
This project has the potential to reach across the dividing line in the debate in Denmark and bring
multiple actors together in a shared forum that promotes common interest. Thus, it has the potential to
remove mistrust between groups of actors and be truly ground-breaking.
The Danish Parliament has followed the debate, made notice of the advice and suggestions from
biologists and economists and recently have decided to fund further biodiversity conservation
activities in the forests, public and private, with particular focus on setting aside land for biodiversity.
They have stressed and encouraged research participation, and SINCERE is involved in this political
opportunity.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those options so
far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to a
region)

There is currently a strong focus on improving the basic conditions
for biodiversity on public forestlands in Denmark. However, the
public forestlands are unevenly dispersed throughout the country
and does not necessarily contain the most important biodiversity hot
spot within Danish forests. Therefore, there is a risk of failing to
secure all types of forest biodiversity in Denmark when focusing
only on public lands.
In order to provide synergy with the many efforts currently being
conducted on public forestlands this project will focus on private
forests in areas of the country with little to no public forests. For the
large scale state-funded action, the entire country is a case area.
For the smaller action to be decided upon, the project area will likely
have deciduous forests in focus as these have the highest
biodiversity in Denmark and therefore the area will most likely be
located in eastern Denmark.

The ecosystem service(s) the IM This has yet to be finally decided during the MAG meeting.
will focus on?
However, there is a skewed age-class distribution in the Danish
forest with only very few old and large trees at present and too little
structural diversity and dead wood in the standing forests. These
are issue that the IA will likely address.
The innovative mechanism
itself?

The IA comprise an inverse auction where forest owners will be able
to offer some sort of biodiversity conservation. There is always a
general ambition to reach perfect optimization of government
expenditures. The chosen IA is perceived by researchers to have
the potential to enhance cost efficiency of fund spent for biodiversity
protection. These kind of funds are generally limited and only a tiny
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fraction of the wider state budget. Therefore, there is an extra strong
need to make them count and have a concrete impact in the
preservation of biodiversity.
There is a track record of mistrust from many forest owners towards
public agencies administering and imposing environmental
regulations. By basing our IA on voluntary contracts between the
forest owners and public agencies and/or foundations, we expect to
experience an improved level of mutual trust and an improved
incentive for forest owners to engage in biodiversity preservation
and restoration activities.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
o

o

o

•

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual motives for
example):
The project will have to: engage with only private forest owners, be based on voluntary contracts
and seek to improve cost-effectiveness.
what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
For the smaller instrument to be tested: The geographic area (subregion of Denmark) where the
smaller IM will be implemented; the instruments and tools that can be used in the forest to
promote biodiversity and which can participate in the reversed auctions; the proportional
emphasis on ecosystem services such as e.g. biodiversity protection, recreation and water
retention in the design of criteria’s for the reversed auction.
For the large-scale experiment which is the main focus here, e.g. the following themes are under
consideration: Pricing rules (simple discriminatory, uniform or some form of yard stick pricing),
effectiveness criteria, funding back-stop construction and how to design potential opt-out
windows.

What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …) ?
We have by now benefited from stakeholder input, following the first MAG meeting held on
September 5th. Expert knowledge from biologists will be also be valuable in ensuring costeffectiveness (i.e. the most amount and most relevant and targeted biodiversity safeguarding for
the limited funds available for the revered auction).

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing your
IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months? (approximately 200
words)
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The MAG meeting was held for September 5th. It was a valuable exercise with good input and general
recognition of goals and direction. We refer to the minutes for the details.
University of Copenhagen has recently made a literature review on different auction formats and how
these influence information rents and thus cost efficiency. Reverse auction where found to be a cost
efficient instrument. The review also illustrated the influence of some of the key considerations for a costeffective design, using existing data of the spatial distribution of forest owners, biodiversity indicators and
the capital value of mature forest. The review also examined potential barriers for participation it is
essential for reverse auctions to reach an adequate level of participation from landowners in order to
obtain the desired environmental effect and to secure competition.
An internal report has been produced and published here in 2018. A number of design aspects are under
discussion with the Public Agency (Danish Environmental Protection Agency). A full description of the
first full-scale run of the IA will be completed in the early fall. We expect the Public Agency to run the full
scale experiment in early 2019.
Furthermore, University of Copenhagen is currently analysing the effect of using data envelopment
analysis as a tool to select the most efficient offers from the reverse auction, and yard stick pricing
techniques to enhance incentive compatibility of the design.

Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)? If so,
describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply, demand,
distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant knowledge basis
to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related to relevant documents.
Forest areas of high interest for biodiversity preservation and for potential conversion to ‘untouched’
forests has recently been mapped out in public forest in Denmark (both state owned and municipality
owned). This massive fieldwork exercise is likely to have generated new additional knowledge on the
likelihood of finding red-listed and endangered forest flora and fauna species in different types of forest
stands. This knowledge could potentially be used for the development of the criteria’s in the reversed
auction (i.e. the IA).
Furthermore, while the IM design will include a pre-screening and efficiency ranking on second-source
measurable ecosystem criteria (NATURA2000 area, aerial photo, species databases etc.) an onsite
inventory and observation action will be undertaken for all bids selected for potential contracting, which
will add further information for final contracting.
Given Denmark’s long adherence to the Kyoto and Paris Climate Change accords there is a level of
certainty in the carbon sequestration of the Danish forests. This carbon storage can be converted to
monetary values using different valuation methods. The high level and quality of forest mensuration in
Denmark can be used to assess co-benefits from the project.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
206

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

There have been several large scale valuation studies undertaken on conservation of biodiversity,
protection of ground water quality and surface waters, landscape values, recreational values etc. These
will help us in the selection and design of the IAs to provide additional value.

Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services, other
marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please further explain
the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several experiences, please name
them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include reports or links related to relevant
documents. (approximately 300 words)
The Danish Forest Association (DFA) is on a continuous basis advising forest owners on the
possibilities of achieving public funds for nature preservation through the existing subsidy schemes (i.e.
Rural development funds and the co-financed Natura2000 funds, national funds such as the national
fund for untouched forest and the national fund for the establishment of windbreaks). In addition, DFA
has extensive experience is forest valuation in connection to forest expropriation.
On its homepage DFA is running a market place for recreational forest services. It functions as a
platform for its members and the general public where recreational and environmental services of
various forms are marketed and listed (currently being updated);
https://www.skovforeningen.dk/oplevelser-produkter/.
For an additional description of the experiences of DFA please page 40-41 of the SINCERE project
proposal.
University of Copenhagen (UCPH) has very extensive experience with innovative mechanisms for
ecosystems services all of which is listed on page 6 through 9 in the original SINCERE project
proposal.

•

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or workshops, with
participatory processes? Explain.
Tanja Blindbæk Olsen has a wide profile in economy, policy, planning and sustainable forestry and for
14 years she was secretary general for PEFC Denmark and has in that sense been working with
participatory processes and many different stakeholders to gain consensus.
Bo Jellesmark Thorsen, Suzanne Elizabeth Vedel and Thomas Hedemark Lundhede are environmental
and resource economists . They have vast experience with participatory process from previous
research projects, through facilitation of workshops and focus group meetings with stakeholders and
respondents.
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PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first sight
related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and potentials in the
area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more or less
detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.

1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.2. Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land use
changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks (important
event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
Most of Denmark was originally covered by forest, but after centuries of uncontrolled felling and
clearance for agriculture, just 2-3% of Denmark was covered by forest around 1800
Since adoption of the Danish Forest Act in 1805, forest clearance has been banned in Denmark, and at
the same time great efforts were initiated to plant more forests. The area of forests has therefore since
then increased significantly (currently at 14%), and is still increasing. Forestland is being planted
throughout Denmark, in particular on moorland and sand-dunes in mid and west Jutland.
The current forest management practice is well adapted to the sites and current climatic conditions. A
mild climate change scenario can be easily dealt with in the current management schedules but more
severe climaet change may prove challenging. It may lead to a loss of biodiversity due to replacement
of oak and beech by more drought-tolerant species like Scots pine and Douglas fir or vice versa. For
this reason adaptive management nusing natural forest processes and the productivity of mixed forest
stand is currently being promoted and researched.

1.3. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or environmental
management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success, achievement or
challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or social tensions over
environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized zones in the area,
environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
From the 1930ies to the 1960ies, there were a massive increase in the demand for timber products.
This increase was due to a population increase and the effects of the world war and the cold war and its
related lack of access to wood from e.g. eastern Europe. Self-reliance and domestic supply of timber
was favoured during this long time-period and ‘fast growing’ coniferous trees were widely planted in the
forests. Biodiversity safeguarding was not highly prioritized by foresters and production forestry, soil
drainage and monocultures were held in high regard (particularly in the state owned forests). During the
1970ies and 1980ies a paradigm shift occurred which eventually led to a broad recognition of the wider
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societal benefits of forest besides wood production and erosion control. During the c gained traction
and in the 2000s the buzzwords ‘forest externalities’ and ‘ecosystem services’ were introduced.
The purpose of the Forest Act has to a large extent been based on the primary objective of preserving
the forest resource and its production potential. It reflects the historical background, which was a severe
degradation of the forest resource that culminated in the end of the 17th century. From 1989, an
additional objective of the Act has been to promote multiple-use of the forests, i.e. incorporation of
nature protection, cultural heritage and recreational considerations in addition to the production
interests. In the latest revision of the Forest Act the demand for sustainability has been incorporated as
the main objective. In the most recent years, the domestic debate around the need for forest
biodiversity protection and the production of other forest related ecosystem services at the expense of
wood production has been intense and divisive among scholars and professional groups. Until now, this
debate has mainly centred on how to choose the right balance, priorities and management options on
public lands and within the state owned forest areas, which account for about 20% of the total Danish
forest area.
However, it is a widely recognized fact that an effective strategy to truly safeguard forest biodiversity in
Denmark would need to encompass both public as well as private forests.

1.4. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss, urbanization,
pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
We here add some of the broader conflicts in the Danish landscape, having described above the
debate regarding forest biodiversity.
Since 2016 there has been a public plan for the environmental regulation of the agriculture sector that is
more based nitrogen leaching potential and targeted. Efforts are being made to increase the natural
attenuation of nitrogen and phosphorous between the root zone of agricultural crops and coastal water.
For this reason, subsidies for afforestation are now prioritized towards areas where new forests will
have the potential to contribute to the retention of nitrogen.
Cost effective Climate Change adaptation measures has come more and more into focus. In this
context, more and more research are focused around how to utilize forests and other nature areas as
natural water buffers that can be targeted for flooding upstream creeks during heavy rain shower and
huge thawing events to prevent damage and alleviate flooding in cities further down creeks and
streams.
Biodiversity protection is a public good but as mentioned previously, approximately 80 % of the forests
in Denmark are privately owned. This potentially raises controversies between public interests and
private ownership.
Recreational access and way-of-rights in the landscape remains a contentious issue, in particular as
recreation user groups keep diversifying and innovate in their potential use of the landscape. Pressures
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are increasing, e.g. on the access to open land along rivers and streams but also in the private forest,
where access to the forest floor is debated.
Re-immigration and re-introduction of wildlife has increased as a focus of debate. This is most notably a
result of the re-immigration of wolf to the Danish landscape, where now wild wolfs are breeding. The
wild boar has established itself with significant breeding populations in Western Denmark. However, the
release of beavers now several decades ago also contributes to increasing debates. Moose and
European bison are currently present in large fenced areas, but arguments for and against them being
released and reintroduced to the Danish landscape is being presented.

1.5. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)
Nationally there is a big focus on utilizing the domestic forests as THE main tool in achieving the EU
2020 Biodiversity Strategy target (Aichi target). This is in part because at least 40% of the red-listed
(endangered) species in Denmark are reliant on natural forest for their survival and safeguarding and in
part because there is a political desire to steer clear from imposing new regulatory burdens and
inhibitions on the agricultural sector.
At the same time, there is also an increased reliance on import of wood products from abroad for
domestic consumption. This is especially due to a massive increase in the consumption of wood chips
and wood pellets for energy production in big heat and power plants (to substitute the burning of coal).
Thus, it is being heavily debated whether or not it is incompatible to increase the domestic wood fuel
production (to replace and decrease the existing and increasing wood chip import from abroad and
better ensure and document wood chip sustainability) with increased effort to preserve forest
biodiversity.
On one side, it is claimed, that in order to safeguard forest biodiversity more dead wood would have to
be left on the forest floor (and more dead trees left standing) and untouched forests would have to be
created and set aside. On the other side it is argued that the Danish forests should be kept in use for
timber and wood chip production and made more productive in order to reduce the global impact of the
national Danish wood consumption and satisfy current and future bioenergy and bioeconomy needs.
Regarding the broader societal agenda, this is really too broad to cover in any detail.

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and their
causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures against
damages).
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Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
We refer back to our response to the third question of the Profile part, regarding an overall description.
Historically, the main challenge for forests has been the low forest cover and the fragmentation of forest
land across the landscape. There are no major threats agains managed forest ecosystemts, with
occassional windthrows the main risk. Support schemes for selecting robust tree species are in place.
There are a National Forest Inventory in place, but it focus mainly on productive functions and less on
ecosystem services. In some NATURA 2000 areas, there are non-systmatic scientific surveys run.
The forest is protected mainly by the Danish Forest Law, but also the Nature Protection Act and other
regulation has impacts on forest use and protection.
For the main large IA, the area in focus is the entire country. We base our IA on data from a national
scheme that will start in the beginning of 2019. It is based, among other things, on our research and
project page and allows to test the IA in a larger scale than the project has funding for. We will
supplement with one or two minor IM variants, which will be tested in a smaller geographical area. The
criteria for selecting the areas are part of the experiment and will be selected throughout the winter.

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations regarding
this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?
We refer back to our response to the third question of the Profile part, regarding an overall description.
The national age structure is affected by afforestion over recent decades and to some extend by
windthrows in conifers. Wood for bioenergy is an increasing out put from the Danish forest areas, but
most forets land is managed for long rotations (60-150 years) and timber and logs for high value uses in
construction and furniture.

2.3 Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area (species
diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity, composition,
monocultures and mixed forests,…)
The domestic debate in Denmark around forest biodiversity and other forest related ecosystem services
has been intense and divisive among scholars and professions in recent years. Until now, this debate
has mainly centred on how to choose the right priorities and management options on public lands and
within the state owned forest areas, which account for about 20% of the total Danish forest area.
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However, it is a widely recognized fact that an effective strategy to truly safeguard forest biodiversity in
Denmark would need to encompass both public as well as private forests.
Research has documented that owners of private forest in Demark are already willing to do more to
protect biodiversity in their forests when given the right incentives (source: EU FP7 project
NEWFOREX). Nonetheless, the area with legal protection for biodiversity in private Danish forests is
still far below the threshold recommended by scientists and public funds for the area is still limited.
Therefore, there is a need for a new mode to enhance cost efficiency of biodiversity protection and
improve incentives for forest owners to engage in biodiversity preservation and restoration activities.
This project has the potential to reach across the dividing line in the debate in Denmark and bring
multiple actors together in a shared forum that promotes common interest. Thus, it has the potential to
remove mistrust between groups of actors and be truly ground breaking.
The Danish Parliament has followed the debate, made notice of the advice and suggestions from
biologists and economists and recently have decided to fund further biodiversity conservation activities
in the forests, public and private, with particular focus on setting aside land for biodiversity. They have
stressed and encouraged research participation, and SINCERE is involved in this

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and quality
related state and issues.
Water ES from forests mainly relate to afforestion of agricultural land as a measure to protect
groundwater quality in the agricultural landscape. Apart from that there are few water ES issues in
forests. Of course, biodiversity issue are related also to water in forests, e.g. with regard to reducing the
drainage level in forests.

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
Denmark being a very flat land (between -1 and 175 m asl) there are no issues of soil
protection/erosion in the Danish forests. In earlier times, afforestation of dunes and sandy soils was
used to reduce sand dunes from spreading and protect top soils in agriculture.

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition policy...)
impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and how? Please
describe each of the three policies with regard to:
SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services
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a)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do they
result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is involved,
and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1
nnn)
their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
“Naturpakken” (Natura Package).
The Nature Package is a political agreement aimed at promoting biodiversity in Denmark. It aims to
make voluntary agreements for 3,300 hectares of private forest for biodiversity purposes and the
agreement includes a decision to make new payment systems.

ooo)
the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy
level do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
National
Implementing
administration:

The Environment Agency

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

The Environment Agency (local units)

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•

Forest owners (private) affected as they make bids and perhaps
contracts on setting aside forest for biodiversity

•
•
ppp)
their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and
why they support and prevent innovations
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FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how and
why).....

•

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•

The political decision support our innovation action idea.
Based on the Nature Package The Danish Environmental Agency
agreed to implement an auction in 2019 with a budget of 10 million
DKK, (approx 1,3 million Euro) with specific attention to setting aside
forest for biodiversity. The auction will be repeated for seven years
following 2019, with ongoing design amendments following
researchers’ evaluation of performance
None for this targeted policy

qqq)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
The Nature Package requires that the model for designating untouched forests and other biodiversity
forests in private areas is discussed with the stakeholders.
rrr) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
None – but note that the policy decision explicitly assigned the detailed design of the implementation to
a collaboration between the responsible agency and the relevant researchers

Policy 2
sss) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
The Danish Forest Act aims at sustainable use of the forests’ natural resources, the conservation of
biodiversity, climate change mitigation and adaptation. To enforce sustainability in forest management,
it provided the basis for the implementation of national plans on the further development of the forest
timber industry, information, guidance and research as well as overall sustainable forest management.
ttt) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
National legal act
Implementing
administration:

The Environment Agency
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Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•

The Environment Agency (including local units around the country)

Forest owners – both public and private

uuu)
their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and
why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• Provides authority for the Danish Environment Minister to register
supporting effects
biodiversity hot spots in public private forests and the authority to enter
(including how and
into agreement (i.e. voluntary contracts) with private forest owners to
why).....
promote nature protection. (§ 25)
• Provides the legal basis for the Danish Environment Minister to create
and fund subsidy schemes that promotes innovation within sustainable
forestry.
FES innovation
The Act contains a number of sections that are relevant for the development of
preventing effects
areas for biodiversity purposes and where it will require dispensation to
(including how and complete the projects. For Example:
why)
• inhibit forest clearance for nature purposes (§8 (1) bans it)
• inhibit grazing animals in the forest (§8 (4) bans it)
inhibit natural the use of natural succession (§8 (1, 3) bans it)
•
•
vvv) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Decisions on dispensation pursuant to the paragraphs mentioned under item h) are sent to a number of
stakeholders who have the opportunity to appeal against the decisions.
www)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
It should be easier and less bureaucratic to obtain dispensation in relation to the limitations laid down in
section 8 of the Act, for the implementation of projects promoting biodiversity.

Policy 3
xxx) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
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EU RDP and state aid rules
yyy) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Implementing
administration:

EU regulation

EU commission

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•

EU commission and Danish authorities, e.g. within the Ministry of
Environment and Food

•
Forest owners

zzz) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
•
supporting effects
RDP aims to provide support for the promotion of ecosystem services and it is
(including how and typically the support framework Denmark uses for payment for biodiversity
why).....
purposes.
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•

The state aid rules and the RDP regulation sets strict requirements for
payment to forest owners for ecosystem services. Therefor it can be a
challenge to design good and attractive schemes for payments for
ecosystem services. Compensation for restrictions on land use must
cover the direct costs of the restriction for the individual owner. At the
same time, schemes under the RDP are typically designed as so-called
“flat-rate schemes”, for example in the form of fixed aid amounts per
hectare for certain types of operations or restrictions. Such schemes
may be easy to manage. Unfortunately, however, the combined effect
of these two considerations is that many support schemes do not make
use of the budget foreseen every year because too few landowners bid
for them. The consequence is that nature and biodiversity are
prioritised lower in forest management and that the goals and wishes of
society are not met.

•
aaaa)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
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No
bbbb)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
It will be necessary to revise the payment mechanism and rules for state aid to better fit for
environmental purpose. Our innovation action can contribute with knowledge and experience to this.

3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities in
the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based on your
experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or constraints to public
participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)
Any new legislation or spatial planning proposals are subject to public hearings where anyone can
comment.

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass: what
are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
Private forest owners.
The Danish Forest Act and the Nature Protection Act are the main regulators of what private forest owners
can and cannot do in their forests. The Danish Forest Act is based on the principle of “freedom with
responsibility”. The forest owners are given a set of rules under which the forest owner is responsible to
plan and conduct forest management. The act has a number of requirements for the use of areas
designated as forest reserve land, which among other things means that the forest area shall be stocked
with trees, with the potential to form, a closed canopy forest of high-boled trees, logging, except thinning,
may not be carried out before the stand or the individual tree has reached the rotation age and livestock
farming is prohibited. In addition are number of exceptions, which gives the owner a possibility to use
coppice forest management and forest grazing, have areas with intensive production of for example
Christmas trees or other special management regimes each up to 10% of the total area.
The Act also establishes specific protection of oak thickets and other particular valuable nature types
(bogs, lakes, etc.). The act describes possibilities for public grant schemes for forest activities. It provides
an opportunity for the state to develop grants to promotion of sustainable forest management in existing
forests.
Forest habitats covered by the Nature 2000 protection are also protected through the forest act.
National planning is made by the Ministry of environment and the government are obliged to make
agreements with forest owners to secure the protection of these habitats. In designated Nature 2000
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areas a notification system exist, where the forest owners is obliged to notify clearcutting of deciduous
forest, promotion of conifers in deciduous forest etc. before the owner can commencement the activity.
Some general information on private forest owners in Denmark is listed here below:
• 72% of the forest in Denmark is privately owned (approx. 420.000 ha)
• There are approx. 26.000 forest owners
• 1/3 of the forest owners owns less than 2 ha on average and less than 4% of the private forest area
combined.
• Only 1% of the forest owners owns more than 100 ha. and 1/3 of the private forest area combined.
Data on Danish private forest owners for the year
2012
All
>100 ha.
Male
82%
95%
Average age (years)
58
Lives near forests
84%
78%
Educated within agri/silviculture
40%
59%
Short to medium
education
46%
36%
Long education
28%
55%
Grown up in the
countryside
64%
58%
Inherited the forest
12%
32%
The bigger forest estates, which average more than 97 ha. (i.e. the classical forest estates) tend to be
focused on silvicultural practices that optimizes economic output form the forest.
The “forest indifferent” farmer that owns small pieces of forests in the environs of his agricultural fields
(on average 33 ha. of forest) and whose sole interests is to optimize farming output tend to ascribe the
production of Christmas-trees and greenery a high value. This is because they resemble annual
agricultural crops with short time-horizons to positive cash-flows.
The smaller estates, which average about 27 ha. (frequently referred to as the “hobby forestry” estates)
tend to ascribe wood production forestry less value and be relatively more focused on generating good
hunting opportunities and on creating scenic views and interesting nature in the forest (with ‘nature’
defined as individually perceived by the forest owner).
Wild game for hunting and the feeling of being unrestrained in management options for the forest is
attributed a very high value by all forest owner groups. However, there is different perceptions and
some degree of disagreement among private forest owner groups on what the concept of ‘biodiversity’
really is and what it encompass. E.g., many perceive wild game for hunting as ample and high-quality
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biodiversity on their properties with little consideration for other forest species such as insects, fungus
etc.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions and to
who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
For the large version of this IA, the entire country, for the minor version of the IA area will smaller – but
in both cases it will be private forest areas that are targeted. Thus, there will be restrictions of access to
the general public in the IA area and as the public is only allowed to walk and hike in private forests on
the actual forest roads and clear paths and only between 6 am and sunset. During times of hunting and
forestry work the owners can restrict access to the forest further and for small forests (<5 ha.) the
owner can restrict access completely.

4.3 Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to who
(groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping exercise.
This question presupposes a fairly limited and specific area. For our large, main IA focusing on setting
aside forest land for biodiversity using a reverse auction, this questyion cannot be answered, but if any
such rights exist on a given land area offered for the IA, they will need to be respected as part of the
contract.

4.4. Social and cultural relation:
k) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?
This question again presupposes a fairly limited and specific area. For our large, main IA focusing on
setting aside forest land for biodiversity using a reverse auction, this question cannot be answered
simpli. In general, however, forests are the landscape element used the most for recreation and Danes
pay the forests more than 75 million visits per yer. The higher the population density around a forest the
more visits.

l)

What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s
importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the region?

This question again presupposes a fairly limited and specific area. It is not really applicable to our larger
main case.
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4.5. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)

Free
access and
use?

Access and use
restricted by
property or use
rights?

Access and
use submitted
to fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which actors
contribute to the
provision and/or
distribute it?)

Wood products

None

All wood
product types

Normally selfcut firewood

Timber (Danish forest
extension services and
entrepreneurs).

Non-wood products:

Only what
can be
collected
immediately
near (1-2
meters) to
the forest
roads

Hunting, riding,
moss, berries
and mushroom
collection etc.

Hunting, riding, Truffles, moss, berries
moss and
and mushroom
mushroom
collection etc.
collection etc.

-

………..

-

………..

-

………...

4.6 Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities and/or
between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or communities
present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that are more
marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem services?
Not applicable.

4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in general
or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about environmental
issues in the area, including forest related ones?
For the larger IA experiement with a national focus, we refer to 1.3 for this.
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Denmark – Part II Reverse auctions for untouched forest
PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT (to be filled for each IM or IM variant again, preselected to be the
Innovation Action in the case area)
After the MAG meeting we have now identified two possible IM variants as a supplement to our main
large-scale innovation case.
The main large-scale innovation case is reverse auctions for untouched forest, which will be supplemented
with two minor IM:
- Forest owner guilds
- CSR-variant
Part II has been filled in for all tree variants.

MAIN LARGE-SCALE IM: Reverse auctions for untouched forest
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)

This project will change the existing system for biodiversity protection in Denmark which is
primarily based on ‘flat-rate-schemes’ through the example of the power and through designing
a set of reverse auctions and demonstrating in practice how competitive efforts can improve
the coordination of nature conservation efforts, cost-effectiveness, and awareness of
landowners.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?
Many support schemes in Denmark and other EU countries do not make use of the budget foreseen
every year because too few landowners bid. The consequence is that nature and biodiversity goals and
wishes of society are not met. There is therefore a need to substantially advance innovative policy
mechanisms and business models for the payment for and provision of forest ecosystem services in
Denmark. The innovation action case seeks to develop concrete instruments and business models and
test them in piloting innovation actions areas somewhere in Denmark (not yet chosen).
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6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
Your 3 main criteria’s for our selection of IM were:
1. To stimulate the participation of forest owners who can deliver the requested quality in nature
at lowest socio-economic cost and at cost-effectiveness
2. To improve the coordination of nature conservation efforts in Denmark by using the IM as a
supplement to existing ‘flat-rate’ subsidy schemes
3. To use new knowledge on the likelihood of finding red-listed and endangered forest flora and
fauna species in different types of forest stands that has been generated from recent mapping
and fieldwork in Danish forests.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

Foresters, forest owners
etc.

The tax deduction risk for forest
owners when using private or awarded
funds for engaging in nature protection
projects. Forest owners risk of being
labelled as ‘recreational forest property
owners’ and not a ‘commercial forestry
property’ by the Danish tax authorities
and thereby loose income tax
deduction rights.

Danish Forest Association is
continuously working to promote
synergies among public policies
in this area.

The potential for the project to lead to
wider opportunities for official
registration of permanent clauses on

This contradict with the desire by
forest owners for an entrenched
opt-out option.

ENGO’s

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

Recent tax agency and tribunal
decisions have highlighted how
to plan and implement forest
operations and forest expense
and income streams so to avoid
being labelled a ‘recreational
forester’. Guidelines can be
produced for this purpose

info@sincereforests.eu
222

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

nature preservation on properties in
biodiversity hot-spot areas.
Foresters, forest owners

The potential for the project to lead to
wider opportunities for the granting of
dispensations from the national Danish
Forest Act.

The Danish Forest Act is quite
flexible already. A dialogue could
be held with the relevant agency,
some wordings could be
changed, and phrases included
in the public guideline for
regulatory use of the Danish
Forest Act.

Foresters, forest owners

The national risk of further imposed
land-restrictions (in accordance with
Section 3 of the Danish Protection of
Nature Act) associated with the action
of re-establishing nature and habitats
for protected species on one’s own
private property.

Same as above but with relation
to the Danish Protection of
Nature Act

ENGO’s, Foresters,
forest owners

The bureaucracy associated with
nature restoration project across
multiple properties and across landuses (agriculture, forestry etc.).

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or
that were identified through the first MAG meeting?

•

Municipalities (and the umbrella organisation for municipalities in Denmark)

•

Agencies that can help provide policy framework solutions

•

Major nature foundations (NB: One never showed up despite signing-up for the event)

•
The Danish Army (NB: The Danish armed forces are owners and custodians of
approx. 33.000 ha of forest and nature in Denmark).

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
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The rules and procedures entailed in the Danish national insurance system for wind throw in
forests and the objective of the insurance system were considered. Potential synergies
between the objectives of the storm insurance system and a new IM focusing on wind thrown
forests were mentioned. However, as storms are too random and infrequent it was concluded
that an IM cannot be based on forest dynamics caused by storms.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)

The limited budget for the actual auction itself is a challenge. Ways of increasing the pool of
funding available through reversed auctions will be explored. Synergies with existing public
funding mechanisms for biodiversity forests will also be explored.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: There would be a need for a clear and transparent ecological baseline scenario for all
types of service provisions in each forest patch chosen through the reversed auction. Indicator
species and red-listed species will to the furthest possible extent be safeguarded and promoted
through the IM.

•

Social: The private companies with have a high stake in the success of the projects as it will be
affecting their reputation. Social cohesion and social control among and in between forest owners will
ensure stability; strong local identities and that shared pride will be generated.Economic: Advantages
of scale offer labour and machine renting cost savings. Good CSR increasingly attract talented young
workforce, which in turn affect the company bottom line.

•

Policy: a systematic display of public recognition of forest owners for their provision of ecosystem
service.

•

Other: The right opt-in and opt-out options for private forest owners needed to be found.
8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)
It will be private forest areas that are targeted for the IM and the reversed auctions.
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As many private forest owners in Denmark have been struggling with making a sustainable economic
profit from traditional forestry and wood production in recent decades they have increasingly been
looking for alternative income streams.
A large share of the private forest area in Denmark is regulated by the Danish Forest Act and therefore
must remain classified as standing forest. Converting deficit producing private forest area into
agriculture, pasture or urban development is thus not an option for many private forester owners and
they therefore have to find alternative ways for generating an income stream from their forest areas.
It is foreseen, that many private foresters will be willing to engage in the proposed IM in Denmark due
to the financial incentive. This is underlined by the popularity in recent years of public “flat-rate
schemes”, with fixed aid amounts per hectare and cubic meters of wood for certain types of operations
or restrictions in forests.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Where the setting aside of old trees for natural decay is supported through the reverse auctioning
scheme there could potentially be a long term risk to the micro-climate and regeneration potential of the
forest-patch were the trees are situated. If the trees only produces few seeds and have few mast years
and the browsing level on seedling on the forest floor is high costly human intervention through e.g.
fencing may be needed in order to ensure the patch remains forest in the long-term.
Termination of drainage channels in forests create more variation and habitats for forest flora and
fauna. It will however often also have unforeseen consequences in each individual forest patch and in
the neighbouring areas. There is a risk that standing trees will parish due to the increase in soil-water
level that is associated with the removal of drainage channels. A proportion of the roots of existing trees
will often suffocation due to lack of access to oxygen. Likewise, there is a risk that the standing trees
will be more susceptible to fall over (wind throw) during heavy storms due to the decrease in the depth
and anchorage of their roots caused by higher soil water levels.
In addition, there can be uncertain impacts on generation of methane and laughing gas from wet soils
and the stimulation of unwanted parasite population endangering bio-security in other neighbouring
areas.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)

Forests are the landscape element used the most for recreation and Danes pay the forests a
visit more than 75 million times each year. The higher the population density around a forest
the more visits. The new biodiversity hot spots generated and supported through this IM will
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likely stimulate the public interest in forest flora and fauna and in visiting the forest. This in turn
will increase the mental health and physical of the population, which will increase production,
and lower public health costs. There will however, also be a risk associated with the public
interest. Biodiversity may in certain contexts suffer from too much forest disturbance form
forest visitors
The strong focus on IM cost-effectiveness will lower public costs for biodiversity protection.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted access)
or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect? (approximately 200
words)

Stakeholders such as ENGO’s, The Danish Outdoor Council, Hiking Guilds, the wood industry
etc. will be consulted when developing the design for the reversed auctioning mechanism and
when setting its bidding criteria’s.
Precautionary measures for how to protect the public against balling branches and trees near
public forest tracks will implemented in each individual case.
Milestone assessments and opt-out/redesign windows will be entrenched in the design of the
mechanism so that the forest owner and the public can renegotiate and adjust according to
unforeseen and negative on-the-ground events and escalating biological and biophysical
processes.

Denmark – Part II Forest owner guilds
IM VARIANT ONE: Forest owner guilds
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)
Provision through forest owner guilds. The IM considered here, is based on the formation of forest
owner guilds, who jointly provide ESS – in this case place a joint bid for biodiversity conservation. The
provision of ESS will then be a shared responsibility among a defined group of owners with coherent
land or land areas within a relatively close distance. The advantages of provision through guilds will be
larger coherent areas for nature conservation, economies of scale for the owners, knowledge sharing
with regard to environmental management among owners, social control within the guilds are expected
to enforce compliance (and thereby make monitoring carried out by the state redundant (ideally)). Since
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monitoring/control by the state in many cases constitute an important barrier for landowners willingness
to enter voluntary contracts, this could potentially be an important strength of the IM (which may be
utilised in other types of voluntary provision in the future).
Moreover, the provision of ESS through forest owner guilds is also expected to create stronger local
‘environmental identities’ for the providing landowners. This may generate improved PR for the owners
in relation to the local community and society at large - and ultimately lead to greater recognition and
appreciation of the public for this provision.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change you
are expecting or hoping for?
-Greater coherence of areas for conservation (minimizing the already fragmented orientation of nature
areas).
- Improved recognition by the local/general public of forest owners ESS provision.
-Social control as a substitute for ‘traditional’ monitoring. Creating and learning from the actual
formation of landowner guilds, and to which extent they provide increased compliance (scope for
important learning aspect which may also be used in the regulation of related environmental areas in
the future).

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
At the MAG meeting, success stories of the increasing popularity and many beneficial effects of guilds
were discussed. It could be a platform for knowledge sharing, social control, economies of scale and
generate larger coherent nature areas, which are sought for.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area
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Foresters, forest owners
etc.

The tax deduction risk for forest
owners when using private or awarded
funds for engaging in nature protection
projects. Forest owners risk of being
labelled as ‘recreational forest property
owners’ and not a ‘commercial forestry
property’ by the Danish tax authorities
and thereby loose income tax
deduction rights.

Danish Forest Association is
continuously working to promote
synergies among public policies
in this area.

ENGO’s

The potential for the project to lead to
wider opportunities for official
registration of permanent clauses on
nature preservation on properties in
biodiversity hot-spot areas.

This contradict with the desire by
forest owners for an entrenched
opt-out option.

Foresters, forest owners

The potential for the project to lead to
wider opportunities for the granting of
dispensations from the national Danish
Forest Act.

The Danish Forest Act is quite
flexible already. A dialogue could
be held with the relevant agency,
some wordings could be
changed, and phrases included
in the public guideline for
regulatory use of the Danish
Forest Act.

Foresters, forest owners

The national risk of further imposed
land-restrictions (in accordance with
Section 3 of the Danish Protection of
Nature Act) associated with the action
of re-establishing nature and habitats
for protected species on one’s own
private property.

Same as above but with relation
to the Danish Protection of
Nature Act

ENGO’s, Foresters,
forest owners

The bureaucracy associated with
nature restoration project across
multiple properties and across landuses (agriculture, forestry etc.).
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7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or that
were identified through the first MAG meeting?
• Municipalities (and the umbrella organisation for municipalities in Denmark)
• Agencies that can help provide policy framework solutions
• Major nature foundations (NB: One never showed up despite signing-up for the event)
• The Danish Army (NB: The Danish armed forces are owners and custodians of approx. 33.000
ha of forest and nature in Denmark).
7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
The rules and procedures entailed in the Danish national insurance system for wind throw in forests
and the objective of the insurance system were considered. Potential synergies between the objectives
of the storm insurance system and a new IM focusing on wind thrown forests were mentioned.
However, as storms are too random and infrequent it was concluded that an IM cannot be based on
forest dynamics caused by storms.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during the
implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
The limited budget for the actual auction itself is a challenge. Ways of increasing the pool of funding
available through reversed auctions will be explored. Synergies with existing public funding
mechanisms for biodiversity forests will also be explored
With regard to the IM the actual formation process of forest owner guilds may be a challenge.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: There would be a need for a clear and transparent ecological baseline scenario for all
types of service provisions in each forest patch chosen through the reversed auction. Indicator
species and red-listed species will to the furthest possible extent be safeguarded and promoted
through the IM.

•

Social: The private companies with have a high stake in the success of the projects as it will be
affecting their reputation. Social cohesion and social control among and in between forest owners will
ensure stability; strong local identities and that shared pride will be generated.
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•

Economic: Advantages of scale offer labour and machine renting cost savings. Good CSR
increasingly attract talented young workforce, which in turn affect the company bottom line.

•

Policy: : a systematic display of public recognition of forest owners for their provision of ecosystem
service.

•

Other: The right opt-in and opt-out options for private forest owners needed to be found.

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)
It will be private forest areas that are targeted for the IM and the reversed auctions.
As many private forest owners in Denmark have been struggling with making a sustainable
economic profit from traditional forestry and wood production in recent decades they have
increasingly been looking for alternative income streams.
A large share of the private forest area in Denmark is regulated by the Danish Forest Act and
therefore must remain classified as standing forest. Converting deficit producing private forest area
into agriculture, pasture or urban development is thus not an option for many private forester
owners and they therefore have to find alternative ways for generating an income stream from their
forest areas.
It is foreseen, that many private foresters will be willing to engage in the proposed IM in Denmark
due to the financial incentive. This is underlined by the popularity in recent years of public “flat-rate
schemes”, with fixed aid amounts per hectare and cubic meters of wood for certain types of
operations or restrictions in forests.
8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do you
anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Where the setting aside of old trees for natural decay is supported through the reverse auctioning
scheme there could potentially be a long term risk to the micro-climate and regeneration potential
of the forest-patch were the trees are situated. If the trees only produces few seeds and have few
mast years and the browsing level on seedling on the forest floor is high costly human intervention
through e.g. fencing may be needed in order to ensure the patch remains forest in the long-term.
Termination of drainage channels in forests create more variation and habitats for forest flora and
fauna. It will however often also have unforeseen consequences in each individual forest patch and
in the neighbouring areas. There is a risk that standing trees will parish due to the increase in soilwater level that is associated with the removal of drainage channels. A proportion of the roots of
existing trees will often suffocation due to lack of access to oxygen. Likewise, there is a risk that
the standing trees will be more susceptible to fall over (wind throw) during heavy storms due to the
decrease in the depth and anchorage of their roots caused by higher soil water levels.
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In addition, there can be uncertain impacts on generation of methane and laughing gas from wet
soils and the stimulation of unwanted parasite population endangering bio-security in other
neighbouring areas.
8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
Forests are the landscape element used the most for recreation and Danes pay the forests a visit
more than 75 million times each year. The higher the population density around a forest the more
visits. The new biodiversity hot spots generated and supported through this IM will likely stimulate
the public interest in forest flora and fauna and in visiting the forest. This in turn will increase the
mental health and physical of the population, which will increase production, and lower public
health costs. There will however, also be a risk associated with the public interest. Biodiversity may
in certain contexts suffer from too much forest disturbance form forest visitors
The strong focus on IM cost-effectiveness will lower public costs for biodiversity protection.
8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted
access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
Stakeholders such as ENGO’s, The Danish Outdoor Council, Hiking Guilds, the wood industry etc.
will be consulted when developing the design for the reversed auctioning mechanism and when
setting its bidding criteria’s.
Precautionary measures for how to protect the public against balling branches and trees near
public forest tracks will implemented in each individual case.
Milestone assessments and opt-out/redesign windows will be entrenched in the design of the
mechanism so that the forest owner and the public can renegotiate and adjust according to
unforeseen and negative on-the-ground events and escalating biological and biophysical
processes.

Denmark – Part II CSR-model
IM VARIANT 2: CSR-model

5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)
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This IM variant relates to the financing of the ESS. The idea is to test a model where big companies as
part off their CSR generate demand (through their self-imposed CSR obligations) and then pays for
ESS in the forest. It can fx be paying for carbon-capture, biodiversity or access.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change you
are expecting or hoping for?
The characteristic of some of the ecosystem services forests deliver to society is that there is currently
no real market for them. However, it does not mean that there is no willingness to pay. What we want to
test with this variant is whether, for example, larger companies as part of their CSR will contribute with
funding for specific ESS’s.
Payment through EU funds often causes much bureaucracy and the limitation due to state aid rules. By
obtaining funding through companies' willingness to pay for ecosystem services, less bureacratic
models may be possible.
The companies with have a high stake in the success of the projects as it will be affecting their
reputation and branding, the companies will have financial and talented human resources capacities
that can provide new ideas and marked based innovation. The companies can engage in rewarding
partnerships with local communities.)

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
At the MAG meeting different funding mechanism for reverse auctions were discusses.
The 3 main criteria for choosing this IM is:
-

we hope to find less bureaucratic payment models,
find a way to identify demand for ESS and
A possibility to engage more people in forestry

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
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Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

Foresters, forest owners
etc.

The tax deduction risk for forest
owners when using private or awarded
funds for engaging in nature protection
projects. Forest owners risk of being
labelled as ‘recreational forest property
owners’ and not a ‘commercial forestry
property’ by the Danish tax authorities
and thereby loose income tax
deduction rights.

Danish Forest Association is
continuously working to promote
synergies among public policies
in this area.

ENGO’s

The potential for the project to lead to
wider opportunities for official
registration of permanent clauses on
nature preservation on properties in
biodiversity hot-spot areas.

This contradict with the desire by
forest owners for an entrenched
opt-out option.

Foresters, forest owners

The potential for the project to lead to
wider opportunities for the granting of
dispensations from the national Danish
Forest Act.

The Danish Forest Act is quite
flexible already. A dialogue could
be held with the relevant agency,
some wordings could be
changed, and phrases included
in the public guideline for
regulatory use of the Danish
Forest Act.

Foresters, forest owners

The national risk of further imposed
land-restrictions (in accordance with
Section 3 of the Danish Protection of
Nature Act) associated with the action
of re-establishing nature and habitats
for protected species on one’s own
private property.

Same as above but with relation
to the Danish Protection of
Nature Act

ENGO’s, Foresters,
forest owners

The bureaucracy associated with
nature restoration project across
multiple properties and across landuses (agriculture, forestry etc.).
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7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or that
were identified through the first MAG meeting?
In relation to this IM variation it would be interesting to involve from larger companies to find out if
they also see it as a viable model and get their input to the design.
7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
The rules and procedures entailed in the Danish national insurance system for wind throw in forests
and the objective of the insurance system were considered. Potential synergies between the objectives
of the storm insurance system and a new IM focusing on wind thrown forests were mentioned.
However, as storms are too random and infrequent it was concluded that an IM cannot be based on
forest dynamics caused by storms.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during the
implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
The limited budget for the actual auction itself is a challenge. Ways of increasing the pool of funding
available through reversed auctions will be explored. Synergies with existing public funding
mechanisms for biodiversity forests will also be explored
With regard to this IM variant the difficulties in defining the EES where it is possible to show og
communicate the effect of the payment made and addressing the risk of companies joining projects
half-heartedly and with a short-term vision need to bee addressed.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: There would be a need for a clear and transparent ecological baseline scenario for all
types of service provisions in each forest patch chosen through the reversed auction. Indicator
species and red-listed species will to the furthest possible extent be safeguarded and promoted
through the IM.
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•

Social: The private companies will have a high stake in the success of the projects as it will be
affecting their reputation. Social cohesion and social control among and in between forest owners will
ensure stability; strong local identities and that shared pride will be generated.

•

Economic: Advantages of scale offer labour and machine renting cost savings. Good CSR
increasingly attract talented young workforce, which in turn affect the company bottom line.

•

Policy: a systematic display of public recognition of forest owners for their provision of ecosystem
service.

•

Other: The right opt-in and opt-out options for private forest owners needed to be found.

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)
It will be private forest areas that are targeted for the IM and the reversed auctions.
As many private forest owners in Denmark have been struggling with making a sustainable
economic profit from traditional forestry and wood production in recent decades they have
increasingly been looking for alternative income streams.
A large share of the private forest area in Denmark is regulated by the Danish Forest Act and
therefore must remain classified as standing forest. Converting deficit producing private forest area
into agriculture, pasture or urban development is thus not an option for many private forester
owners and they therefore have to find alternative ways for generating an income stream from their
forest areas.
It is foreseen, that many private foresters will be willing to engage in the proposed IM in Denmark
due to the financial incentive. This is underlined by the popularity in recent years of public “flat-rate
schemes”, with fixed aid amounts per hectare and cubic meters of wood for certain types of
operations or restrictions in forests.
8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do you
anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Where the setting aside of old trees for natural decay is supported through the reverse auctioning
scheme there could potentially be a long term risk to the micro-climate and regeneration potential
of the forest-patch were the trees are situated. If the trees only produces few seeds and have few
mast years and the browsing level on seedling on the forest floor is high costly human intervention
through e.g. fencing may be needed in order to ensure the patch remains forest in the long-term.
Termination of drainage channels in forests create more variation and habitats for forest flora and
fauna. It will however often also have unforeseen consequences in each individual forest patch and
in the neighbouring areas. There is a risk that standing trees will parish due to the increase in soilSINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services
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water level that is associated with the removal of drainage channels. A proportion of the roots of
existing trees will often suffocation due to lack of access to oxygen. Likewise, there is a risk that
the standing trees will be more susceptible to fall over (wind throw) during heavy storms due to the
decrease in the depth and anchorage of their roots caused by higher soil water levels.
In addition, there can be uncertain impacts on generation of methane and laughing gas from wet
soils and the stimulation of unwanted parasite population endangering bio-security in other
neighbouring areas.
8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
Forests are the landscape element used the most for recreation and Danes pay the forests a visit
more than 75 million times each year. The higher the population density around a forest the more
visits. The new biodiversity hot spots generated and supported through this IM will likely stimulate
the public interest in forest flora and fauna and in visiting the forest. This in turn will increase the
mental health and physical of the population, which will increase production, and lower public
health costs. There will however, also be a risk associated with the public interest. Biodiversity may
in certain contexts suffer from too much forest disturbance form forest visitors
The strong focus on IM cost-effectiveness will lower public costs for biodiversity protection.
8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g., ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted
access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
Stakeholders such as ENGO’s, The Danish Outdoor Council, Hiking Guilds, the wood industry etc.
will be consulted when developing the design for the reversed auctioning mechanism and when
setting its bidding criteria’s.
Precautionary measures for how to protect the public against balling branches and trees near
public forest tracks will implemented in each individual case.
Milestone assessments and opt-out/redesign windows will be entrenched in the design of the
mechanism so that the forest owner and the public can renegotiate and adjust according to
unforeseen and negative on-the-ground events and escalating biological and biophysical
processes.
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Italy/Borgo – Selling mushroom permits online
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE
•

Name of the innovation action case:
Improve the commercialization of wild mushrooms picking permit

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Enrico Vidale – enrico.vidale@gmail.com – external consultant

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant information and
how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical, socio-economical and
institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
Consorzio Comunalie Parmensi (CCP) will implement an app-based tool to improve the
commercialization of recreational wild mushroom picking permits in the Taro Valley. The focus area will
be initially the forest under the PGI scheme of “Borgotaro mushroom”, where almost 100,000 pickers
already pay for such service. If the implementation in the pilot area will work, CCP will propose to the
surrounding.

•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation Action
within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or an innovation, to
renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address a specific problem or
need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200
words)
Any service purchased by an end user should be designed to fulfill the specific needs of the buyer.
Through the implementation of an app-base tool, the buyer will be able to purchase the wild mushroom
picking permit and download the maps in which it is allowed to collect with the purchased permit.
Moreover, the app will help the user to find the “way back” in case he/she get lost, as well ask for help in
case of emergency. On the other way round, CCP can monitor the most visited areas in order to promote
other segments of forest with lower level of user, in which the probability to collect mushrooms is higher.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those options so
far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
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The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to a
region)

The target area will be approximately 13,000 ha
The potential scale up will be at the province and regional level

The ecosystem service(s) the IM Recreational use of wild mushrooms that are enhanced in forest
will focus on?
though specific silvicultural cut
The innovative mechanism
itself?

•

The direct link between the payment for collecting wild mushrooms
and the additional cost for the specific silviculture applied to
increase the wild mushroom productivity of the forest is a unique
example in Italy and among the few existing in the world.

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
o

o

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual motives for
example):
The property for the wild mushrooms that belong to the CCP
what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
The simplification of the commercialization of the wild mushroom picking permits

What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …) ?
Probably a roundtable in which all the primary stakeholder can state their needs related to the app
o

•

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing your
IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months? (approximately 200
words)
The development stage is still at idea level, though similar tools have been implemented for
commercialize other wild products.

Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)? If so,
describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply, demand,
distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant knowledge basis
to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related to relevant documents.
The actual direct value of the service range between the 0.15 and 1.22 M€ according to the autumn
rainfall; the higher the higher the value. Other ecosystem services have been evaluated, but none of them
can be a direct income for the forest owner, because the law is not clear on property rights definition.
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Water related service belong to the central state, which can extend the property over the activities that
generate the water service itself.

Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services, other
marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please further explain
the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several experiences, please name
them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include reports or links related to relevant
documents. (approximately 300 words)
Yes, the payment for reducing soil erosion on catchment basin of tap-water dams. The payment is
issued to the forest owner to avoid clear-cut and use other costlier techniques such as selective cut to
transform the forest from coppice to coppice with stand.

•

Do you or someone in your team have expericence with facilitation of focus groups or workshops,
with participatory processes? Explain.
Yes. Dr Enrico Vidale was the technical coordinator two round table at the Ministry of Agriculture,
specifically for wild truffle supply chain
(https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/11100) and for wild herb
collection (https://www.politicheagricole.it/flex/cm/pages/ServeBLOB.php/L/IT/IDPagina/7562).

PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first sight
related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and potentials in the
area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more or less
detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.

1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.2. Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land use
changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks (important
event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
The target area for implementing the app-based tool has been managed as coppice forest since the 1964,
years which the CCP was funded. Only in the early nineties the forest manager start to redesign the forest
outputs changing the silviculture techniques applied to the forests in order to enhance the wild mushroom
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productivity. Thanks to this change, in the 1993, the wild mushrooms growing in the forest were awarded
with the Protected Geographic Indication (PGI) logo of the European Union, so far the unique wild
products awarded with such logo.

1.3. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or environmental
management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success, achievement or
challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or social tensions over
environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized zones in the area,
environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
Historically, wild mushrooms were used as food by locals since the sixteen century. The use of wild
mushrooms as food was drastically reduced during the ‘70s due to the welfare growth led by the industrial
expansion of Emilia Romagna. The depopulation of the land reached a dramatic level in the ‘80s, years
in which CCP stated to think how to generate further income from the managed forest. The use of wild
mushrooms as recreational attraction archived better economic performance compared to the sole wood
production, hence CCP tried to advertise their wild mushrooms through a marketing strategy based on
the PGI logo.

1.4. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss, urbanization,
pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
The only environmental controversy is related to the fauna disturbance highlighted by the radical
conservationist. However, the PGI forest host a pack of wolves and few bears which reproduce
themselves: a situation that occur only in a fair environment.

1.5. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)
The creation of job opportunities is the only things local policies are looking for. Whatever that would
attract more wild mushroom tourist during the sprouting season will be perceived positively.

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for each)
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2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and their
causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures against
damages).
Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
The forests are chestnut and beech forests and they have been managed as coppice forests for
centuries. The actual silviculture techniques are based on 40 years cutting turn (in other words a forest
parcel is cut every 40 years), with the release of “seeding tree” which are in symbiosis with a target wild
mushroom (generally Boletus edulis). The minimum “seeding trees” that should be released are 100
plant per hectare. In the beech stand forest is promoted the change from even aged to un-even aged
forests.

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations regarding
this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?
Wood production is maintained though it is considered a byproduct of the forest management. The
wood production is used to produce electricity and heat for public buildings.

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area (species
diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity, composition,
monocultures and mixed forests,…)
Two dead standing trees are released per hectares. This would maintain high the population of a set of
target species of bird.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and quality
related state and issues.
No

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
Yes, though it is an indirect effect. The specific cut reduce the level of soil erosion.

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
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3.1 Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition policy...)
impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and how? Please
describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do they
result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is involved,
and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1: change of the harvesting limiytations
cccc)
their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
The national law formally privatized the wild mushroom whether they grows within a managed forest.
Thanks to this law, CCP elaborated privatized the collection of wild mushrooms and it started to sell the
harvesting rights within specific local regulation. The picking permit is formally a contract between the
CCP and the wild mushroom pickers. The scale up of the IA would means that the wild mushroom
pickers are subjected to more restrictive harvesting limitation that would limits attractiveness and
revenues for the forest owner.
dddd)
the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy
level do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
National (property and harvesting rights) and local (harvesting rights)
Implementing
administration:

State, regions, municipalities

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Municipalities
Private forest owners
State (forest guards)

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

Recreational wild mushroom pickers (low contractual power)
Commercial wild mushroom pickers (low contractual power)
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eeee)
their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and
why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• The direct cause-effect of the silviculture techniques must be consider
supporting effects
in the permit price.
(including how and
• The myco-silviculture is a techniques that also allow to conserve
why).....
several wild mushroom species in the forest though they are targeted
•
FES innovation
• Forest fires are reduced (low level of dead wood on the ground)
preventing effects
• Reduction of small landslide: the myco-silviculture reduce the weight of
(including how and
the forest and increase the tree stability compare to stand forests.
why)
•
ffff) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
No
gggg)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
Remove the harvest limitation would increase the number of wild mushroom pickers in the forest. So
far, the limitation are defined by a national low and for a scale up of the IA a change would be crucial.

Policy 2: consider the commercialization of wild mushroom picking permits an agriculture
activity
hhhh)
their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
It is a fiscal problem related to forest sector. Moreover, such definition will allow to reduce the indirect
and direct taxation for private forest owner. Private forest owner pay 22% of VAT, while public or
community forest pay 0% VAT.
iiii) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
National
Implementing
administration:
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

Ministry of Economy and Finance
•
•
•

Private forest owner
Wild mushroom picker association
Ministry of Agriculture
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Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

Recreational wild mushroom pickers (low contractual power)
Commercial wild mushroom pickers (low contractual power)
Private forest owner

jjjj) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• Reduction of picking permit costs
supporting effects
• Increment of economic margin for the private forest owners
(including how and
• Increment of the investment on forest silviculture
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•
•

Tax evasion
Prevention of “free ride” behavior of the pickers
Potential negative interaction between bird nesting on the ground and
picker for the increment of the number of pickers in forest

kkkk)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Yes, definitely. Without a change of the taxation policy it would be impossible large investment from
private forest owners.
llll) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
The creation of a roundtable at the Ministry of Agriculture and at the General Directorate of Agriculture
(DG-Agri) of the Europen Union

Policy 3: Forest derogation for special silviculture cut (myco-silviculture)
mmmm)
their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
It would be needed a radical change of the national forest law, which would allow to adopt special cut
(i.e. conversion from stand to coppice forest) now not applicable.
nnnn)
the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy
level do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Ministry of Agriculture, Regional Authorities
Implementing
administration:

Regional authorities
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Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Forest owner (private and public)

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•

Forest owner (private and public) (less restriction and better economic
perfomances)

•
•
oooo)
their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and
why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• More stability and resilience of the forest toward climatic change
supporting effects
(coppice forest are less vulnerable to wild, drought and forest fire
(including how and
compared to stand forest. It is applicable only in broadleaf forest)
why).....
•
•
FES innovation
• Forest fire (less dead wood in the forest and higher capability to agamic
preventing effects
regeneration)
(including how and
• Superficial landslides (less weight of the tree increase their stability and
why)
the probability to fell during wild stroke)
•
pppp)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Crucial: without the change of the national law it would be impossible to move from stand to coppice
forests
qqqq)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
The main need is to increase the economic output of forest, and in a stand forest the wild mushroom
productivity is dramatically lower.

3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities in
the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based on your
experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or constraints to public
participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)
CCP has an internal assembly, in which the board members collect inputs from the main stakeholders
for improving the use of wild mushroom use. The assembly is held at least once a year.
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4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass: what
are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
The members of CCP owns the forests. They are all community forests: a private entity with public
function.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions and to
who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
no

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to who
(groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping exercise.
Yes, only the picker paying the tickets can collect wild mushrooms. CCP organize the
commercialization of the picking permits.

4.4. Social and cultural relation:
m) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?
Yes, wild mushrooms collection is part of the local alimentary tradition of the Italian population. Today,
locally over the 50% of the population use to collect wild mushrooms (~12% at national level).

n) What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s
importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the region?
The forest is the main source of income in which all the activities are linked in the area.

4.5. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)
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Free
access and
use?

Access and use
restricted by
property or use
rights?

Access and
use submitted
to fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which actors
contribute to the
provision and/or
distribute it?)

Wood products

no

Yes, only by the
member of the
CCP

no

Yes, only by the
member of the CCP

Non-wood products:

no

Yes, whoever
purchase the
picking permit
can collect.
CCP members
are owners and
they do not pay.

Yes, the
picking permit
has different
cost according
to the wild
mushroom
productivity of
the forest

Yes, whoever can sell
its daily harvest

Yes, but
they can
collect only
1 kg of
berries

Yes, just for
commercial
purpose

Yes, just for
commercial
purpose

Yes, whoever can sell
its daily harvest

-

Wild
mushrooms

Non-wood products:
-

Wild berries

4.6. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities and/or
between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or communities
present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that are more
marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem services?
The only problem is related to the low lever of representativeness the wild mushroom pickers have.
There are few associations which are uncapable to deal with CCP for lack of knowledge on legal
aspects.

4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in general
or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about environmental
issues in the area, including forest related ones?
No perception of environmental constrain by locals
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PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT (to be filled for each IM or IM variant again, preselected to be the
Innovation Action in the case area)

5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)
App based commercialization tool to improve the marketability of the permits.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?
Increase the commercialization level of the service while providing additional service to increase the
probability to find wild mushrooms for the picker

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
Need to reduce the transaction costs

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

CCP members

none

High cost to develop the app
based tool

Wild mushroom pickers
association

none

Better service provided by CCP
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Buyer and processors of
wild mushrooms

Increment of the probability the pickers
will sell its daily harvest

Better control of the product
origin

Municipalities authorities
of the valley (for the
scale up)

Need to invest in forest cut in the first
few years (~10 years)

Increment of income

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or
that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
no

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
no

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
Probably the new privacy law. It will be a limitation for the use of geo-information

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: increment of forest resilience

•

Social: increment of potential job opportunity

•

Economic: increment of annual turnover of CCP and other entity that will use the app based tool

•

Policy: negative due to the potential increment of people accessing the forest. Policy makers need to
improve the parking places and forest infrastructures.
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•

Other:
8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)
The IA will help the development of the app base tool, which will be translated in better use of the funds
for improving wild mushroom productivity

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
Positive impact. Better wild mushroom production while keeping biodiversity and other ES provision

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
none

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted access)
or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect? (approximately 200
words)
There are no negative impacts

Italy/Etifor – Compensating nature conservation measures
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE
•

Name of the innovation action case:
ECOPAY Connect – Forest-habitat biodiversity payment scheme

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Giulia Amato giulia.amato@etifor.com
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Etifor Ecosystem Service Consultant, on behalf of the regional Parks network
To understand the whole IA, we recommend to firstly read the description of the working PES we
have developed. See page 10 (Experience

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant
information and how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical,
socio-economical and institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
The area is in the south-eastern part of Lombardy region, in Northern Italy. Globally, it has a
total extension of 580,000 ha, but it is useful to divide it into three sub-regions, called “Ambiti”,
that are areas of interest respectively referred to a Regional Park authority (see attached map
for details): in fact, even if the process will take advantage of the active network involving the
areas and foresees common meetings, the test for the implementation of the IA is assuming
specific characteristics for each sub-region.
- Oglio Sud and Nord Parks ambito: it’s also entirely in the continental region and in a plain
area; it is located in Mantova, Cremona and Brescia provinces. It follows the river Oglio and
comprehends two regional Parks (Northern and Southern Oglio) and many Natura 2000 areas.
It’s a very fragmented area, where natural ecosystems are interrupted by agricultural surfaces
and urban fabrics. The Parks together measure 26,900 ha while the whole area reaches
256,000 ha.
- Alto Garda Bresciano ambito: this interesting area is almost completely included in the alpine
region and comprehends mostly mountain territories and part of the biggest Italian Lake, called
Garda; it is located in Brescia province. The area shows a complex morphology and features of
great interest both from the historical-cultural, agricultural and industrial points of view. There is
also a high environmental and naturalistic-vegetational values, with an exceptional variety of
rare and precious flora and fauna. The Park measures 38,000 ha while the whole area reaches
133,300 ha.
- Mincio Park ambito: it’s entirely in the continental region and in a plain area, reaching also the
Po valley; it is located in Brescia and Mantova provinces. While the Park itself has a surface of
15,942 ha, the area of interest measures 192,600 ha and comprehends many Natura 2000
sites. This area is characterized by the river Mincio, that follows the Park profile through a large
depression (called Valle del Mincio), creating lots of interesting ecosystems. Most of the
territory is used for agricolture (arables, pasturs, rice fields), with some important urban
aggregates, especially along the river and the Garda lake. In the whole region a lack of
organization between different bodies and a lack of funding is observed.

•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation
Action within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or
an innovation, to renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address
a specific problem or need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic
opportunity, etc. (approximately 200 words)
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As consultants, we know very well the problems that are affecting the protected areas in Italy,
and specifically in Lombardy, as we have already worked both with the regional authority and
with some local Parks. In accordance with them, we recognize that they are facing major
problems, related with constraints in public spending (Parks have seen their funding decrease
constantly in recent years) and with a changing governance: the regional authority has in fact
recently carried out an important reform (LR 28/2016) affecting all the protected areas in
Lombardy, basically stating that the regional Parks would become management bodies not only
for their own areas, but also for other types of protected areas (Natura 2000 network, natural
reserves…) that are included in their area of interest (called Ambito). This fact has resulted in
several difficulties, which we think could be better managed through adequate Innovation
Mechanisms.
Moreover, in one of the regional Park above we have also already developed a fully working PES
mechanism (so-called Ecopay Connect, see below: Experience), that we are now willing to
upscale there and replicate in other areas, adapting it to the specific contexts of the other regional
Parks.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those
options so far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to
a region)

We have chosen to consider four regional Parks. They have an active
network that we think may help a lot the actual implementation of the
action. Also, we can compare multiple sites evaluating the efficiency
in different contexts.

The ecosystem service(s) the
IM will focus on?

In the Oglio Sud, the ecosystem service we are exchanging is the
habitat unit, as required by the FSC certification system (see below
for further detail).

The innovative mechanism
itself?

The IM we are considering is a PES. We have chosen this kind of
mechanism because we found it is the most efficient one both from
the economic and ecological points of view. The PES we have
developed is the so-called Ecopay-Connect (see below, Experience).
The most important part of the action, in fact, is the scale-up of the
PES, through the replication of the mechanism within the Oglio Sud
park, involving other companies and poplar farmers in the area, inside
the framework of FSC© certification and Lowland Forest Association.
We are already successfully developing this phase.
We consider as innovative also the process that led to the creation of
the PES: we developed a participatory “methodology” that is
replicable and adaptable to the context. It is based on the local
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peculiarity and includes the involvement of different kinds of local
stakeholders and a deep research on how to connect each other’s
needs. For this reason, we are replicating it in the other three parks
(Alto Garda Bresciano, Mincio, Oglio Nord), but those areas are in an
early stage of organization, so we only expect to develop a feasibility
study that, considering possible IM, could show future innovative
ways to support protected areas.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
o

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual
motives for example):
Involvement of Regional Parks, consideration of all the natural protected areas in the
area.
Following two different processes:
- in Oglio Sud park: scale up of the already working PES.
- the other Parks: feasibility study of the “replication” of the PES adapting to the context.

o

what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
Ecosystem services to be exchanged, buyers.

o

What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …)?
Examples of IM other than PES.

•

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing
your IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months?
(approximately 200 words)
As already said, we have developed a PES in Oglio Sud regional Park. In that area, we are
working at the scale-up, and have already achieved the replication of the first PES with a
second company and we are spreading the FSC certification in other areas (see below).
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Instead, we are at the starting point of the replication phase in the other parks. The steps we
have already taken are:
1. Creation of a network of Parks for the exchange of best practises, also through the project
Ecopay Connect 2020, financed by Fondazione Cariplo.
2. Involvement of relevant actors from Parks and regional authority.
3. Preliminary evaluation of relevant ES in one of the Parks (Mincio).
4. Organization of the first MAG meeting, including many relevant actors.
The following phases comprehend the evaluation of different IM.

Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)?
If so, describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply,
demand, distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant
knowledge basis to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related
to relevant documents.
Excluding the Oglio Sud Parks, for which there’s already been a complete ES valuation
through the previous project Ecopay Connect Oglio Sud (see the report here), in the other
Parks such evaluation is lacking.
In general terms, we can refer to the regional project Gestire (LIFE 11 NAT IT 044), that in its
action A5 has estimated the socio-economical value of Natura 2000 network in Lombardy
region (see the report here). For the qualitative analysis, the only relevant for the selected
areas, the method refers to Schirpke et al. (2013) from the Life + Making Good Natura project
(LIFE11 ENV/IT/000168) (see the report here). At regional level, we observe a predominance
of cultural ES (among all, aesthetic-landscape value and recreational one).
This evaluation deals only with Natura 2000 areas, excluding part of the Parks. Also, it would
be needed to find out specific results related to the areas of interest. For this reason, we think
that this analysis represents an interesting starting point, but it is necessary to deepen the
knowledge about them and, especially, about the socio-economic vision of them for local
stakeholders.

Experience:
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•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services,
other marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please
further explain the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several
experiences, please name them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include
reports or links related to relevant documents. (approximately 300 words)
The most important PES in the region is the Ecopay Connect one.
It is a win-win public-private partnership for financing sustainable poplar plantations and
biodiversity conservation in the Oglio Sud Park. The PES scheme brings together park
authorities, the timber industry, and the poplar tree farms under the common framework of
FSC® (Forest Stewardship Council) certification. Moreover, the Ecopay case is politically a
successful case because it involves all the actors of a territory and enhances a positive circle
of the green economy.
The scheme is carried out in an area under intensive poplar-plantation management. In this
context, on a local farm, Rosa Anna and Rosa Luigia, 300 hectares of poplar is growing,
certified under the FSC Standard: according to Indicator 6.5.5, the farm is required to retain
10% of the surface as a "representative area", restoring close-to-nature ecosystems. After a
participatory approach led by Etifor, the farm and the Park Authority signed a 5-year
agreement in which the farm commits to carrying out specific interventions in natural areas
owned by the Regional Park to fulfil the requirement. The ecosystem service exchanged is the
habitat unit, because the company is paying for having natural ecosystems to manage.
This solution is win-win and transforms a compliance requirement into an opportunity, where a
public-private partnership led to reduction of costs for both partners, and more functional
restoration. It also represents the first Payment for Ecosystem Services officially signed
between a Park and an FSC-certified farm in Italy.
The up-scaling phase, relevant for Sincere project, implies:
1. Certificating the whole Park territory under FSC standard, inside the AFP (lowland forest
association) group certification.
2. Involving other certified poplar farmers to let them use Park’s area for the fulfilment of the
standard (another company has already made an agreement with the Park).
3. Spreading the number of certified poplar farms in the area, converting traditional ones and
improving the general environmental sustainability of the area.
The scheme was originally launched with a grant from the Cariplo Foundation.
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•

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or
workshops, with participatory processes? Explain.
We have great experience in facilitation of groups, as we are used to lead participatory
approaches in all the projects we develop. We can apply the most common techniques (focus
group, brainstorming, participatory mapping, etc.) and, if needed, create new ones to vehicle
specific messages. We are used to deal with big and small groups.

PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first
sight related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and
potentials in the area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more
or less detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.
1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.1.Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land
use changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks
(important event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
For this part we are considering data related to Provinces of Brescia, Cremona and Mantova, that are the
administrative levels for which this kind of information are available. Globally, we observe that Brescia is
the most forested one, with 170.700 ha, while Mantova and Cremona have approximately 3700 ha each.
We observe a general tendency: forested areas are broadening, mainly due to abandonment of mountain
pastures and farmland and, secondly, to artificial woods. In particular, Mantova and Cremona show very
high annual increase in woods.
We found that, in line with a positive trend that goes on since decades, more than a half of the forests
are provided with a plan (written either by the Park or by the Region). It is still under discussion how much
of it is actively (and sustainably) managed.
We also observe a decreasing tendency of wood transformation – which means that year after years,
less forests are transformed into other land uses.
(Data source: Rapporto sullo stato delle foreste in Lombardia (2016), a cura di Ersaf)

1.2. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or
environmental management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success,
achievement or challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or
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social tensions over environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized
zones in the area, environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
The establishment of the protected areas (Natura 2000 and regional Parks) of course
represents a great achievement in terms of conservation effort, and the recent regional reform
(LR 28/2016 – see above) has the aim to improve management.
We observe also the high presence of certified forests: Lombardy is the first Region in Italy for
the number of sustainably managed forests in accordance with the FSC© standard.

1.3. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only
restricted to the selected forest; e.g., deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity
loss, urbanization, pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
All the selected areas are experiencing loss of biodiversity, especially related to aquatic habitats (fishes
and invertebrates): the natural function of waterways of ecological corridors is threatened by artificial
barriers and farmlands and poplar cultivation next to the riverbed.
The biodiversity is also threatened by the spread of alien species, mainly favoured by anthropogenic
factors or natural migrations (torpedo, nutria, red shrimp of Louisiana, etc).
They are also experiencing reduction of water level, drought and consequently the disappearance of
characteristics wetlands.

1.4. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only
restricted to the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political
uncertainties…)? (approximately 200 words)
● Lack of funding for protected areas.
● No or little knowledge of protected areas managers in relation to ES, PES, shared
governance mechanisms.
● Push for aggregation of protected areas (from the RL 28/16)
On a general level:
● Lack of generational turnover in all the sectors
● Youth unemployment
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● Loss of traditional knowledge and professions

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for
each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and
their causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures
against damages).
Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically
sensitive (not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific
monitoring system in place and what it encompasses.
Oglio and Mincio ambitos are lowland areas. In this sense, the only natural forests that
survived the agricultural spread are small, fragmented and, on a general consideration, quite
degraded. Along the riverbed, as already said, we find some good examples of riparian forests
and many poplar plantations, which cannot be considered as valuable as natural forests, but
still have some potential in terms of improve their sustainability, for example through the
certification system. In this context, the most ecologically sensitive areas are the riparian
forests. As already said, there are Regional parks, natural reserves and Natura 2000 network
areas.
In Alto Garda Bresciano ambito we find a different situation: it is mainly constituted by
broadleaf and mixed forests, but it is also possible to find some coniferous and shrubs areas. It
is a territory characterized by high levels of biodiversity both animal and vegetal, going from
Mediterranean to alpine specific species. The main damages have been caused by forest fires.
As already said, there are Regional parks, natural reserves and Natura 2000 network areas.

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood
forest products, species composition and age structure of the resource…). Are there regulations
regarding this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan…)?
The forest heritage constitutes an essential economic, environmental and socio-cultural
resource that is currently inadequately used. The process of increasing the exploitation and
utilization of the wood resource has taken a move forward with the “Agreement for the
development of the poplar supply chain”, signed in 2014, and the “Interregional Agreement on
wood harvesting and on the wood supply chain” signed in 2016. The aim is to have an
acceptable exploitation of the wood resource present in our forests, however in the context of
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the principles of environmental sustainability as well as recognized by the well-known
international protocols (FSC®, PEFC ™).
Excluding poplar plantations, harvesting is decreasing over years, reaching in 2016 the lowest
volume since 2008.
We found that, in line with a positive trend that goes on since decades, more than a half of the
forests are provided with a plan (written either by the Park or by the Region). It is still under
discussion how much of it is actively (and sustainably) managed; also, Assessment Plan in
2017 covered half of the forest.

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area
(species diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity,
composition, monocultures and mixed forests…)
Biodiversity is a central issue for Lombardy Region, for this reason they are implementing a
LIFE IP Project, Gestire 2020, that aims to ensure the achievement of the biodiversity
conservation objectives set out in the Habitats and Birds Directives, based on the contents of
the Regional Prioritized Action Framework (PAF).
The area is placed between the alpine and continental biogeographical region and, thanks to
its geographical peculiarity, it has a wide number of habitats and plant species. The total
number of vascular plants in Lombardy is more than 3220 species, almost 50% of the national
floristic diversity, and that the habitats included in the Habitats Directive are 51. The
conservation status of many of those habitats has been assessed as unsatisfactory or for
which specific action plans are currently lacking.
Pressures and threats on plant species and their habitats in the two biogeographical regions
are very different: the main ones in the continental region can be identified in extreme
anthropization (loss of surfaces, eutrophication etc.), in the Alpine region the most serious
threat is the abandonment of the silvo-pastoral practices.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and
quality related state and issues.
Water is the linking factor between the four protected areas involved in the IA, as one of the
common aims between the areas is foster the water system to re-gain its natural function of
ecological corridor. The main ecosystem would be: water purification and habitat for
biodiversity.
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The area presents two main rivers, a lake (the biggest in Italy) and several secondary creeks
and canals.
The current aspect of the Mincio river is strongly influenced by the anthropic works that have
followed over the centuries to dominate the course of the waters. In short sections, the river
still preserves important elements of naturalness and the meandering pattern characteristic of
the rivers of the plains.
The river Oglio, from the exit of Lake Iseo runs in steep slopes, strongly anthropized coasts
and natural habitats like the last remaining forests and some wetlands. The river bed of the
Oglio river is characterized by a sinuous single-channel path with well-evident meanders and
often steep banks where sandy beaches appear in summer.
The Garda lake has a great importance, especially in terms of touristic appeal and mitigation
action. The secondary network of rivers is fundamental as ecological corridors and for
guaranteeing water availability in all the Region.

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
For this project, soil doesn’t appear as a relevant source of ecosystem services in the area.

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g., forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition
policy...) impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and
how? Please describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g., regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g., from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish
and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why
they support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
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e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1 Regional reform LR 28/16
a) their main characteristics (e.g., regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
It is a regulatory policy recently carried out by the Regional authority: it is a law (LR 28/2016)
that was made with the clear objective of simplify the management of the protected areas and to
overtake the frequent overlapping of institutes in charge of protecting nature. The main
establishment was to switch on the regional Parks not only the managers of their own areas and
of the Natura 2000 areas located in their territory, but also of other protected areas (Natura 2000
outside their boundaries, natural reserves…). The entire Region has been divided into 19 areas
of interest (called Ambito), one for each Regional Parks. The law is now in its implementation
phase, and it’s showing many local conflicts between the different bodies involved.
b) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g., from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else
is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

Regional

Implementing
administration:

Region

Main groups
actively involved
in implementation
Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•
•

All the Regional Parks
All manager bodies of Natura 2000 and other protected areas
(Provinces, Regional Agency of Forests (ERSAF), Municipalities,
Waterboards, Carabinieri…)

Local citizens living nearby the protected areas, if this law will
substantially change management practices and improve conservation
and therefore availability for social uses.

c) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how
and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how
and why) ......

•
•

Active management, not only formal
Regional-led animation process on the territories
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FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•
•
•

Management decisions taken far from the areas
Political involvement
Lack of financial resources

d) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
The reform foresaw local processes to let Parks and other bodies determinate boundaries and
independencies. It was only partially done, and the results are not satisfying for many
territories.
e) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
Some groups can be revised, and the regional authority should create mechanisms to further
finance the management of natural areas.

Policy 2 Fondo Aree Verdi
f) their main characteristics (e.g., regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
New construction interventions that subtract agricultural and forest land are subject to a
percentage increase of the construction fee, determined by the Municipalities by a minimum of
1.5 and a maximum of 5 percent, to be compulsorily allocated to forestry operations
characterized by ecological and natural relevance. From these proceeds public calls for projects
are periodically established.
g) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g., from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else
is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

Regional

Implementing
administration:

Region

Main groups
actively involved
in implementation

● Regional officers
● Building companies
● Agro-forestry companies (though proposals of a project)
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Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•

Parks and natural areas management bodies (if the reforestation
projects take place within their boundaries)

h) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how
and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how
and why) ......

•

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•

•

Stimulate reflection from the whole population and in particular
from building companies and their costumers about land-use and
soil-consumption issues.
Make funding available for interested and potentially innovative
companies.
none

i) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
No
j) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
There should be more announcements related to the available funds: in this sense it could be
useful to characterize eligibility requirements in innovative ways, for example requiring an ES
evaluation or a PES development, going beyond the simple reforestation.

Policy 3 Ecopay Connect 2020 project
k) their main characteristics (e.g., regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
It is a project of two years financed by Cariplo Foundation: it involves the four Regional Parks
included in the IA and promotes conservation of protected areas through natural interventions
and the testing of Payments for Ecosystem Services.
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l) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g., from which policy level
do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else
is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:

Sub-regional

Implementing
administration:

Regional Parks authorities

Main groups
actively involved
in implementation

•
•

Mincio, Alto Garda Bresciano, Oglio Nord and Oglio Sud parks
FSC Italia organization

Main affected
groups (and how
in brackets)

•
•
•

Provinces (cooperation)
Municipalities (cooperation)
Actors that will be identified as crucial for the PES development

m) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how
and why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
supporting effects
(including how
and why) ......

•
•
•

creation of network
analysis of ES provided by the forests is foreseen by the project
participatory approaches

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how
and why)

•
•
•

none

n) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Each Park has to participate in a series of meetings that have the aim of exploring the
possibility to develop PES mechanisms (like the Ecopay-Connect pilot one) adapted to the
local contexts. The process includes the involvement of different kinds of local stakeholders
o) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
More integration between this project, Sincere and the regional activities in this field. In this
sense we are trying to integrate many initiatives in one to facilitate the actual implementation of
innovative mechanisms.
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3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and
communities in the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management
project? Based on your experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic
enablers or constraints to public participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)
As Etifor, we don’t have any internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
participation of groups.
Based on our experience, we are having some difficult in involving public bodies, as they
usually don’t put much importance in processes like these and have already had other similar
occasions before, so they may not recognize the opportunity connected with this project. Of
course, we avoid such behaviours explaining the reasons for which this process is necessary
and the benefits that will come from it.

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass:
what are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
At regional level, we can say that approximately 2/3 of the natural forests are owned by privates,
while 1/3 is publicly owned, mainly by the Region or Municipalities. The property rights may vary
a lot, depending on the type of forest, its main function, its position, and of course the type of
property. Obviously, forests owners have precise regulations to respect in order to maintain
forests at a good level of provision of several ES that are considered irrevocable from the society.
Also, they have the right of fencing their property but, if they don’t do that, theoretically people
could access the area, cross it and picking up wild forest products.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions
and to who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
The situation is very diversified, including abandoned forests, poplar plantations, alpine forests
and reserves. It is impossible to describe it in general terms. The access rights mainly depend
on the main function of the area, its characteristics, its practicability.

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and
to who (groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the
mapping exercise.
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Land use rights are quite spread in the region, especially in mountain areas. They usually foresee
that local communities (single individuals or specific groups) have the right of harvesting timber
or picking wild product exclusively or before non-local people.
4.4. Social and cultural relation:
o) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?

Like the previous point, it is extremely difficult to define a common line that can suit to all the
different situations present in the area. We find forests of many kinds and with different
attractiveness for tourism and social activities, therefore also the stakeholders may vary a lot.

p) What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s

importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the
region?
Once again, it’s quite difficult to answer at a general level. We can assume that every forest has
a specific meaning for the local territory, but it’s impossible at the moment to draw a commonline.
Surely each Park could identify the most emblematic forests, that could be, for example,
Valvestino in Alto Garda Bresciano, Bosco Fontana in the Mincio Park, Le Bine in Oglio Sud
park, and the Bosco della Marisca in Oglio Nord. The process we have begun in these areas for
sure will let us know what the actual cultural value of these and other areas are, directly asking
to the relevant actors.

4.5 Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)

Free
access
and use?

Wood products

Access and
use restricted
by property or
use rights?
x

Access and
use
submitted to
fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which
actors contribute to
the provision and/or
distribute it?)
x
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Non-wood products:
-

Mushrooms

-

Wild berries

-

Truffles

X

X

X weight
limit

X

X

X

4.6 Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities
and/or between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or
communities present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas,
neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that
are more marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem
services?
Rural areas could be considered as marginalized from the socio-economic point of view. On
the other side, other kinds of stakeholder, for example urban citizen, could be considered
marginalized in term of access to ecosystem services (recreation, …).

4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in
general or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about
environmental issues in the area, including forest related ones?
We could say that the awareness level of local stakeholders is quite low, as recent studies
have shown that citizens typically don’t know the real value of nature and don’t know the many
efforts that at different levels are taken to ensure nature conservation. The regional authority is
carrying on many activities on this matter, but we think that there’s still a long way to go.
We are not aware of relevant social tension on this matter at the moment.

PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT (to be filled for each IM or IM variant again, preselected to be the
Innovation Action in the case area)
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
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Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action:
(approximately 300 words)
It is a win-win public-private partnership for financing sustainable poplar plantations and biodiversity
conservation in the Oglio Sud Park. The PES scheme brings together park authorities, the timber industry,
and the poplar tree farms under the common framework of FSC® (Forest Stewardship Council)
certification. Moreover, the Ecopay case is politically a successful case because it involves all the actors
of a territory and enhances a positive circle of the green economy.
The scheme is carried out in an area under intensive poplar-plantation management. In this context, on
a local farm, Rosa Anna and Rosa Luigia, 300 hectares of poplar is growing, certified under the FSC
Standard: according to Indicator 6.5.5, the farm is required to retain 10% of the surface as a
"representative area", restoring close-to-nature ecosystems. After a participatory approach led by Etifor,
the farm and the Park Authority signed a 5-year agreement in which the farm commits to carrying out
specific interventions in natural areas owned by the Regional Park to fulfil the requirement. The
ecosystem service exchanged is the habitat unit, because the company is paying for having natural
ecosystems to manage.
This solution is win-win and transforms a compliance requirement into an opportunity, where a publicprivate partnership led to reduction of costs for both partners, and more functional restoration. It also
represents the first Payment for Ecosystem Services officially signed between a Park and an FSCcertified farm in Italy.
The up-scaling phase, relevant for Sincere project, implies:
1. Certificating the whole Park territory under FSC standard, inside the AFP (lowland forest association)
group certification.
2. Involving other certified poplar farmers/industries to let them use Park’s area for the fulfilment of the
standard (another company has already made an agreement with the Park).
3. Spreading the number of certified poplar farms in the area, converting traditional ones and improving
the general environmental sustainability of the area, letting them into the AFP association.
The scheme was originally launched with a grant from the Cariplo Foundation.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main
change you are expecting or hoping for?
• the lack of funding for protected areas
• the need to preserve ecosystems
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• land-use conflicts
• fulfilment of FSC standards

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice?
Please mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
Mostly, we had an available buyer for ES provided by the Park and we were in connection with
all the actors potentially involved.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first
MAG meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to
the IA area

Expectations from the IA
design and implementation
process & concerns regarding
the selected IM

Regional Park Oglio Sud

Nature conservation

Financing/sustaining nature
conservation

Poplar plantation owners

Certification. Fulfilment of the standard

Guaranteed profit from poplar
industries

Timber processing
industries

Lack of local supplier

Local supplier, visibility

Regional authorities

Nature conservation

Knowledge transfer and potential
replication

Third parts involved in
the IA (NGOs)

Nature conservation

Diffusion of their brands

Management bodies of
protected areas of the IA

Nature conservation

Knowledge transfer and potential
replication

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG
meeting or that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
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Not all the relevant SH were present at the 1st MAG meeting, as we preferred to split the
audience and have a knowledge transfer meeting. Also, the stakeholders relevant for the case
studies are already involved in it and we don’t think that a big event is the best format to keep
contacts with them: we prefer a one-by-one approach.

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set
aside? If yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
We tried to propose to the other Parks other solutions, but the conditions are not ready to try to
develop them from scratch, mostly considering that we already have a working scheme that
needs improvements.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or
during the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
We have already faced the major problems in the PES scheme, solving them.
The biggest problem at the present stage is how to convince other poplar farmers to adopt
FSC certification. We are facing it with a strategy that will be realized during this winter.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•
•
•
•
•

Ecological: natural areas in the Park. Lack of natural areas in poplar plantations.
Social: solving of land-use conflicts.
Economic: sponsorship of the industries to the Park and management contracts with
farmers.
Policy: /
Other: voluntary certification and related standard

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the
concerned forest area? (approximately 200 words)
It perfectly matches as we keep and improve the natural areas, with also benefits from the
landscape point of view. Poplar plantations are typical of the local landscape, and we’re not
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going to upset it. Plantations are to be maintained, we are only adding some elements of
diversification of the landscape.

8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem?
Do you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or
water quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
The ecosystems benefit from it:
- they are better managed and therefore non-market ES provision is enhanced: especially
more habitat for biodiversity and recreation.
- Water quality benefits because, as foreseen by FSC standards, less pests are used in the
plantations.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate
for the society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your
priorities would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
It is a WIN-WIN solution:
1. Dissemination of the FSC® certification with related environmental, social and economic benefits;
2. The Park has new resources to finance redevelopment and management of natural capital;
3. Citizens and visitors enjoy a better territory and ecosystem services produced from natural capital;
4. The poplar plantations must not give up part of its production area and therefore its income to meet
the FSC® standard;
5. The processing industry sourced FSC® poplar timber locally to meet its needs;
6. The processing industry has new marketing opportunities linked to its green image.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.,
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example
restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
We don’t have such risks, as we wanted to avoid them from the beginning.
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Peru – Paying for watershed services to cities
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE

•

Name of the innovation action case:
PERU: Paying for watershed services to cities

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Bruno Locatelli, , IA leader and research partner

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant information and
how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical, socio-economical and
institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
The IA is located around the Piuray lake, which has been a main source of water for the urban area of
Cuzco (Peru) for centuries. The Piuray-Ccorimarca micro-watershed is located 28 km from the city of
Cuzco and covers an area of approximately 17.6 km2. Poverty levels are high in the Chinchero district,
where the micro-watershed is located, with more than 80% of household without access to water and
60% without electricity. Major economic activities include agriculture and livestock (87% of households),
forest activities (19% of the area), tourism activities and other services.
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•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation Action
within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or an innovation, to
renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address a specific problem or
need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200
words)
A recent law in Peru has enabled municipal water supply and sanitation utilities to reward hydrological
ecosystem services. This reward is seen as an opportunity to solve conflicts between upstream
communities and downstream urban water users, such as those occurring in the Piuray
microwatershed. However, the implementation of payment for ecosystem services (PES) can also lead
to new issues of inadequate stakeholder participation, inequity linked to power imbalances, and
conflicts. There is a need to support current PES development in Peru using experience from other
places and drawing lessons learned from current implementation.

•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those options so
far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to a
region)

We chose the Piuray microwatershed. Among the other areas
where water utilities are implementing PES in Peru, this one is the
most interesting because of the diversity of stakeholder interests
and views and the need to solve existing conflicts.

The ecosystem service(s) the IM We chose water and soil regulation services. They are the services
will focus on?
targeted by the PES. However, we will also consider other services
that are in tradeoffs with regulation services, such as agricultural
production.
The innovative mechanism
itself?

•

The IM is framed by the Peruvian law on PES by water utilities but
several options exist for its implementation, for example in terms of
local community participation.

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
o

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual motives for
example):
Location (Piuray-Ccorimarca microwatershed).
Stakeholders (the urban water utility SEDACUSCO, the micro-watershed management
committee, the municipality, and local communities).
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o

o

•

Retribution mechanism for watershed services (defined by law).
Budget for PES and water fees for ecosystem services paid by urban water users.
what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
Modalities for local stakeholder involvement and definition of activities.

What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …)?
Methods for analyzing ex-ante costs and benefits of different activities supported by the PES.
Methods for systemic analysis of interactions between ecosystem services and stakeholders
involved in the PES.

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing your
IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months? (approximately 200
words)
SEDACUSCO, the urban water utility, has already elaborated diagnostics and plans for improving and
managing green infrastructure in the micro-watershed (see below).

SEDACUSCO has started to build infiltration trenches to improve water infiltration (see below) but
without much discussion with local communities and without a good understanding of who would
benefit from such investment.
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Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)? If so,
describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply, demand,
distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant knowledge basis
to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related to relevant documents.
There has not been any mapping or valuation of ecosystem services in the area.

Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services, other
marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please further explain
the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several experiences, please name
them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include reports or links related to relevant
documents. (approximately 300 words)
CIFOR has a long experience in payments for ecosystem services in dozens of countries from multiple
points of views (see https://www.cifor.org/publications/pdf_files/WPapers/WP166Liswanti.pdf):
economic analysis, institutional setup, ecosystem service modelling and mapping, hydrological service
assessment, socioeconomic impacts of PES, policy integration, etc.
Selected publications are:
•

•

Wunder, S., Engel, S., & Pagiola, S. (2008). Taking stock: A comparative analysis of payments
for environmental services programs in developed and developing countries. Ecological
economics, 65(4), 834-852. [cited 1100+ times]
Wunder, S. (2005). Payments for environmental services: some nuts and bolts. CIFOR [cites
2000+ times]
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•

•
•

•

•

•

•

Wunder, S. (2008). Payments for environmental services and the poor: concepts and
preliminary evidence. Environment and development economics, 13(3), 279-297. [cites 400+
times]
Locatelli, B., Imbach, P., & Wunder, S. (2014). Synergies and trade-offs between ecosystem
services in Costa Rica. Environmental Conservation, 41(1), 27-36. [cited 60+ times]
Locatelli, B., & Vignola, R. (2009). Managing watershed services of tropical forests and
plantations: can meta-analyses help?. Forest Ecology and Management, 258(9), 1864-1870.
[cites 70+ times]
Locatelli, B., Rojas, V., & Salinas, Z. (2008). Impacts of payments for environmental services
on local development in northern Costa Rica: a fuzzy multi-criteria analysis. Forest Policy and
Economics, 10(5), 275-285 [cited 120+ times]
Ellison, D., Morris, C. E., Locatelli, B., Sheil, D., Cohen, J., Murdiyarso, D., ... & Gaveau, D.
(2017). Trees, forests and water: Cool insights for a hot world. Global Environmental Change,
43, 51-61. [cited 100+ times]
Pramova, E., Locatelli, B., Brockhaus, M., & Fohlmeister, S. (2012). Ecosystem services in the
national adaptation programmes of action. Climate Policy, 12(4), 393-409. [cited 70+ times]

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or workshops, with
participatory processes? Explain.
We often use focus groups and other participatory processes in our work.

PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE

A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first sight
related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and potentials in the
area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more or less
detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.

1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.2. Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land use
changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks (important
event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
To respond to an increasing demand for water, the municipal utility for water supply and sanitation of
Cuzco (now called SEDACUSCO) began to overexploit the lake in the 1990s. The decreasing lake level
caused landslides and the loss of cropland around the lake and led to a first conflict from 1998 to 2000
between SEDACUSCO and the peasant communities living in the vicinity of the lake. Overexploitation
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and pollution (by sewage, solid waste, animal waste, and fertilizers) have affected water quality and
raised investment and water treatment costs for SEDACUSCO, while water exploitation and its impacts
created resentment and opposition in peasant communities, which generated a series of conflicts
between the communities and SEDACUSCO.

1.3. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or environmental
management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success, achievement or
challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or social tensions over
environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized zones in the area,
environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
In 2012, SEDACUSCO initiated a dialogue with the communities and the rural municipality of
Chinchero, which resulted in the signing of a tripartite inter-institutional cooperation agreement in 2013.
The objective of this agreement was to restore the ecosystems of the micro-watershed and the services
they provide and to implement a mechanism for the retribution for ecosystem services. In 2013,
SEDACUSCO was authorized by SUNASS (the National Superintendence of Sanitation Services, in
charge of regulating and controlling water utilities) to increase water fees and to start financing projects
in the communities for improving water quality and reducing the opposition of local communities to
water exploitation. In 2018, SEDACUSCO and SUNASS are entering in a new planning phase, with the
termination of the current master plan 2013-2018.

1.4. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss, urbanization,
pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
Water pollution (from domestic sewage and agriculture, see picture).
Risk of decreasing water lake levels due to drought or water overharvesting by SEDACUSCO.
Risk of rapid urbanization (leading to pollution and land surface impermeabilization) after the
construction of a new international airport a few kilometers away.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
277

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

1.5. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)
Poverty, food security and malnutrition in the micro-watershed.
Power imbalance among stakeholders (rural communities vs. authorities and urban water facility).
Need for economic diversification and the strengthening of local institutions (see pictures: association
dedicated to handicraft and rural tourism).

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and their
causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures against
damages).
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Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
Forests cover around 20% of the area on average. Forest resources are abundant in some
communities and scarce in others (see picture).

Forest plantations and out-of-forest trees are mostly of exotic species (Pinus, Eucalyptus). Recent
efforts have used native species such as Qéuña (Polylepis incana) and Qolle (Buddleja coriacea).

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations regarding
this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?
Forest are used for construction wood and fuel wood. Most households cook with firewood and the
communities with sufficient wood availability sell firewood to neighboring communities.

Forests and agroforestry also provide NTFP (for example dye plants used in handicraft, see picture).
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The exploitation of these resources is of low intensity and mainly for domestic use (fuelwood for
cooking and structural wood for house construction). There is no large-scale commercialization.

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area (species
diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity, composition,
monocultures and mixed forests,…)
It is estimated that, due to overgrazing and wood harvesting in native forests, almost all the shrub and
forest flora native to the region has disappeared.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and quality
related state and issues.

Water-related ecosystem services are key in the IA area for both quality and quantity
regulation. Water lake levels have fluctuated largely in the last decade (see next figure) and
quality has degraded. Reasons are related to water use in the watershed, land cover change,
rainfall changes, and pollution from agriculture and human waste.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
280

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.

Soil-related ecosystem services are key in the IA area as soil erosion increases siltation in the
lake and the transfer of pollutants to the lake. In addition, soil management is crucial to
increase water infiltration to improve aquifer recharge and is one of the objectives of the water
security plan developed by SEDACUSCO.

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition policy...)
impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and how? Please
describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do they
result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is involved,
and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
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e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1: Rural development policies and projects
rrrr) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
Mostly development interventions with economic incentives, infrastructure, technical assistance and
training (for example in agriculture). Such interventions can include production forests.
ssss)
the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy
level do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Multiple: Local (local governments), subnational (regional government), national
(ministries).
Implementing
administration:

•
•
•
•
•

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•

Municipality of Chinchero.
Regional government of the Cuzco region.
Regional NGOs (e.g., Arariwa)
Ministries (MINAGRI Ministry of Agriculture, PRODUCE Ministry de la
Producción, etc.)
International organizations (e.g. FAO, funding agricultural projects),
international cooperation (e.g. German cooperation)
Local community members.
Local community authorities.
Local organizations (e.g. “Las Hormiguitas” association involved in
handicraft and rural tourism).
Local people [livelihoods, incomes]

tttt) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• Economic diversification can be integrated into the PES mechanism.
supporting effects
(including how and
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•

There may be trade-offs between agricultural production enhancement
and watershed services (soil conservation and water quality).

uuuu)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
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Development interventions are generally participatory but at different degrees. There are criticisms of
some top-down interventions that pretend to be participatory but approach communities with
predesigned interventions.
vvvv)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
There is a need for a better coordination among those initiatives and also a better recognition of the
possible trade-offs between development and the conservation of watershed ecosystem services.

Policy 2: Water and watershed management policies
wwww)
their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
Regulation on water uses.
Infrastructure development (dams, irrigation canals, rural sanitation, etc.).
Development-style interventions (e.g. forest plantations, soil conservation in agriculture).
Recently: beginning of the new retribution mechanism for ecosystem services but with a top-down
engineering approach and limited involvement of local communities (which actually do not receive any
payment and do not participate in decision-making on how the funds should be used).
xxxx)
the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy
level do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Multiple: Local (local governments), subnational (regional government), national
(ministries).
Implementing
administration:

•

•

•

•

Micro-watershed management committee (“Comité de Gestión de la
Microcuenca Piuray Ccorimarca”), created in 1999 and formed by
representatives of local communities in the microwatershed. Its
mandate is not limited to water but includes health, education, food
security or tourism.
SEDACUSCO (Urban water utility), collecting funds for PES and
implementing projects for improving the provision of watershed
ecosystem services. This organization is criticized for not involving
communities enough in the decision-making on PES.
SUNASS (the National Superintendence of Sanitation Services, in
charge of regulating and controlling water utilities). This agency
supervises and approves decisions made by SEDACUSCO on PES.
ANA (National Water Authority) and ALA (Local Water Authority).
These agencies regulate water uses in the watershed.
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•

•

•

•

•
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•
•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•

Water resource council of the larger watershed (Consejo de Recursos
Hídricos de la Cuenca Vilcanota-Urubamba). This new agency, defined
by the national law on water (2010), has still limited action.
Two national programs that have intervened in the micro-watershed
with a focus on infrastructure and development: MIMA (Intensive
management of high Andean microwatershed, under the Ministry of
Agriculture; Manejo Intensivo de Microcuencas Altoandinas, proyecto
promovido por el Ministerio de Agricultura) and PRONAMACHCS
(National Program for Watershed Management and Soil Conservation,
Programa Nacional de Manejo de Cuencas Hidrográficas y
Conservación de Suelos)
INAIGEM (Instituto Nacional de Investigación en Glaciares y
Ecosistemas de Montaña), a research institute involved in designing a
watershed management plan.
NGOs such as the “Centro Bartolomé de las Casas” (CBC), involved in
implementing a multi-stakeholder platform for discussing and deciding
on water management in the micro-watershed.
International organizations that have funded interventions (e.g., the
World Bank, FAO)
Local communities
Contractors (implementing projects of gray or green infrastructure)
Engineers (e.g. in SEDACUSCO and INAIGEM)
Mediators (e.g. CBC developing a negotiation platform and defending
the rights of local communities)
Local communities
Water users in the city and the larger watershed

yyyy)
their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and
why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• Some interventions are clearly focusing on the enhancement of
supporting effects
watershed ecosystem services
(including how and
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•

Other interventions focus on gray infrastructure (dams, canals) and
may degrade ecosystem services
• Some interventions are top-down and controlled by a few stakeholders
with an engineering perspective, which do not give much space to
innovation on ecosystem services
zzzz)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
In theory, yes. In practice, it depends.
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aaaaa)
the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do
also consider interrelations between the policies.
Better consideration of the multiple stakeholders involved in the interventions, particularly local
communities.

Policy 3: Forest policies
bbbbb)
their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly
giving information and advice, combination)
Forestry law (written in 2011, entered into force in September 2015) but still with limited effects in the
study site.
Several reforestation plans (e.g. 2005-2024, commitments to the 20x20 reforestation initiative with 3.2
million hectares committed by 2020 through the Ministry of Agriculture, several restoration targets for
forest landscapes summing 1.8 million hectares).
ccccc)
the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy
level do they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who
else is involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
National (national forestry service) and subnational (decentralized agencies,
district, NGOs)
Implementing
administration:

SERFOR (National Forestry Service), under the Ministry of Agriculture.

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•

Local communities
Local and regional governments
Development organizations supporting forestry activities (NGOs, FAO,
etc.)
Local communities

ddddd)
their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please
distinguish and list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and
why they support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• Forest regulations may incentivize the protection of ecosystem services
supporting effects
through reforestation and forest protection
(including how and
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects

•

A focus on exotic and fast-growing species (Pinus and Eucalyptus)
may reduce water availability
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(including how and
why)
eeeee)
public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints
regarding public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
In theory yes. The forestry law recognizes the role of local communities in forest governance.
fffff) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
It is still unclear how the forestry law will affect forest activities in the area.

3.2 Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities in
the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based on your
experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or constraints to public
participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)
CIFOR promotes participatory action research.
Some organizations involved in the PES in the study site have a long experience of working with local
communities, defending their rights and fostering their involvement in decision-making. However, other
organizations (some of them being key in the implementation of the PES) are not used to work with
communities and have experienced conflicts with local people.

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass: what
are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
Forests can be found in private and communal lands. Most planted forests and agroforestry systems in
private lands are for production, while plantation in communal lands can have a protective role and are
often implemented with the support of external institutions.
According to the forestry law, productive plantations are established in lands where extractive activities
are allowed. They can also play protective, recreational, and scenic functions, in addition to the
production of wood and non-wood products. Harvesting of forest plantations should be carried out
under techniques that avoid soil degradation.
Protective plantations aim to protect soil against erosion and maintain water sources. The use of native
species is recommended but introduced species are also used, depending on the ecological
characteristics of the area. In protective plantations, the collection of fruits and other products other
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than wood is allowed, as well as the management of wildlife. Wood cannot be harvested in protective
plantations.

4.3 Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions and to
who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
Communities have defined regulations for access to forests. For example, in some communities,
livestock cannot enter forested lands. Harvesting in communal lands is decided by the community
council.

4.4. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to who
(groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping exercise.
Customary rights exist in communal lands and apply to community members and external people.
Those rights are enforced by the community. External institutions can intervene in case of conflicts.

4.5. Social and cultural relation:
q) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?
Touristic activities include rural experiential tourism (homestay), trekking, aquatic recreation (boat,
canoe), ecotourism, bird watching, photography. The area is visited by national and international
tourists. Some community members and local associations provide goods and services (lodging, meals,
guide, handicrafts).

r)

What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s
importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the region?

There are plans to develop rural tourism in the area. As scenic beauty is one strength of the area, forest
and land-use management are key for these plans.

4.6. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)
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Free
access and
use?

Access and use
restricted by
property or use
rights?

Access and
use submitted
to fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which actors
contribute to the
provision and/or
distribute it?)

Wood products

Mostly
private

Yes, private
property

Generally no,
but there can
be agreements
between
owners and
users

Mostly self-consumption
and local
commercialization.

Non-wood products:
Dye, fodder

Mostly
private

Yes, private
property

Generally no,
but there can
be agreements
between
owners and
users

Mostly self-consumption
and local
commercialization.

4.7. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities and/or
between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or communities
present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that are more
marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem services?
The micro-watershed is in one of the poorest districts of the region and suffers from malnutrition
problems, in addition to the lack of basic services (such as reliable water supply).
There are strong equity and power issues in the management of ecosystem services in the microwatershed, between upstream poor rural communities and downstream urban water users. Power is
concentrated in the city and there is a risk that decisions made on ecosystem services disadvantage
those living in the rural areas of the micro-watershed.

4.8. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in general
or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about environmental
issues in the area, including forest related ones?
All stakeholders are well aware of environmental issues in general.
There are clear social tensions and conflicts related to water and land-use management in the area.
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PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT (to be filled for each IM or IM variant again, preselected to be the
Innovation Action in the case area)

5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)

Institutional arrangements for improving vegetation and soil management and
enhancing natural infrastructure for water security

6 .❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change
you are expecting or hoping for?

The selected IM will try to achieve two possibility conflicting objectives:
•
•

Improving water security for downstream urban water users in Cusco (including
reducing costs for the water company)
Improving livelihoods in upstream communities (including secure access to water and
economic opportunities)

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.

•
•
•

The IM is framed by the new law on payment for hydrological ecosystem services in
Peru.
The IM is currently discussed by the communities and institutions in the site.
The IM raises important questions regarding its implementation modalities.

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the stakeholders
mapping exercise)
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Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

Local communities in the
Piuray micro watershed

Opportunities: incomes, improved
sanitation services, economic
diversification.

Expectations: recognition of their
role, involvement in decision
making, benefit sharing

Perceived issues: their participation in
decision making and implementation,
the costs they may face in IM
implementation
SEDACUSCO

Opportunities: improved water security.
Perceived issues: lack of interest of
local communities

SUNASS

Opportunities: testing mechanisms for
ecosystem services retribution.

Expectations: better support to
IM interventions

Expectations: learning from doing

Perceived issues: lack of negotiation
among stakeholders
Municipality, NGOs

Opportunities: improving quality of life,
resolving conflicts.
Perceived issues: lack of
communication/negotiation between
stakeholders, lack of recognition of
their role by some stakeholders

Expectations: recognition of their
role, implication in IM decisionmaking

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or
that were identified through the first MAG meeting?

No

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.

No
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8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during
the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)

Main problems:
1. Lack of understanding of the expected costs (inputs, opportunity costs, etc.) and
benefits (water, payments, economic opportunities, etc.) of the IA for different
stakeholders (mainly communities and the water company).
2. Lack of understanding of what arrangements are possible, acceptable and preferred
by the different stakeholders.
3. Lack of a space for the multiple stakeholders to discuss and negotiate.
How we will deal with 1 and 2:
• We will soon start studying those questions.
How we will deal with 1 and 2:
•

A local NGO has received international funding for implementing a multi-stakeholder
platform.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: Seasonality (a marked dry season).

•

Social: Poverty

•

Economic: Pressure on land and natural resources (urbanization, new international airports planned a
few kilometers away)

•

Policy: Political changes (election) and instability

•

Other:

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)

The possible interventions of the IA (reforestation, agroforestry, organic agriculture, infiltration
trenches, etc.) have already been implemented in the site. The PES mechanism is new.
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8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do
you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)

Although the IA aims at improving water quality and water regulation in the site, knowledge is
missing on those impacts. We will research this issue.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)

The PES mechanism may bring changes and empower communities or, at the contrary,
reinforce inequity and power misbalance in the site.

8.6 How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted access)
or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect? (approximately 200
words)

We will analyze in a participatory way how different modalities may affect ecosystems,
ecosystem services, and people.
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Russia – Providing multiple ecosystems services by forest
renters
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE
•

Name of the innovation action case:
Club GREY HORSE – Providing multiple ecosystems services by forest renters

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Daria Tebenkova, e-mail: teb-dasha@yandex.ru researcher
Anton Kataev, e-mail: researcher
Natalia Lukina, e-mail: nvl07@yandex.ru lieder of IA

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant information and
how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical, socio-economical and
institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
Club GREY HORSE is located in Central Russia (180 km from Nizhniy Novgorod and 600 km from
Moscow). The size is 8512 ha. Case study area is situated within southern taiga. Forests are
predominated by Populus tremula, Pinus sylvestris, Picea abies, Betula pendula, Quercus robur, Tilia
cordata etc., local terrain is flat. Soils, presented in the area are mostly of Albeluvisol and Podzol types.
Case study region is of medium industrial advancement, with medium quality of road network, with
wood harvesting being the main source of income for the local populace. Several (7-8) sawmills are
situated in immediate vicinity of the case study. Range of commercial activities, carried out by the “Gray
Horse”, consists mainly of wood harvesting, recreational business, including sport hunting, canoeing,
hiking and equestrian routes; agriculture. Local populace uses forest as a supply of firewood,
mushrooms and berries. Territory, adjacent to Vetluga river, belongs to the regional nature park
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“Voskresenskoe Povetluzhye”.

•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation
Action within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or an
innovation, to renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address a
specific problem or need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic opportunity,
etc. (approximately 200 ewords)

For the time being, in every case of a lease contract, a tenant can rent a forest plot for only a single use,
therefore making use of only one ecosystem service. To utilize other services on the same plot, that
tenant should participate in a new tender for it, on an equal footing with other potential tenants, which
can result in conflicts between different tenants of the same forest plot. To eliminate these conflicts an
improvement of Forest Law is needed.
Multipurpose forest use makes possible to take into account market and non-market ecosystem
services in forest management. Owner of “Gray Horse”, is one of a vast majority of tenants, who have
interest in possibilities, provided by project, he wants to increase exploitation efficiency of rented
territory, and so he agreed for his enterprise to become our testing grounds for legislative
recommendations development process. Besides, we have contacts among the locals, that can be used
to achieve our goals.
•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those options so
far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can

Case study area is of 8512 ha, situated within Staroustinskoe
forestry unit of Voskresenskoe forest district.
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vary, from a restricted area to a
region)
The ecosystem service(s) the IM Recreation, timber harvesting, keeping habitats and supporting
biodiversity, carbon sequestration, non-wood products
will focus on?
The innovative mechanism
itself?

•

•

Implementation of multi-purpose lease of a forest plot by one tenant,
to increase the economic efficiency of forest use while maintaining a
balance between all ecosystem services

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
o

what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual motives for
example):
Allow forest lessees to rent an actual forest plot for multipurpose utilization simultaneously, not
only individual ways of plot’s use.
Secure the first tenant’s priority for all the possible ways of forest’s use.
Fulfillment of locals’ needs in FES (noncommercial)

o

what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
Terms and conditions of forest plot’s lease, stipulated in forestlaw
Compensational mechanisms for unexercised services or biodiversity conservation
Using forest plot zoning or integration approaches for use of different services, according to
development plans
Terms and conditions of locals’ access to rented forest lands

o

What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …) ?
Stakeholders’ motivation (especially policy makers)

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing your
IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months? (approximately 200
words)
1. Assessed tenant’s commercial activities, including wood volumes, types and areas of wood
harvesting, recreational routes, etc.
2. Conducted stakeholders’ mapping
3. Examined locals’ concerns. Performed mapping of non-wood resources (mushrooms and
berries) harvesting by the locals.
Plans for the future::
a. Conduct a MAG meeting
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b. Conduct a complex ecological study of leased forest plot, including forests’ valuation,
geobotanical and soil assessments.
Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)? If so,
describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply, demand,
distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant knowledge basis
to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related to relevant documents.
Tenant carries out commercial activities according to forests’ development project (Проект… 2009),
made for the leased forest plot. Project includes the results of that plot’s valuation concerning wood
hurvesting, with added maps and acts of forest valuation for all of the forest units of aforementioned
leased plot. As a result, a lumbering plan has been composed, as well as a plan of reforestation and
forest’s protection from pathogenic organisms.

Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services, other
marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please further explain
the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several experiences, please name
them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include reports or links related to relevant
documents. (approximately 300 words)
No

•

Do you or someone in your team have experience with facilitation of focus groups or workshops, with
participatory processes? Explain.
No
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PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first sight
related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and potentials in the
area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more or less
detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.

1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.1. Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land use
changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks (important
event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
Since 2008 the area is leased for wood harvesting and agricultural use. After ratification of a natural
park “Voskresenskoe Povetluzhye” statute, a part of an area has changed its status from harvesting to
protected area, which is going to result in decreased cutting volume.

1.2. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or environmental
management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success, achievement or
challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or social tensions
over environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized zones in the
area, environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
Historical issues of case study area are related to the changes in forest laws.
From the beginning of the XX century, 6 consecutive forest laws have succeeded one another: the
Decree of All-Russian Central Executive Committee “On forests”, 5 Forest Laws (USSR, RSFSR, RF)
from 1923, 1978, 1993, 1997 and 2006. Those laws determined the rights of forest use differently:
1918 – 1930 – private rights of forest use
1930 – 1993 – national rights of forest use (not only state ownership on forests, but also state
ownership on all the goods and services, forests could provide)
1993 – 2006 – concurrent private and national rights of forest use
2006 – present - private rights of forest use
According to those changes, forests’ guarding, protection and restoration principles have changed as
well:
1918 – 1993 - guarding, protection and restoration of forests carried out by the state
1993 – 2006 – on rented forest lands reforestation is carried out by lessees at the expense of the state
2006 – present – all the maintenance is carried out and funded by the lessee
Besides, in 2008 a natural park “Voskresenskoye Povetuzhye” was founded, which altered local forest
management procedures.
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1.3. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss, urbanization,
pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
The major problem for the region is the collection and utilisation of domestic waste. In the absence of
prescribed areas of waste storage (dumping grounds) domestic waste pollutes the whole region, forest
lands included. Because of frequent cuts, biodiversity has diminished, due to the reducing number of
animals, insects, plants and fungal species.

1.4. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted to the
selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)? (approximately
200 words)
Region suffers from low industrial growth rate, e.g. wood processing plants do not increase their
volumes of wood deep processed. Lately, a problem of raw materials deficiency has arisen for wood
processing industry, caused by rents’ termination on part of the region’s forest lands.
Gas supply system of a region also needs to be improved and further developed. Power, heat, sewage
and water supply systems are highly worn-out as well.
A part of a problem with region’s socio-economic development is its low investment attractiveness,
caused by a number of factors (e.g. distance from the region’s centre, lack of railroad, deficiency of
skilled workers, youth outflow, etc.)

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and their
causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures against
damages).
Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
Forest plot’s area is of 6872 ha, 6468 ha of which are actually covered by forest, and 107 ha are not
(76 ha are after cuttings, 31 ha - young forest plantations). Non-forest lands (297 ha) are represented
by hayfields, waters, roads and swamps. On forest lands protective forests prevail over others.
On the leased forest plot mixed forests predominate with average age of 62 years. Relative stand
density is 0,66. Average stand volume on forest-covered lands is 199 m3, stand volume mature forests
– 238m3 per ha. 63 ha of forest are damaged by pathogenic organisms. Fire-hazard class is 3.1
(maximum is 5).
Forest protection from fires and pests is regulated by the Forest Development Project. Protective
activities against fires include fire prevention (stands and leaflets, barriers on the roads, mineralized fire
lines, road infrastructure maintenance, etc.), detection (forest patrol) and inhibition (fire-fighting
implements’ stores, maintenance of water ponds). Protection against pathogenic organisms is carried
out via forest sanitation cuts.
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2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations regarding
this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?
Data is only available for timber.
On the leased forest plot mixed forests predominate with average age of 62 years. Relative stand
density is 0,66. Average stand volume on forest-covered lands is 199 m3, stand volume mature forests
– 238m3 per ha.
Annual allowable forest cutting

Economical types
Coniferous
Deciduous
hardwood
Deciduous
softwood
Итого

area, ha
2258,3

stand volume,
Total, thousands
including industrial,
m3
thousands m3
210,22
174,0

31,6

1,6

0,3

1875,7

182,19

102,95

4194,6

394,01

277,25

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area (species
diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity, composition,
monocultures and mixed forests,…)
Predominating type of forests are pine forests with dwarf shrubs and pine forests with grasses
(Calamagrostis). On tops of dunes are pine forests with lichens. In flood-lands pine forests in mixture
with deciduous hardwood and softwood forests predominate. In more humid areas pine forests with
bilberry and with green mosses are distributed. Oak forests occur in flood-lands.
Spruce and fir forests’ areas have significantly diminished lately, remaining mostly along Vetluga river
and some of its tributaries. Among them forests with bilberry and low herbs are predominant.
Forests dominated by small-leaved tree species are also abundant. They are represented mostly by
birch forests, with willow forests bound to the banks of Vetluga river.
Lowlands are largely occupied by swamps, mostly mesotrophic ones, with patches of sedge-sphagnum
open wetlands. There also occur small patches of eutrophic swamps with sedges and with forest stands
dominated by birch; black alder.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and quality
related state and issues.
Water supply in the region is mostly provided by underground sources (artesian wells and dug wells).
According to latest observations, there are more than 100 artesian wells in the region.
Fundamental residential buildings, community buildings and some of the private households possess
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water supply systems, but most of local populace still uses wells and water-pumps. Locals’ provision
with water supply infrastructure is about 50%.
Assessment of forests’ contribution to region’s water supply hasn’t been performed yet.

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
Soils in the region are primarily albeluvisols with sandy, sandy-loamy and loamy granulometric
composition, often with a distinct peat layer. Nutritional quality of soils is rather low.
In certain areas along Vetluga river erosive process development is observed. Another problem is
swamp development in lowlands and soil gleization.
Chemical and heavy metal pollution indices of local soils are within MPCs. There are, although, reports
of soils’ degradation due to pollution by domestic waste (primarily plastic bags, bottles and cans).

3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition policy...) impact
the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and how? Please describe
each of the three policies with regard to:
a) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do they
result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is involved,
and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1 Forest policy
a) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination).
State-owned forests are the foundation of forest policy in Russia. The authorities over forest
management are transferred to regional governments. On state level remains the quality control.
Private forest use is realized in the form of rent contract for a period of 49 years, with all the forest
resources harvested belonging to lessee.
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b) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Performed on all levels of authority:
Federal/state level – elaboration of national forest policy, laws and regulations,
exercise of control over the performance of local governments, obtaining the
income from the forest use, carrying out the national forest inventory, forest
pathology and reforestation monitoring as well as forest fires monitoring.
Regional level – forest policy implementation, forest use organization, forest
guarding and reforestation, illegal cuts detection, forest planning, obtaining the
income from the forest use.
Local level (municipality) – participation in forest planning
Local level (forest users) – commercial activities, making up projects of forest
use and reforestation, based on current laws and regulations.
Local level (locals) – have the right to stay in forests, harvest non-wood
resources for their own purposes.
Implementing
administration:

State level – Ministry of Natural Resources, National Agency of Forest
Management
Regional level – regions’ forest management departments and forestries

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

forest users
forest administration (all levels)
non-governmental organizations

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

local population
forest users
local wood-processing enterprises

c) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• possible elaboration of FES standards (evaluation of FES, rules of FES
supporting effects
usage and assignation, maintenance of FES balance) in the contex of
(including how and
forest legislation; without such standards innovations’ implementation is
why).....
impossible
• control over the innovations’ implementation
FES innovation
• current forest policy declares a primary role of timber harvesting in
preventing effects
forest economy
(including how and
• lack of legal framework concerning multifunctional forest use
why)
• a necessity of overall economic, ecological and social assessment of
ecological ES is not provided
d) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
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Citizens’ and non-governmental organizations’ rights to participate in decision-making process of
forests’ use, guarding, protection and restoration practices are proclaimed by law.
e) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
Elaboration of principles and implementation methods for effective multipurpose forest use, based on
balance between different FES – in collaboration with environmental policy. Bioeconomic orientation in
collaboration with climatic policy.

Policy 2 Environmental policy
f)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
Preservation and restoration of natural environment is one of the goals of environmental policy, as well
as securing a quality of environment, sufficient for comfortable human living and sustainable economy.
For aforementioned goals achievement the following objectives are to be settled:
• biodiversity preservation
• mitigation of negative effects of a climate change on natural environment
• efficient use of natural resources
Environmental policy’s implementation on IA area resulted in revision of forest categories, provided by
forest laws: transfer of so called «exploitation» forests into a category of «protective» forests.
Exploitation forests are used for harvesting, as well as for wood products. Protective forests fulfill
environmental, protective, sanitary and other functions.
g) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Performed on all levels of authority:
State level – elaboration of national policy, laws and regulations, exercise of
control over the performance of local governments.
Regional level – environmental policy implementation (e.g. foundation of a
natural park in IA area).
Local level (municipality) – environmental policy implementation
Local level (forest users) – commercial activities, making up projects of forest
use and reforestation, based on current laws and regulations.
Implementing
administration:

State level – Ministry of Natural Resources, National Agency of Forest
Management
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Regional level – regions’ forest management departments, “Voskresenskoye
Povetluzhye” natural park
Local level – local enterprises and institutions (e.g. “Seraya Loshad” equestrian
club)
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

forest users
forest administration (all levels)
environmental agencies
non-governmental organizations
local population
forest users
local population
local wood-processing enterprises

h) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• Change of focus in forest management from provisioning FES to
supporting effects
ecological ones (e.g. foundation of natural park near the IA area
(including how and
resulted in transfer of some of the exploitation forests into a category of
why).....
protective forests, which in turn, changed the list of possible forest use
types, which shifted the emphasis towards ecological, non-wood
related FES).
FES innovation
• Possible conflicts and synergies haven’t been assessed, which hinders
preventing effects
any attempt of multipurpose forest use implementation.
(including how and
why)
i)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Public participation is, at least, not prohibited.
j)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
Conflicts between forest use and environmental care must be solved, as far as it is possible. Ecological
(protective, climate regulating, water protective), economic (income) and social (comfortable human
living) goals should be harmonized.

Policy 3 Climatic policy
k) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
According to governmental decree, state program regarding climate is as follows:
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•

consolidation and development of informational and scientific foundation of climatic policy,
including strengthening of scientific-technical potential of Russian Federation, providing
complete and reliable information regarding climatic system, possible influences on climate
and its current and possible future changes as well as their consequences.
• development and implementation of urgent and long-termed measures of adaptation to climate
changes
• development and implementation of urgent and long-termed measures of mitigation of
anthropogenic impact on climate.
l) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
State level
Implementing
administration:
Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

State level – Russian Federation’s Government, Ministry of Natural Resources,
including National Agency of Forest Management, Federal Service for
Hydrometeorology and Environmental Monitoring and others.
•
•
•
•
•
•

federal executive authorities, including MNR, NAFM, FSHEM and their
regional departments
scientific and educational institutions
non-governmental organizations
mass media
forest users
farmers

m) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• support of ecological FES market (for the purposes of climate
supporting effects
regulation)
(including how and
• support of climate change adaptation measures through sustainable
why).....
forest use
• support of mitigation of anthropogenic impact on climate by increasing
carbon stock in forests
FES innovation
For the moment, this program is merely a declaration, so its’ level of
preventing effects
implementation is minuscule (no regional climatic program have been
(including how and implemented, most regions haven’t even elaborated one)
why)
n) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Current policy considers public involvement as favorable, although without any requirements or
incentives.
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o) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
• development of strategies and programs of policy’s realization
• implementation of regional and local strategies and programs, taking into consideration
interests of all stakeholders (executive and legislature agencies, non-governmental
organizations and scientific institutions, local populace)
• control over aforementioned programs’ implementation

3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have internal
requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities in the
decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based on your
experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or constraints to
public participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)
Our organization considers necessary an introduction of incentive systems for non-governmental
organizations and communities, participating in the decision-making or implementation process in a
framework of an ecosystem management project.
Considerable hindrance for public participation in the decision-making process of an ecosystem
management project is almost complete absence of public and reliable data concerning forests and
forest use in particular. Also there is an entrenched practice of ignoring the opinion of nongovernmental groups and communities in the decision making process of forest management.

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass: what are
forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
IA area is rented by “Grey Horse” club. Allowed commercial activities are restrained to wood and sap
harvesting, also to agricultural use. All other activities are not included into current contract of tenancy.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions and to
who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
Anyone have the right to stay in forests, harvest non-wood resources for their own purposes. Any
commercial forest use activities, including hunting, are prohibited.

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to who
(groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping exercise.
no
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4.4. Social and cultural relation:
a) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?
“Day of Forest Planting” occurs on forest lands twice in a year, during it numerous fir and pine
seedlings are planted on areas of 3-6 ha. These actions are performed by employees of
Voskresenskoe forestry, forest lands’ lessees, local volunteers and members of local administration.
Also, since 2017, a school forestry “Strizhi” operates in local area, performing campaining and
educational service among the locals, concerning fire safety rules and rules of forest behaviour in
general.

b) What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s
importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the region?
In IA forest area ecotourism is rather well-developed. Two ecological routes function there “On
the way to antiquity” and “Noah’s Ark”.
First one regards the past of Povetluzhye. It starts in historical-architectural and natural museum-park
“Museum of ages” in Rousenikha vlg. It provides an insight into archaeology and geology of the land,
combined with sightseeng on Vetluga river banks and leads to archaeological memorial “Rousenikha
ancient settlement”, where excavations of ancient Mari tombs barrows are being performed.
Second one is zoologically-orientated. It starts in Troitskoye vlg., where in 2012 a fauna-park was
founded, based on “Seraya Loshad” stud farm. Wild animals, such as mooses, marals, roes and yaks
as well as reindeers and fallow-deers.
6 years ago a cultural museum opened in antique mansion of E.I. Yarantsev. Its display is dedicated to
a “forest civilisation”, that once existed in that region – a collection of historical, cultural and
technological lore, illustrated by old utensils, clothes, furniture, instruments and toys left from
woodcutters and raftsmen that dwelt there in the past.

4.5. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant modalities
of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem services that
can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)
Free
access and
use?

Access and use
restricted by
property or use
rights?
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Wood products

No free
access

Access
determined by
tenancy
contract

Payment is
appointed for a
unit of volume

Commercialized, actors
are: tenant, local
populace, local woodprocessing enterprises

Non-wood products:

Free
access for
noncommercial
purposes

Access
determined by
tenancy
contract, if
harvesting is
performed for
commercial
purposes

Payment is
appointed for a
unit of volume,
if harvesting is
performed for
commercial
purposes

Commercialized, actors
are: local populace,
local non-wood
production receiving
points

-

berries

-

mushrooms

-

nuts

4.6. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities and/or
between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or communities
present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that are more
marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem services?
Around the IA broad area large settlements are situated, with rather well-developed industrial and road
infrastructure. Between towns’ population and villagers a strong economic inequality is observed.

4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in general or
of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about environmental
issues in the area, including forest related ones?
Main environmental issues of the local area: pollution by domestic waste and decrease in biodiversity
due to frequents cuts. Local populace is well aware about domestic waste, but only non-governmental
organizations and professional communities realize the problem of biodiversity loss.

PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT (to be filled for each IM or IM variant again, preselected to be the
Innovation Action in the case area)

5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action: (approximately
300 words)
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1) To get the right to lease all the FES simultaneously, with a possibility to further sublease
them individually.
2) To perform cadastre evaluation of forest plots, regarding all of the ecosystem services, it
can possibly provide.
3) To find some ways of compensation for those who preserve the ecosystem services,
important for society and biosphere, preferably – by creating a market for such services.
4) To increase a maximum term for a forest plot lease.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main change you
are expecting or hoping for?

All of IM suggested are aimed to change current laws, which impede a simultaneous rent of
several different FES.
1) First one is crucial for utilization of a forest plot to its full potential, and also should prevent
the possible conflicts between lessees of conflicting FES (e.g. wood harvesting and recreation
on the same area)
2) Second one will help to create markets for ecosystem services, that currently don’t have
them (especially for regulating FES)
3) Third one will stimulate a tenant to preserve FES, important for society and biosphere
4) Forth is aimed to solve a current problem of very short-termed lease contracts – for 10 years
at maximum. Increasing the length of lease terms will stimulate tenant to be more concerned
with long-term perspectives of a rented plot.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice? Please
mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.

Simultaneous lease was suggested because of:
1) Current struggles of Russian forest laws and forest management
2) Conflicts between tenants are becoming more frequent in recent years
3) Necessity to motivate a tenant to utilize forest plot’s potential more thoroughly
New system of cadastre evaluation appears to be important because of:
1) Necessity to form a perception of a forest plot as a valid subject of immovable property
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2) Necessity to create markets for those FES that previously were not considered as market
ones
3) It can help increasing an economical attractiveness of remote forest areas
Compensations for FES preservation was chosen because:
1) It is able to motivate tenant to preserve regulating and supporting FES on rented areas
2) It can help forest business to remain viable after unavoidable increase of a rent price of
forest plots
3) Under current conditions of climate changing, sustainable forest use’ importance has greatly
increased in value
Increase of lease terms was chosen because:
1) Longer lease terms might induce lessee to tend their forest plot with greater care
2) Lease terms that are closer in length to periods of reafforestation, make forest planning
easier
3) It makes possible to realize projects with longer payback periods

7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first MAG
meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to the
IA area

Expectations from the IA design
and implementation process &
concerns regarding the selected
IM

Tenants

- government can either ignore this
initiative or use it as a means to
stricten their control over forest
management

In a current system tenants have
plenty of restrictions and they
hope, this project can solve at
least some of their problems

Local authorities and
municipality

- possibility of restricted access to
rented forest plots after the reform
- government can either ignore this
initiative or use it as a means to
stricten their control over forest
management

They expect their credentials to
be increased in context of
granting forest plots on lease and
further monitoring the conditions
of those plots in terms of FES
providing

Nature conservational
organizations

- if a multipurpose use system is up to
be poorly designed, it can cause
degradation of forest ecosystems

They expect:
-sustainable forest use practices
to spread
- conservation of regulating and
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supporting services to become
more popular
Other local residents

- possibility of restricted access to
rented forest plots after the reform
- government can either ignore this
initiative or use it as a means to
stricten their control over forest
management

They expect:
- improvement of territories
- increased number of jobs in
region

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG meeting or that
were identified through the first MAG meeting?

As a result of questioning, some additional possible stakeholders to work with were discovered
among tenants, economic department of municipality, and representatives of local natural park.

7.3. Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set aside? If
yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.

Simultaneous lease of only non-conflicting FES was suggested, but was further set aside due
to a greater popularity of IM variant with all of FES being able to be leased at once, that
includes all of the possibilities of former one without some of its restrictions.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or during the
implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)

Despite our project being seemingly reasonable and long-anticipated initiative, we still foresee
a few problems, most of which were also found concerning by the participants of the first MAG
meeting:
1) Low ecological competence of local populace, especially when it comes to more advanced
matters, such as the concept of ecosystem services.
Possible solution: we are discussing the collaboration programs with local mass-media and to
launch some kind of an informational campaign about FES and overall goals of our project.
2) Orientation of national forest economics towards the profit from wood harvesting, more than
anything else.
Possible solution: we are going to assess and show the authorities the economic perspectives
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of other FES, by conducting scientific debates and conferences with governmental
representatives invited.
3) Our scientific programs for development of methods of FES’ ecological and economic
assessment for now have insufficient funding.
Possible solution: we plan to initiate and participate in national and international calls. We also
are going to unite several national ecological institutes and other organizations of same
orientation, in order to be able to attend to some forthcoming tasks together.
4) Some of the MAG meeting participants were negative towards the very term “ecosystem
services”, finding it “anthropocentric” and “humiliating”.
Possible solution: we plan to conduct an explanatory program, to inform everyone about true
meaning of this term. There is also a possible need of a better, more apt translation of this term
into Russian.

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: we need to always have in mind ecological conditions, when deciding about any changes
in forest management

•

Social: it is very important to conduct explanatory programs among the population, and win their trust
for the upcoming changes

•

Economic: the very viability of suggested reforms highly depends on our success in finding economic
mechanisms of supporting and stimulating the multipurpose forest management

•

Policy:in order to successfully carry out this project, we need to change the vector of national forest
policy, from resource-oriented towards FES-oriented.

•

Other:

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the concerned
forest area? (approximately 200 words)

Up to this day, there have been nothing quite like our proposed IA (multipurpose forest use
with FES-oriented concept) on case study area, as well as anywhere in Russia, although most
of FES (especially as it goes for provisioning and also most of the cultural) are somewhat
involved into economics, to a variable extent. But consistently low forest income of the local
area clearly shows the necessity of reforms.
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8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem? Do you
anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity or water
quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)

Considering one of the main goals of our project is implementation and popularization of new
ways of forest use and novel non-lumbering forest management practices, based on previously
unused FES, we suppose that it would prove beneficial for ecological situation in the region, for
conservation of local biodiversity and environment. Since we know from the experience of
forest enterprises, once existed in local area, sustainable and yet still profitable forest
management is completely possible under local circumstances, and therefore we do not
consider our forecasts overly optimistic.
As far as we would also be able to cope with the problem of domestic litter on forest lands, we
can also anticipate the increase in soil and water quality.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate for the
society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your priorities
would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)

Possible risks, generated by our IA include:
- forest lands’ rent price increase can cause noticeable troubles for tenants, especially in the
beginning, and therefore significantly weaken national forest industry
- federal government, controlling the evaluation of new FES can lead to further alienation of
local governments from the forest income and further growth of federal bureaucracy.
- new taxes, if chosen as a means to pay for regulating and supporting ecosystem services
preservation can irritate people.
On the other hand, we foresee the following positive opportunities:
- creation of new FES markets provides new business opportunities for entrepreneurs, willing
to embrace new ideas.
- non-wood forest management practices will get an opportunity to prosper, which can lead to
lower amounts of wood being harvested, and therefore forests’ rehabilitation
- suggested increase in forest lands rent terms and elimination of possible conflicts between
different tenants on the same territory should increase tenants’ confidence and motivate them
to greater invest into forest management and overall improvement of leased territories.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g. ecological
side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example restricted
access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
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Forest laws of Russian Federation do not allow the existence of experimental forest enterprises
or management practices, hence the necessity of inserting amendments into current forest laws
and regulations for some of our ideas’ implementation. Due to the process of legislation changing
being based on thorough adjustment and assessment of proposed changes by legislative bodies
of federal and local governments, all the risks should be assessed and avoided as far as it is
possible
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Switzerland – Spiritual Forests and Forest Kindergardens
PROFILE OF THE INNOVATION ACTION CASE

•

Name of the innovation action case:
Spiritual Forests and Forest Kindergartens

•

Name and contact info of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Andreas Bernasconi, project leader.

•

Brief description of the area (approximately 300 words) – focus only on the relevant information and
how it affects the case study (spatial location, geographical, biophysical, socio-economical and
institutional characteristics...). Include a good quality map.
Lenzburg is a small town and municipality in the center of the Swiss canton of Aargau. The main town
of the same district is located on the Aabach, about three kilometers south of the river Aare.

•

What are your motivations to have decided to undertake this process of creating an Innovation Action
within SINCERE? For example, it can be related to your interest for a mechanism or an innovation, to
renew your management or policy approach in a certain way, or to address a specific problem or
need in your region or area, or to seize a political or economic opportunity, etc. (approximately 200
words)
The question and challenges of sustainable management of forest ecosystem services FES rise. The
interlinkages as well the contradictions and interest conflicts -specially in urban areas – increase as
well. Integrative and innovative approaches are needed.
This innovation case on spiritual forests and forest kindergartens has many inter-related objectives. The
first objective is to explore specific cultural ecosystem services, primarily spiritual forests and
kindergartens, and their related goods, benefits and uses. The second objective is to describe the
adapted management needs and measures for these ecosystem services. Lastly, it is important to
develop an overall business and management model.
The observed cultural ecosystem services affect a broad variety of stakeholders, including forest
owners, municipalities, different public services, economic institutions, NGOs, neighbours and
interested single actors (public, clients).
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•

Regarding your current idea of the IA, could you please explain why did you choose those options so
far?
Explain your decision or options, and why those ones
The area where the IM will be
implemented? (the scale can
vary, from a restricted area to a
region)

The area is directly linked to one forest owner. The forest area is
compact. The IA can be discussed on the local level and with the
related forest enterprise.

The ecosystem service(s) the IM Different cultural ecosystem services within the categories “physical
will focus on?
experience”, “cognitive experience” and “emotional-spiritual
experience”: 10 ecosystem services in total according to the CICESclassification.
The innovative mechanism
itself?

•

The IM is based on several elements as e.g. business model,
silvicultural approach, legal framework, specific services by the
forest enterprise.

Regarding your current idea of the IA:
what is non-negotiable? (due to context, political, legal constraints, or your individual motives for
example):
The IM itself is already implemented, which means that nether the IM instruments nor the scope of the
IM are negotiable. What can be further developed are further adaptations and amendments of
procedures or applications.
o what is up for discussion? (with the stakeholders and other SINCERE partners):
The further development of the product an the services, e.g. the expansion of the forest area
dedicated to this IA.
o

o

•

What do you need to further design the IA idea and more specifically the IM (information,
methods, collaboration, …) ?
What is needed are descriptions and best practice examples in order to be discussed and applied
in other regions within Switzerland. Many of the analysed aspects are of great importance also in
other regions.

Stage of development: Describe the steps you have already made in the process of developing your
IM options, as well as those already planned in the near future / next months? (approximately 200
words)
The IM was installed and tested by the forest enterprise. A feasibility study was done. Then a
Stakeholder Analysis was done on the Swiss level. A tool to analyse the FES was developed covering
all different elements from silvicultural aspects up to legal or social factors.
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The core impact of this innovation case is to raise awareness of the importance of cultural ecosystem
services and to motivate forest actors to manage forests appropriately. The case will also provide a
business model for forest enterprises.

Ecosystem Services knowledge basis
•

Has there been a mapping and/or valuation of ecosystem services in the area (local, regional)? If so,
describe the scope (type of ecosystem services assessed, assessment of supply, demand,
distribution?), scale, methods and main conclusions. Do you think it gives relevant knowledge basis
to develop the IA? (approximately 300 words) Include reports or links related to relevant documents.
In Switzerland so far there are only little valuations of FES realized (case studies). One study was done
for the OAK (Oberallmeindkorporation Schwyz); the summary of this study attached in the annex
(Bernasconi et al 2015). In Switzerland forest inventories are realized on different levels: on the national
level: the NFI National Forest Inventory; on the cantonal level: different inventories with different
methods; on the forest owner level: specific inventories delivering informations and data for the
enterprise’s purpose. The inventories deliver a broad series of informations covering the so called
“forest functions”. So far there is no systematic approach covering the Ecosystem Service concept.

Experience:
•

Do you, your organisation or your selected area/region have experience with other innovative
mechanisms for the provision of ecosystem services (Payments for Ecosystems services, other
marker-based instruments, business models or policy arrangements)? If so, please further explain
the mechanism, context, process and conclusions. If you have several experiences, please name
them but describe only the most relevant one for the IA. Include reports or links related to relevant
documents. (approximately 300 words)
We have done quite many studies and pilot projects covering a broad variety of issues. One topic is
connected with all sorts of leisure activities: we developed instruments and supplies for forest biking,
recreation activities. Actually we work on specific supplies for human health (together with a medical
clinic). We made a monitoring of forest activities and an analysis of the development of forest adventure
parks.
Another important topic are new ideas and innovations for NonWoodGoods. We developed instruments
for the analysis and the application of such products and services (for forest enterprises).
We have done a couple of studies about PES and developed instruments and tools for the economic
valuation of FES.

•

Do you or someone in your team have expericence with facilitation of focus groups or workshops,
with participatory processes? Explain.
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Facilitation of participation processes is one of our main services. We have had the lead for regional
processes (e.g. the elaboration of a regional nature parc with 24 municipalities). We regularly organise
focus group workshops and future workshops. We are involved in participatory planning on different
levels. We organise seminars, conferences and congresses.

PART I: CONTEXT OF THE IA CASE
A context-sensitive analysis of the broad context of the IA case, beyond the issues that are at first sight
related to the IM & IA, is very important to understand the sustainability problems and potentials in the
area.
Depending on the scale of your selected area (from local to regional), this information will be more or less
detailed. Please adapt the depth of your answer according to the scale of your IA area.
1. ❑ Past and present history of the area
1.2. Describe briefly the recent development history of your forest area, including major land use
changes, and changes in forest management approaches. Please identify main landmarks (important
event, turning points) and transformations. (approximately 300 words)
The area is located in the canton of Aargau. The cantonal context describes well the historical
development of the forested land.
Thanks to a consistent forest conservation policy, the forest area in the canton of Aargau has remained
unchanged over the last 15 years or so. This is why deforestation should continue to be granted only
very restrainedly and its replacement must be rigorously called for. A constant forest share (35% of the
total area) also means that the forest does not grow into the cultivated land and that agriculture does
not lose any valuable land. This is in contrast to the development in the whole of Switzerland, where the
forest continues to expand.
The forests of Aargau are close to the people and its locations are closely interlinked with the
settlement areas. The forests are of great importance as a recreational area and furthermore protect
people and infrastructures from natural hazards. As a habitat for animals and plants as well as a
supplier of the renewable raw material wood, the forests fulfil further tasks.
The cantonal forest policies take account of this variety of functions: they want to preserve and enhance
the forest as a habitat, to use the wood sustainably and to direct recreational and leisure activities.

1.3. What have been the main historical issues regarding the sustainability of forest or environmental
management or conservation policies in the area)? (for example: success, achievement or
challenges from past or current policies, business models or other mechanisms; or social tensions over
environmental policies or development projects in the area; poor marginalized zones in the area,
environmental controversies, etc.) (approximately 300 words)
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On the basis of inventories, the development of the Aargauer forest can be shown. The average wood
supply in the Aargauer Wald has hardly changed since 2005 and is 332 cubic meters of wood per
hectare. So about the same amount of wood grows, as is used or dies naturally. In forest regeneration,
a clear trend towards natural regeneration is noticeable.
The forests of Aargau are rich in different woody species and relatively close to nature. Naturaly, almost
exclusively deciduous forests would grow on the diverse forest locations in the canton. The proportion
of coniferous wood is greatly increased due to earlier human influences compared to the natural state,
but is steadily decreasing. The area with pure coniferous forests has decreased by 27 percent since the
last inventory 11 years ago. The area with hardwood-dominated stands has increased by 6 percent at
the same time.

1.4. What are today’s main environmental issues or controversies in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. deforestation, erosion, land abandonment, biodiversity loss, urbanization,
pollution, climate change…)? (approximately 200 words)
The main objectives of the cantonal forestry policy are well describing the most important forest topics
of recent years. There has been little controversy in the forests in recent years. The objectives are:
• The management of the forest is based on the principles of near-nature silviculture, forest and soil
protection and takes into account the social and ecological needs.
• The areas with hardwood-rich stands continue to expand their share.
• The sustainable wood utilization potential is used in accordance with market economy conditions.
• Nature has a free run through long-term abandonment of wood use on suitable forest areas.
• Forests, that are particularly important for rare species of flora and fauna, that grow on specific sites or
have particularly valuable structures are being upgraded and managed in a adjusted manner.
• The network between forest and open land is improved, taking into account the interests of
agriculture.

1.5. What are today’s main socio-economic or political issues in your area (not only restricted to
the selected forest; e.g. health issues, (un)employment issues, political uncertainties…)?
(approximately 200 words)
We should distinguish the following perspectives, when we discuss the importance of forests in
Switzerland: (a) forest owner perspective, (b) perspective from a societal point of view and (d)
perspective of a labour market view.
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(a) An important part of Swiss forests are owned by private actors. For forest owners there are 3 major
income markets: wood, forest protection projects and public means for enhancing biodiversity. As there
is free entrance to all Swiss forests, there is little or no income from recreation and tourism.
(b) As the population is growing, space is getting scarce, the pressure on forests is rising. Specially in
urban areas the societal needs and demands towards forests are important, combined with the climate
change effects although rising.
(c) Work 4.0 will shape not only new professions and sectors, but also the traditional ones. These
changes will also infect rural regions. This will have impacts on forest procedures and products. On the
other hand new demands will rise and give opportunities for new services (new green forest jobs). In
this context, the management of FES is very important.

2. ❑ Main ecological issues in the selected forest ecosystems (approximately 200 words for each)
2.1. Describe the area, vitality and state of the forest resources (forest cover, damages and their
causes like fire, drought, dams, plagues, diseases, etc.), and their protection (measures against
damages).
Mention if there are zones in or around the project area, which are particularly ecologically sensitive
(not only zones under protection status). Mention also if there is a scientific monitoring system in
place and what it encompasses.
The forest in Aargau occupies an area of around 49,000 hectares or 35 percent of the cantonal area. In
total there are around 16.2 million trees with a total stock of 15.7 million m3. In the Aargau forest
annually 522,000 cubic meters of wood grow, which corresponds an average increase of 11.5 m3 of
wood. The Aargau forests are so highly productive. The average annual departures through use
(473'000 m3) and mortality (62'000m3) are therefore around 535'000m3. This means that the supply of
wood in the Aargau forests is currently tending to decrease slightly, which is an important objective of
the whole Swiss forest policy.

2.2. Please describe the state of the productive forest function (which wood or non-wood forest
products, species composition and age structure of the resource,… ). Are there regulations regarding
this production (yield regulation, management plan, harvesting plan,…)?
The beech is the most common Aargau tree (32% of the stock), followed by the spruce (26%). Most
tree species are native. The proportion of foreign tree species (eg Douglas fir, red oak) is 4% of the
total stock. The managed forest largely corresponds to the normal forest model. Thus, he is balanced.
The Aargau forests are highly productive. The potential of wood utilization per year in the canton
amounts at the moment to 130,000 cubic meters of wood. Less hit is especially in the private forest and
on the difficult to manage slopes of the Jura mountains.
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The average density of forest roads in the Aargau Forest is 83 m / ha, meaning that the forests are
normally very well developed.

2.3. Please describe the main biodiversity trends and issues within and around the area (species
diversity, rare and protected species, genetic diversity of the resource, habitat diversity, composition,
monocultures and mixed forests,…)
Biodiversity is of high importance in the forests of Aargau. So the “nature conservation program for the
forest” should bring by the year 2025 priority to nature conservation on 17 percent of the Aargau forest
area. The program differentiates between two different objectives: The forest should (a) be left to itself or
(b) its natural value be increased by targeted interventions.
(a) Creating natural forest reserves (> 20 ha) and old timber islands (2-20 ha) with no forestry use for 50
years, so trees can stand up to their natural decay. The target for 2015 is 3400 ha (7%), reached so far
are 3120 ha
(b) creation of special reserves (conservation and enhancement of rare habitats and promotion of light
and heat-loving species, target: 1470 ha (3%), reached so far 1100 ha); of oak forest reserves (protection
and promotion of species that rely on oaks, protection and limited use of oaks as a valuable tree species
with high-quality wood, planting and care of oak young forest, target: 3500 ha (7%), reached: 3620 ha );
and of forest edge upgrades (habitat between forest and open country, for light and heat-loving species
tiered and maintained, target: 200 km, reached so far 200 km).
In the forest of Aargau, the average amount of deadwood, very important for the biodiversity lies by very
high 16 cubic meters per hectare. In the contractually secured natural forest reserves and old timber
islands, the deadwood volume is even three times higher.

2.4. Are there water related ecosystem services in the IA area? Describe water quantity and quality
related state and issues.
There are several drinking water protected areas. In these areas specific regulations and general
conditions have to be respected.

2.5. Are there soil related ecosystem services in the area? Describe soil quality and issues.
On one hand all FES are related to the soil. On the other hand in the IA there are no specific soil ES to
be analysed.
Soil protection in the forest is an important part of sustainable forest management. Therefore, special
care is taken to drive on the soil as little and as gently as possible. Extensive driving on the forest floor is
avoided in any case.
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3. ❑ Legal and socio-political context
3.1. Which three policies (e.g. forest policy & law, nature conservation policy, competition policy...)
impact the provision of forest ecosystem services in the innovation action case and how? Please
describe each of the three policies with regard to:
a)

their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)

b)

the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do they
result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is involved,
and who is mainly affected by them and how)

c)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations

d)

public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?

e)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.

Policy 1: Forest policy and law
p) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
The Swiss Forest law is one of the strictest existing forest laws. It protects the whole forest area in
Switzerland and it assures all forest functions as wood production, protection against natural hazards,
biodiversity and recreation.
q) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Cantonal forest administration.
Implementing
administration:

Cantonal forest service.

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Forest specialists (cantonal, private)
Forest associations
Forest enterprises.

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

Forest owners (restrictions and supports).
Municipalities (no subsidies for recreation).
Forest visitors (free access).
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r)

their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• national and cantonal innovation programmes (motivation, creation of
supporting effects
opportunities)
(including how and
• information and sensibilisation (best practice examples)
why).....
• training and further education (knowledge transfer)
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•
•

regulations and restrictions (preventing new forms of forest treatment)
Culture and mind sets (“old habits”)
Lacking skills (some of the new FES need new skills)

s) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Public participation is defined in the forest planning guidelines and the planning framework. Public
participation is compulsory for public forest planning processes, but is not needed for planning and
projects on a local or enterprise level.
t)

the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
Distinguishing between the demands and regulations concerning FES management (sustainable forest
management) and the demands and regulations concerning the production of goods and services of or
by forest enterprises.

Policy 2: free space planning and land use planning
u) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
Land use planning is mostly influenced by national, cantonal and local laws defining land use zoning
and the restrictions for these uses. Forest areas are regulated by the forest law and not by the land-use
planning law.
Free Space planning is becoming more and more important within the urban areas. The policies of the
municipalities are most important.
v) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Local municipalities.
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Implementing
administration:

Local administration (land use, city development, free space).

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

local government.
Local associations
Rental district organisations

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

public
Private associations and networks, interest groups
Private owners

w) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• partnerships and supporting networks
supporting effects
• New clients and new FES advocats
(including how and
• Integration of several policies into one overarching programme
why).....
FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•
•

Concurrence (other supply programmes)
Pression on the forest is getting too high (SFM is in danger)
Forest is seen as a playground and no longer as a natural space

x) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Planning procedures within the land-use planning framework are mostly providing all sorts of
participation processes. Often such processes start with future workshops in order to initiate such
programmes.
y) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
Accepting and protecting the forest qualities (SFM) while enhancing the integration of forest and city
development.

Policy 3: Public Health policy
z) their main characteristics (e.g. regulatory, economic incentives, or policies mainly giving
information and advice, combination)
Public health policies are intersectoral and interdisciplinary approaches. Often they are based on a
broad variety of instruments and programmes (policy mix). Public health policy is taking place on all
levels (national, cantonal, regional, local). In the context of the IA the local level is the most important
one.
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aa) the key actors/organizations that are related to the policies (e.g. from which policy level do
they result (EU, national, etc.), which administration is implementing them and who else is
involved, and who is mainly affected by them and how)
Policy level:
Local level.
Implementing
administration:

Different institutions depending on the task delegation. Often informal networks
and private associations are drivers for specific actions and programmes.

Main groups
actively involved in
implementation

•
•
•

Main affected
groups (and how in
brackets)

•
•
•

FES innovation
preventing effects
(including how and
why)

•
•
•

private associations and institutions
health specialists, public health experts
Local networks

General public
Children, schools
Specific target public groups (according to the specific goals of the
programmes)
bb) their main effects on innovations relating to forest ecosystem services: please distinguish and
list rather supporting and rather preventing effects and shortly explain how and why they
support and prevent innovations
FES innovation
• Sensitization of public
supporting effects
• Information about the importance of FES
(including how and
• Rising awareness
why).....
Concurrence (see above)
Too much focussing on specific target groups
Public health actors are not working together wird the forest actors (and
vice versa).

cc) public participation: does this policy include requirements, incentives or constraints regarding
public participation mechanisms, and if so which ones?
Most public health processes are based on intensive public participation.
dd) the main need for reform/amendment that you can see for these policies. Please do also
consider interrelations between the policies.
Show and inform about the correlation between health and forests; enhance interdisciplinary networks.

3.2. Besides policy requirements/constraints to public participation, does your organization have
internal requirements, incentives or constraints regarding participation of groups and communities in
the decision-making or implementation process of an ecosystem management project? Based on your
experience, do you perceive any social, cultural, political or economic enablers or constraints to public
participation in such a process? (approximately 200 words)
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Public participation is – from a management point of view – seen as a means and not a goal. Public
participation will be organized in accordance to the specific targets of the action or the planning
process. Incentives and constraints derive from legal regulations (planning) and the specific programme
targets. A systematic stakeholder analysis helps to find appropriate instruments and ways of
involvement.

4. ❑ People-forest relation: Property, access, value and distribution
4.1. Who owns the forests included in the IA area? What do those property rights encompass: what
are forests owners allowed or constrained to do?
80% of the forest area in the canton Aargau belongs to public entities. 20% of the forests belong to
private owners. An important part of the public forest belongs to “Bürgergemeinden” who do not have
tax money.

4.2. Are there any restrictions of access to the IA forest area? If so, please describe restrictions and to
who (groups, individuals) they apply to.
In Switzerland every forest is fee accessible.

4.3. Are there any land use rights (such as customary rights)? If so, please describe them and to who
(groups or individuals) they apply. Refer to the stakeholder groups identified in the mapping exercise.
In the civil code of Switzerland the free access to forest is anchored. There are specific customary
rights that differ from owner to owner.

4.4. Social and cultural relation:
c) Which social or cultural activities are done in or close to the forest, and by who?
There are very many social and cultural activities done in the forest. There are about 80 forms of social
and cultural activities that can be described. These activities can be categorized as follows: (I)
recreation and leisure, (II) sports, (III) fun and adventure, (IV) spiritual and emotional activities, (V)
health related activities, (VI) nature observation and exploration, (VII) education and childrens activities.
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d) What is the cultural importance of the IA forest area? In other words: describe the forest’s
importance for the identity of the region, or its touristic appeal, or for religious beliefs or
customs? Are there emblematic forest zones and emblematic forest species for the region?
The IM itself is based on specific cultural FES. The forest quality for cultural benefits stays at the heart
of the IM. The forest creates identity, spiritual coherence and inspires for personal creativity.

4.5. Use of forest goods (If your IA area is at a regional scale, please mention the predominant
modalities of use of wood products, and then main non-timber products/provisioning ecosystem
services that can be found in the region (and that could potentially be the focus of an IM)

Free
access and
use?

Access and use
restricted by
property or use
rights?

Access and
use submitted
to fee?

Commercialized on a
market? (+ which actors
contribute to the
provision and/or
distribute it?)

Wood products

Fire wood
(broken
branches
lying at the
ground)

Wood for
owners use

Christmas
trees

roundwood

Non-wood products:

Recreation
visits of the
forests

Bike single
trails; forest
kindergartens
(depending on
the owners
policy)

Single trees
dedicated for
burials; forest
kindergartens
(depending on
the owners
policy)

none

-

………..

-

………..

-

………...

4.6. Please identify the main socio-economic inequalities between groups and communities and/or
between areas in and around the IA broad area. Are there marginalized groups or communities
present in the area? Are there discrepancies between known richer/poorer areas, neighbourhoods?
If your IA area is a whole region, can you identify groups or communities in your region that are more
marginalized in socio-economic terms as well as in term of access to ecosystem services?
There are no specific inequalities know between differente groups concerning the use of forests.
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4.7. How do you perceive the awareness of the local stakeholders for environmental issues in general
or of the different communities in the area? Are there currently social tensions about environmental
issues in the area, including forest related ones?
The awareness for environmental issues is pretty high. Above all the information about climate change
and the actual heat rised the awareness even more.

PART II: THE INNOVATION MECHANISMS SELECTED FOR THE SINCERE
PROJECT
5. ❑ Brief description of the IM
Give a brief description of the Innovative Mechanism considered for the Innovation Action:
(approximately 300 words)
A new service is provided by the forest enterprise. This service is directly linked with FES. This
service does already exist in other regions and is mostly done by non-forest-actors. Now the
forest enterprise/forest owner decided do supply this service by its own means.
The IM consists in providing this service within the given organisation, structure and with the
given human resources, but creating new procedures for this supply.

6. ❑ Motives and purpose
6.1. What is the core problem that you are trying to solve with your selected IM, or the main
change you are expecting or hoping for?
The core-problem is that normally the service is provided by non-forest actors, who pay the
forest owner a small fee or rent and who realize the business themselves. Non-forest-actors
are running the business, using the forest area and the FES for their proper interest on a free
market. The forest owner is often only getting a small rent.

6.2. How did you choose this IM idea? Could you further explain what motivated your choice?
Please mention your 3 main criteria for your selection.
The main selection criteria were (I) general and wide-spread problem throughout the country
for different uses and practices; (II) possible leverage effect for forest owner/forest enterprise
and (III) clearly defined surface for supply and demand and its actors.
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7. ❑ Co-design and co-identification of main issues
7.1. What are the key concerns and expectations of the stakeholder groups present at the first
MAG meeting? (please refer to the groups of stakeholders which you have identify through the
stakeholders mapping exercise)
Stakeholders (group)

Concerns: issues, opportunities or
problems they perceive related to
the IA area

Expectations from the IA
design and implementation
process & concerns regarding
the selected IM

Forest owner and
forest actors

➢ Different interests from different
stakeholder groups.
➢ Concurrence of other supply of
the same service in the region
➢ Missing skills or competencies
of the forest enterprise, who is
offering this new service.
➢ Lack of quality of the forest.
➢ Negative ecological effects.
➢ Changes in society (e.g.
migration)
➢ Forest actors might become
another image (e.g. as
business makers instead of
FES managers)
➢ Laws and governance
restrictions.

➢ New source of income.
➢ Synergies with other FES
e.g. with biodiversity
goals.
➢ Contribution to forest
preservation.
➢ Possible work for elderly
forest work force.
➢ Important argument for
FES and FES
Management
(sensitization of public).
➢ Possibility to in contact
and involving new actor
groups in the region.
➢ Fostering the image of the
forest actors.

Municipality and policy
actors
Clients and forest
users
Specific interest
groups

7.2. Are there other relevant stakeholders that you think were not present at the first MAG
meeting or that were identified through the first MAG meeting?
Representatives of church/religion/ethics.
The gender balance was difficult to achieve as the institutions were invited and not the single
persons.

7.3 Were there other IM possibilities considered among your stakeholder group yet later set
aside? If yes, please state the IM and briefly explain why they were set aside.
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It was proposed to use more intensively IT-tools (e.g. offering trees on the internet on a auction
base). This IM was considered as being contrary to the idea of having a place of high spiritual
value and the supply organisation of being a decent and modest institution.

8. ❑ Anticipation of implementation process and sustainability issues
8.1. Do you foresee any relevant problems or difficulties that you will need to address prior or
during the implementation of the IA? If so, which ones? How are you planning to deal with them?
(approximately 300 words)
Sensitivity and contextuality of the IA.
Each case/each example is different and needs a different and specific proper strategy. For
each new case a new strategy has to be developed, and adapted structures and procedures
have to be enhanced.
The solution therefore could be (a) a multi-level-governance approach and (b) a policy mix, a
mix of instruments. The leaders of the IA could then choose their proper set of instruments and
measures (toolbox).

8.2. What context conditions will be key for your IA to be successful? Please explain:
•

Ecological: Exisiting of old trees; quietness.

•

Social: local policy; identity of/for population.

•

Economic: no local concurrence.

•

Policy: forest law (cantonal) which allows service/supply of specific FES.

•

Other: cultural approach (municipality, population, forest owner).

8.3. How does the foreseen IA match or mismatch the development/change history of the
concerned forest area? (approximately 200 words)
Perfectly. It supports several synergies (e.g. with biodiversity goals).
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8.4. Which impacts could the IA possibly provoke on the structure and function of the ecosystem?
Do you anticipate any effects on the vitality, productivity, biodiversity, soil quality, water quantity
or water quality available in your area? (approximately 200 words)
As there are contracts with clients for single trees (with a long duration) the impact on
silvicultual treatment is: modest interventions; single trees under contract are not harvested;
raising biodiversity.

8.5. Could you please describe the possible risks and opportunities that your IA might generate
for the society? (take into consideration ecological, social, and economic aspects and how your
priorities would be balanced) (approximately 200 words)
Contamination of soils and forest stands. This risk is minimised by specific procedures that
take place before the burial and appropriate chose of repositories.
Material brought into the forest by visitors (candles, flowers etc): this risk is empedied in the
contract.

8.6. How will your IA avoid unacceptable sustainability impacts, either on an ecological (e.g.
ecological side effects…), social (e.g. negative impacts on groups or communities, for example
restricted access) or economic (e.g. economic consequences for certain stakeholders…) aspect?
(approximately 200 words)
See 8.5.
In the contract the consequences and restrictions are defined.
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Appendix 2: The Sustainability Self-Assessment tool
Questionnaire
GENERAL INTRODUCTION
The Sincere Sustainability Self-Assessment (SSA) process is a key activity of the Sincere project,
as part of WP3, Task 3.2. “Analysing and supporting innovation actions”. The self-assessment
report is the last step in the process towards a full sustainability assessment of the Innovative
Mechanism (IM) designed and implemented in each Innovation Action (IA).
We ask you to fill out two complementary documents:
1. an Excel document to apply your sustainability indicators (SSA Report - Sustainability
Indicators). For each of the four sustainability domains, you have to (a.) apply your
sustainability indicators to measure the performance of your IA; (b.) identify a sustainability
threshold for every indicator; and (c.) attribute a sustainability score by comparing (a.) with
(b.) for every indicator. Once all scorings are done, a visual representation of your
sustainability assessment in a spider web chart will be automatically generated, which you
will find in the sheet named Chart in the Excel document. Please carefully read the
instructions provided in the first sheet of the Excel.
2. a questionnaire (this document, SINCERE SSA Report - Questionnaire) reporting the SSA
result for all sustainability dimensions. The questions are designed to guide your reflection
upon (a.) the fulfilment of your most important sustainability goals, (b.) the lessons learnt
from integrating sustainability concerns in your IA, and (c.) potential actions of
improvement towards more sustainable innovation.
Note that the whole assessment is done considering the IA in its current state. For monitoring
purposes, this assessment can be repeated at any stage of the IA.
As to the work order, we recommend you to first read through this questionnaire in order to
understand which information is needed. You then proceed to the indicator assessment in the Excel
file. Start by going to the instruction sheet of the Excel file and carry out the whole process, which
will result in the spider web chart. After that, you can finalize the sustainability assessment by
answering the questions presented in this Word document. The questionnaire consists of five
sections: a brief introductory section on your IA, four sections covering lessons related to each
sustainability dimensions, and a last section completing the analysis and drawing conclusions from
the whole sustainability self-assessment process. Make use of your science partner to support you
in this process.
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The two completed documents (excel + word) have to be sent to Nathalie Pipart
(nathalie.pipart@kuleuven.be) by January 10, 2021 at the latest. Your reports will be analysed and
will contribute to Deliverable 3.3 - Synthesis of IA implementation, which is planned in the Sincere
framework as a joint synthesis paper with research and practice partners together as co-authors
(D 3.3 first version April 30 and final version August 30, 2021). WP3 is also considering doing a
round of Skype interviews after reception of your reports, in order to discuss further with you some
issues that might be of importance for your particular case and to deepen the sustainability analysis
together.
The lessons learnt from this sustainability assessment will then be discussed first at the Internal
Synthesis Workshop (May-June 2021), and will be further used in WP4 to formulate
recommendations for future IA.

IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM
•

Name of the innovation action:

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state: name, location, objectives

•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
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•

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state.

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.

•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
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Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?
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SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
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Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary, a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.
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•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e., the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.
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•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

The Excel Document
Sincere Sustainability Self-Assessment - Sustainability Indicators Report
Guidelines
The Sustainability Self-Assessment (SSA) is a key activity of the Sincere project, as part of WP3, Task 3.2.
“Analysing and supporting innovation actions”. Completing the self-assessment report is the last step in the
process towards a full sustainability assessment of the Innovative Mechanism (IM) designed and
implemented in each Innovation Action (IA) and addressing environmental, social, economic and institutional
dimensions of sustainability.
The SINCERE SSA Protocol is based on a framework that adopts the hierarchical Principles-CriteriaIndicators framework for the formulation of sustainable forest management standards by Lammerts Van
Bueren & Blom (Tropenbos Foundation 1997).
The principles have been categorized into four sustainability dimensions, addressed in the next four sheets
of this excel document.
Remember that most of your indicators are suited to assess the development process and the outcomes of
your IA. But you may have chosen specific process and outcome indicators as well. If your IA is already in
the implementation phase, then assess all indicators. If your IA is still in design or preparation phase, then
include general and process indicators, but discard outcome indicators, because there are no outcomes yet.
In these Excel sheets, you have to complete your sustainability self-assessment in four steps:
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1. In the next four sheets, report the indicators that you have selected for each criterion in column B. Add
between brackets the appropriate unit for each indicator. If you have selected more than one indicator per
criterion, simply insert the required number of lines right underneath the line provided for the criteria in
question. Each indicator should be in a separate row. Example: For criterion 1.1, the selected indicator could
be "Annual change of standing stock (in %)"
2. For each indicator, measure the indicator performance of your IA and report it in column C. Example: For
the indicator "Annual change of standing stock" you obtained an anticipated result of -1%. It means that in
your IA, the standing stock will decrease with 1% per year.
3. For each indicator, identify a sustainability threshold and report it in column D. A threshold is an indicator
value which sets the boundary between compliance or non-compliance to a criterion. In other terms, a
threshold is the value at which an indicator shows that the IM has met the minimum requirements of the
sustainability criterion. Ask yourself this question: from what value onwards is the indicator performance
sufficient to be considered sustainable? Example: For the indicator "Annual change of standing stock", the
sustainability threshold could be: ≥ 0. It means that negative values are unsustainable and zero or positive
values sustainable.
4. For each indicator, attribute a score from 1 to 5 to assess how sustainable the IM is at this stage, by
comparing your indicator performance (column C) with the threshold (column D), and report it in column E.
score 1: unsustainable; score 2: slightly unsustainable; score 3: neutral; score 4: rather sustainable; score
5: sustainable. Example: the obtained indicator value of -1% obtains a score 2. Since the measured value
was -1% and the sustainability threshold is 0%, it means that your IA is slightly unsustainable.
The cells have been pre-formatted. For this reason, only add indicators by inserting entire rows within the
relevant criterion. The fourth step should enable the creation of a visual representation of your sustainability
assessment in a graph that you will find in the last sheet of the Excel document. This chart will be a support
for your reflection on this assessment and should be copied and pasted into the provided Word document,
where indicated.
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Ecological dimension of sustainability
Name of the IA?

Selected indicator(s)

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand
structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.
Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different land
uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within the
focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.,
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators and
thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.
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Social dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen its
legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and economic
values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by all
stakeholders.
Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social
capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication between
stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and between
stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies, prevents and
when necessary, addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the actions
planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance and
strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new
forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g., between big and small forest
owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and maintains or
enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It aims
at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.
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Economic dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant, profitable.
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant, profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the targeted
ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily quantified and
monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local communities,
by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.
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Institutional dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and
iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial vision
and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and economic
values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate methods and
disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers how decisions will
accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis back
into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The IM
achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden socialecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the valuation and
the IM.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review the
process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and traditional
rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets of the
(public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies with other
public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
345

www.sincereforests.eu

Indicator measures /
values

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

Overall sustainability in spiderweb
Principles

Keywords

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure
and biodiversity.

Ecosystem structure and biodiversity

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.

Ecosystem functions

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and
monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts
inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.

Holistic approach across scales

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.

Participation and social agreement

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in
the region.

Social relations

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms
of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.

Equitable solutions

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.

Economic viability

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative
process.

Integrative, inclusive and iterative
process

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.

Sustainability risks management

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Legal compliance and democratic
priorities
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Appendix 3: IAs’ responses to the Sustainability SelfAssessment tool
Belgium/Flanders – Habitat restoration and improvement
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM
•

Name of the innovation action:

Reverse auction pilots for forest ecosystem services in rural and peri-urban areas in Flanders:
Reverse auction for habitat restoration and improvement in forested hunting areas.

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

Alexander Therry (project officer, Natuurinvest) and Camille De Herdt (intern, Natuurinvest)

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state: name, location, objectives

The reverse auction pilots for habitat restoration and improvement in forested hunting areas, is in
its implementation phase. Biddings have been selected in each province of Flanders except for
Limburg, the selected bidders are notified and have received the first instalment. The
interventions are now ready for implementation. The objectives of this IM are as follows. Firstly, it
aims to test and to develop knowledge and expertise of a presumed cost-efficient instrument for
subsidy allocation (for nature conservation), namely the discriminatory reverse auction. Secondly,
it aims to enhance biodiversity in forested hunting areas. This through concrete actions directed
at the restoration and improvement of game habitat. These restorations and improvements of
natural values and ecological conditions are expected to not only benefit game species, but also
rare and endangered species and vegetation. Thirdly, it aims at increasing funding for and
improvement and recognition of hunters in nature management and to enhance the relationships
between the stakeholders involved.
•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
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you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).
As aforementioned, the IM is currently in its implementation phase. More specifically, the
bidders have been informed about their (non-)selection, contracts have been signed and
instalments have been paid. However, many of the selected interventions require tree or other
plantations for which it was already too late at the time of notification. Consequently, many of
the interventions will only be implemented in the autumn of 2021 and some have already
requested an extension of the implementation period. Due to the fact that the implementation
of the interventions have not started yet or are just starting, in what follows, the focus will be on
the content and, based on the selected biddings, the expected outcomes of the IM.

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
- The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand
structure and biodiversity
- The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions
- The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable …

•

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

The IM has been designed in such a way that only initiatives that contribute positively to the
improvement of the ecosystem structure and biodiversity can be selected, hence ensuring
ecological sustainability.

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

The scope of the experiment is rather limited: implementation period during which funding is
foreseen is short, limited number of FES are considered, thus reducing the number of relevant
stakeholders participating. If the IM were to become really sustainable, it should be broadly
adopted as an alternative for the existing subsidy schemes. However, unless more testing is
done with positive results, it is doubtful that policy-makers will decide to make such a change in
the use of public funding.

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
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•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state.

Currently, there overall ecological impact is inexistent or limited. This due to the fact that (most of)
the selected interventions remain to be implemented. However, prospects are good for both the
ecological conditions and especially the natural values in forested hunting areas. Furthermore,
the interventions will all benefit game species and therefore also rare and endangered species
and vegetation (umbrella effect).

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.

•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM is primarily focused on the enhancement of the ecosystem structure (including stand
structure) and more specifically on biodiversity and forest vitality. Not only was a list of admissible
interventions developed directed at the improvement and restoration of natural values and
ecological conditions that benefit game and other rare or endangered flora and fauna, but also
were biddings selected based on selection criteria directed at this same goal.
Regarding the outcomes, improvement and restoration of forest cover, standing stock of biomass,
biodiversity and forest vitality can all be expected. The interventions of the selected bids are
primarily focused on structural diversity, tree species composition, natuurstreefbeelden,
management of exotic species, natural values related to biodiversity, internal structural variation
and to a lesser extent on water features and water balance. Together, the interventions are
expected to contribute especially to the selection criteria of game species, structural variation,
protected species, habitat, small landscape features, landscape ecological relationships related
to linking populations and meta-population, local ecological problems and to a lesser extent to
sunken lanes, ponds, springs.
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At this stage, no elements for improvement have been identified.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis

The admissible interventions and the selection criteria included in the IM ensure the
enhancement of ecosystem functions. Moreover, the IM requires the maintenance of the result of
the intervention for at least ten years and as such also secures longer-term impact. The selected
interventions promise the enhancement of many ecosystem functions, for instance
biogeochemical cycling, continued carbon sequestration and control over water fluxes.

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.
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The IM is definitely built to avoid negative environmental impacts. This is reflected in the
requirements included such as the precautionary principle and the sustainable disposal of
management residues. The IM also foresees harmonious integration of different land uses, in this
case hunting and nature conservation. However, improvements could be considered through the
integration of other forms of recreation such as hiking. The monitoring and the reporting are
sufficient regarding the implementation period of the project. However, longer term outcomes or
impact will be difficult to monitor.

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

Besides the mechanism of the reversed auction itself, the ecological aspects have been the focus
of this IM. Integration of those concerns has therefore not been a major challenge. The main
difficulty is to reconcile the short duration of the project and the long-term process of ecosystem
and biodiversity improvement actions and their impact.

SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:

At the moment, the participatory process has brought representatives of the public sector
(Natuurinvest and ANB, and occasionally the VLM – Vlaamse Landmaatschappij), the hunting
sector (HVV), the agricultural sector (Boerenbond) and the sector of forest owners (APB-NB,
Landelijk Vlaanderen and Bosgroepen) together and forested common understanding and values
between them with regard to the IM. Nature conservationists (Natuurpunt) have had limited
participation in the early stages of the process. This is an achievement, because tensions exist
between some of these sectors (in relation to nature governance). However, the delay of this IM
and the termination of the other reverse auction pilot (wild boar buffers) could pose a threat to
the mutual relationships within and to some extent outside of this project, especially between the
public sector and the others.
On a positive note, the bidding process required cooperation from participants and further
cooperation in the field can also be expected. As such, relationships between especially hunters
and forest owners might enhance through cooperation for this IM.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
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Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The performance of the IM regarding this matter is complex. Participation of most of the important
partner and stakeholder representatives was ensured throughout the entire process. This through
three MAG meetings, other participatory meetings (e.g. bilateral) and extensive written
communication. However, it needs to be mentioned that by the start of the actual participatory
process, the ‘bones’ were already defined by the KU Leuven (reverse auction) and ANB in
cooperation with Natuurinvest (type of conservation contract or ecosystem service to be
included). As such, it was the only the ‘flesh’ that still needed to be developed. As a result, and
despite having invited a broad list of possible stakeholders, only a handful did actually actively
participate. Fortunately, these active stakeholders are considered to be the most relevant in light
of the IM.
Overall, there was collective agreement and understanding regarding the IM and its goals
(despite the disparate interests) between the partners and stakeholder representatives. In
addition, the IM was designed to be rather straightforward and was thoroughly explained in info
sessions and the subsidy regulation and its annexes. Nevertheless, during the project call,
difficulties emerged with regard to the comprehensibility of the IM for some of the farmers, forest
owners/bosgroepen and hunters/wildbeheereenheden.
In conclusion, to improve the participatory process there could be more room for manoeuvre
regarding the framework and it could be more comprehensive in terms of stakeholders.
Regarding the comprehensibility of the IM, some consider that more elaborate information could
be provided about the potential interventions and on the bidding form and its annexes. However,
the reversed auction was tested as a way to simplify procedures. If a lot more explanation is
needed for potential bidders to participate, the mechanism would be too complex in order to
achieve that goal. Further reflexion is needed.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
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Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

First of all, although all the relevant stakeholders (given the framework) were invited, not all of
them participated and some participated only to a limited extent. Overall, the participation of the
farmers, the hunters/wildbeheereenheden and the forest owners/bosgroepen was achieved.
Natuurpunt and INBO, as representatives of the nature conservation sector, dropped out after
one MAG meeting. Nevertheless, Natuurinvest, KU Leuven, ANB, HVV, Boerenbond and APBNB (representing Landelijk Vlaanderen and Bosgroepen) were always present and as such, the
most important stakeholder groups were always represented. However, more could have been
done to ensure the participation of Natuurpunt and INBO. in the participatory meetings and
beyond.
The participatory process fostered common understanding and values, on the scale of the
participating stakeholder representatives. In terms of outreach to the broader stakeholder groups
(individual forest owners or hunters), there is room for improvement. Although this was planned,
the hunting controversy peaked in Flanders after the death of Naya (wolve) and ANB decided to
keep the project rather under the radar to prevent reputational damage, relying on the involved
stakeholder representatives to make sure that additional information was shared with their
constituencies.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
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Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM performs rather well on this criteria. Equity of access can be considered a characteristic of
reverse auctions in general and as such of the IM. After all, anyone is free to participate to the IM
and to propose their preferred interventions and the monetary amount (5000, 10000, 15000) that
is perceived necessary to conduct these interventions. However, the permission to enlist help of
consultancy firms for the development of bids in combination with the perceived complexity of the
IM, might favour those who can afford this help in terms of access to participation and selection.
Nevertheless, the number of (selected) biddings without help of consultancy firms was not
perceived problematically low.
Equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits and costs, is the core principle of reverse
auctions and as such also of the IM. After all, the IM was developed to establish cost-efficient
habitat restoration and improvement in forested hunting areas. However, it remains to be
measured to what extent this objective is actually reached. In addition, the IM is directed at both
private (e.g. enhanced forest quality, boosting game species) and public benefits (e.g. more
beautiful forest environment for recreation if allowed, protection of rare and endangered flora and
fauna). Looking at the interventions of the selected bids, both private and public benefits can be
expected.
To improve upon the first criteria, it might be useful to provide more elaborate information on the
admissible interventions and the bidding forms and it’s annexes (although this might increase the
perceived complexity of the IM, as risk that should be taken into account). This in order to ensure
equity in terms of access to participation and selection. Regarding the third criteria, it is important
to measure the cost-efficiency of the IM in the future.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state
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The entire budget foreseen for this IM will be allocated. The first part of the agreed sum will be
paid out to the selected bidders soon and the second part after implementation of the proposed
interventions and additional required actions. In the future, this investment will, normally costefficiently, be turned into natural value. Meanwhile, the transactions cost have run high. At the
moment, the economic balance is thus negative. However, the final balance can only be
assessed at a later stage.

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

First of all, besides the funding from SINCERE, the IM has mobilized a novel source of income for
the provision of FES, namely the Jachtfonds. This fund is composed of fees paid by hunters for
administrational purposes and was established in the starting year of SINCERE. It was decided
that a large part of the Jachtfonds would be directed at supporting concrete projects that focus on
biodiversity and game management, among which this IM. Then, although the IM itself might lead
to more cost-efficient habitat restoration and improvement in forested hunting areas than a
regular subsidy scheme, the high transaction costs related to the project and the experiment itself
might hamper this cost-efficiency to a large extent. Next, both the IM itself and consequently the
selected bids avoid trade-offs and include synergies between ES. This is ensured by the IM’s
requirements, scope (e.g. admissible interventions) and selection criteria. A long list of synergies
between ES of the selected bids could be provided, but of course there is always room for
improvement on this matter. Lastly, whereas the IM does not affect the local economy, the local
communities might benefit from ameliorated flora and fauna. However, as the effect of the
interventions are rather place-bound, this depends on whether the local community has access to
the forest or not. Therefore, the IM could be improved through the inclusion of public access to
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the forest in question as a requirement or selection criteria. This would off course imply other
risks that need to be kept in mind: increased access to forests can have negative effects on
biodiversity, and the inclusion of such an impactful criteria could reduce considerably the
willingness of private owners to participate in the auction.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

The real lessons in terms of economic viability, and more particularly the cost-efficiency of the IM,
still need to be drawn.

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

In principle, the IM performs quite well regarding the institutional dimension of sustainability. The
participatory process performed ok in terms of integration, inclusiveness and iteration; a
functioning steering committee was in place and the IM complied as well as possible with rights,
laws and rules and targets of public funding.
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.
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The participatory process includes representatives of all the relevant stakeholder groups, except
for the nature conservation sector. This allowed to incorporate local knowledge, values, concerns
and ideas of the stakeholder groups into the IM. Also scientific knowledge stands at the basis of
the IM. However, more scientific knowledge on both the uniform reverse auction, but especially
on the interventions and their effects are welcome. There are various learning mechanisms in
place, such as case-specific feedback mechanisms and self-assessments (e.g. this one).

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM performs rather well on this principle as there was a functioning steering committee in
place, composed of Natuurinvest, KU Leuven, ANB, HVV, APB-NB and Boerenbond. This
steering committee led the IM into the right direction.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.
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Overall, the IM performs excellent regarding this principle. The IM does comply with existing laws
and rights and it aims to fill a gap in public funding for nature governance in Flanders (e.g.
funding for hunters for nature management and funding for the admissible interventions).
However, the IM could not be carried out entirely according to the rules and targets of public
funding. This because there exists no regulation for nor precedent of reverse auctions for subsidy
allocation (for nature governance) in Flanders. Nevertheless, the IM was aligned as much as
possible with the rules and targets of public funding. Of course, the IM also aligned with the rules
and targets of the Jachtfonds and SINCERE.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

Testing innovative mechanisms to finance projects requires flexibility and adaptability. Working
with public funds (similar to subsidies), needing to follow procedures for existing subsidy
schemes, make it extremely difficult to be able to act swiftly and adapt rapidly. Public
administration is maybe not the ideal setting for this kind of experimental projects.

OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

Sustainability self-assessment
Legal compliance and
democratic priorities
4.5

Ecosystem structure
and biodiversity
5 4.3

4

Ecosystem functions
4.0

3

Sustainability risks
4.0
management

3.7

2

Holistic approach
across scales

1
Integrative, inclusive
and iterative process

3.2

3.3
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3.4

3.4
Economic viability

Social relations
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4.7solutions
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•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

The general appreciation of the IM is positive. There are areas with room for improvement, but
the overall design, process and results so far are considered good. No surprisingly high or low
scores were given.

•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?

Having spent a lot of time and money for this project to be running, it might be surprising that all
elements of this SSA are rather positive, including the one on economic sustainability (costefficiency). It is therefore fair to say that at least in design the IM meets the expectations. At this
stage, it is still too early to make conclusions about the implementation phase.

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

The first step will be to monitor and then evaluate the implementation of the selected projects
within the IM. The final feedback of all actors involved in the next year will be crucial for the
follow-up that this IM will or will not have in the future.

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions: project is now running, so no short-term actions are foreseen.
Medium-term actions: over the next year, thorough follow-up of the selected projects needs to be
done as scheduled. Final analysis will provide input for further development of the IM
Long-term actions: if considered positive, the next step could be to draft guidelines on how to
organize a reversed auction in the context of nature conservation activities. Recommendations
for policy makers should be included. If reproduced, there needs to be more attention to
sufficient, comprehensible and targeted communication about the mechanism.
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•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

It allowed to make explicit some of the assumptions about the quality of the design, the
mechanism of the reversed auction itself and the content of the two pilots. Although the
information obtained through the SSA process might serve objectives on a higher level, it did not
directly influence the design of the IM itself.
•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

The SSA could be more sustainability enhancing if the content was adapted to a larger extent to
the specific case studies. Just as the mechanism of reversed auction needs to be adjusted to the
objectives you aim to achieve, the self-assessment might benefit from a more tailor-made
approach in order to make it more fit for purpose and to inform the design of the IM. This includes
the possibility to adapt deadlines in light of the state of progress of the implementation of the IM.
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Belgium/Flanders – Indicators for habitat restoration and improvement
Ecological dimension of sustainability
BELGIUM/FLANDERS
HABITAT
RESTORATION
Principle 1
Criterion 1.1
Criterion 1.2

Criterion 1.3

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator
measures /
values

The level of consideration of forest cover and standing stock of biomass in the reverse auction call.
The level of consideration of biodiversity in the reverse auction call.
The level of contribution of the selected biddings to the criteria of addressing specific hunting game species (percent).
The level of contribution of the selected biddings to the criteria of augmenting structural variation (percent).
The level of contribution of the selected biddings to the criteria of addressing protected species, habitats or small landscape features
(percent).
The level of contribution of the selected biddings to the criteria of improving landscape ecological relationships related to linking
populations or meta-populations (percent).
The number of selected biddings that include measures to construct or restore small landscape features or legally protected vegetation
such as sunken lanes, ponds or springs (percent).
The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to improve structural diversity with the use of native species through
structural and spatial transitions between vegetations, glades or small landscape features in forests (percent).
The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to improve the tree species composition of native location suitable species
(percent).
The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to combat exotic plant species (percent).
The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to improve special natural values that contribute to high nature quality or
biological diversity (percent).
The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to conduct one-off interventions that contribute to a (legally determined)
natuurstreefbeeld (percent).
The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to improve the interal structural variation of forests (percent).
The level of consideration of forest vitality and in the reverse auction call.
The level of contribution of the selected bidding to the criteria of addressing local ecological problems related to soil, water balance
and exotic species (percent).
The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to construct or restore water features (percent).
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Sustainability
score
On a scale of 1 to
5

64.2
62.2
76.4

3
3
0
0
0

4
5
4
4
5

54.6

0

3

26.6

0

3

93.3

0

5

80

0

5

66.6
100

0
0

4
5

100

0

5

80
72.2

0
3
0

5
3
4
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0
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The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to remove excess nutrients (percent).

0

0

3

The percentage of selected biddings that include measures to improve or restore the water balance (percent).

6.6

0

3

The level of consideration of the ecosystem functions that ensure long-term vitality, productivity and flow of ecosystem services in the
reverse auction call.

3

4

The level of consideration of harmonious integration of different land uses in the provision of the targeted es in the focal area in the
reverse auction call.
The level of monitoring and reporting critical indicators and thresholds.
The extent to which the reverse auction call avoids any negative environmental impact.

3

4

3
3

3
4

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to
5

3
0
0
3
3

3
3
4
2
4

Principle 2
Criterion 2.1
Principle 3
Criterion 3.1
Criterion 3.3
Criterion 3.4

Social dimension of sustainability
Indicator
measures /
values

Selected indicator(s)

Principle 4
Criterion 4.1
Criterion 4.2
Principle 5
Criterion 5.1

Criterion 5.2
Criterion 5.3
Criterion 5.4
Principle 6
Criterion 6.1

The extent to which participation is considered in the development of the reverse auction call.
The number of participatory meetings during the design and implementation process (absolute number).
The number of written contact moments with stakeholders during the design and implementation process (absolute number).
The extent to which comprehensibility is considered in the development of the reverse auction call.
The extent to which collective agreement is considered in the development of the reverse auction call.

3
Approx. 130

The ratio of the number of actor categories that were involved in at least one MAG meetings to the total number of actor categories in
place (percent).
The ratio of the number of actor categories that were at least once invited to participate in a MAG meeting to the total number of actor
categories in place (percent).
The extent to which the mechanisms took existing tensions into consideration which could hamper the implementation process.
The extent to which the development of the reverse auction call fostered common understanding and values between stakeholders.
The extent to which the stakeholders roles are recognized and put forward.

46.51

50

2

81.4

75

4

3
3
3

3
4
4

The number of biddings that did not have had help of a study bureau with the construction of their proposal (percent).

33.3

25

4
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Criterion 6.3

The extent to which equitable access was considered during the drafting of the admission requirements.
The extent to which equitable distribution of cost and benefits was considered in the reverse auction call.

3
3

5
5

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to
5

3
25

5
1

3
3

4
4

3
3

3
3

Economic dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator
measures /
values

The extent to which new sources of income for FES provision have been created.
Ratio between budget (time and money) spent in organizing the reversed auction and the actual budget spent for the implementation of the submitted projects
(percent).
The level of consideration of synergies and trade-offs of ES by the selected bids.
The level of consideration of trade-offs and synergies in the reverse auction call.
The level of contribution of the reverse auction call to the local economy.
The level of contribution of the reverse auction call to the local conditions.

Approx. 50

Institutional dimension of sustainability

Principle 8
Criterion 8.1

Criterion 8.2

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to
5

The ratio of the number of actor categories that were involved in at least one
MAG meetings to the total number of actor categories in place (percent).
The ratio of the number of actor categories that were at least once invited to
participate in a MAG meeting to the total number of actor categories in place
(percent).
The level of consideration of local knowledge, values, concerns and ideas of
the stakeholders in the development of the reverse auction call.

46.51

50

2

81.4

75

4

3

4
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Criterion 8.3
Criterion 8.4
Principle 9
Criterion 9.1
Principle 10
Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2

The level of consideration of scientific knowledge in the development of the
reverse auction call.
The quality of the feedback mechanisms included in the innovative
mechanism.
The level of inclusion of the stakeholders in knowledge production and in the
IM design.

3

3

3

4

The extent to which there is functioning steering committee.

3

4

The extent to which the IM complies with exisiting laws and rights.
The extent to which the reverse auction call aligns with the rules of its sources
of public funding.

3
3

5
4

3

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles

Keywords

Average scoring

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering
the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long
terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a
culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions
Holistic approach across scales

4.29
4.00
3.67

Participation and social agreement
Social relations
Equitable solutions

3.20
3.40
4.67

Economic viability
Integrative, inclusive and iterative process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic priorities

3.40
3.33
4.00
4.50
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Belgium/Flanders – Wild boar buffers
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM
• Name of the innovation action:
Reverse auction pilots for forest ecosystems services in rural and peri-urban areas in Flanders:
Reverse auction pilot for wild boar buffers

• Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Alexander Therry (project officer, Natuurinvest) and Camille De Herdt (intern, Natuurinvest)

• Brief description of the selected IM in its current state: name, location, objectives
During a first project call, the reverse auction pilot for wild boar buffers was terminated due to a limited
amount of biddings that did not allow to calculate a first rejected price. Adjustments to the design of this IM
were made (e.g. making continuation possible in case of a limited amount of biddings and expansion to
Vlaams-Brabant) and a second project call was organized. This second project call was directed at
municipalities in Limburg, Antwerpen and Vlaams-Brabant with a sufficiently high number of observations
of wild boar, damage cases and yield. However, after the selection of four bidders from Antwerpen and
Vlaams-Brabant out of 8 received bids, also this reverse auction pilot was terminated after receiving a
negative advise from the Inspector of Finance. This time due to legal reasons (see later).
Originally, the objectives of this IM were as follows. A first objective was to test and to develop knowledge
and expertise of a presumed cost-efficient instrument for subsidy allocation (for nature conservation),
namely the reverse auction, and more precisely the reverse auction with first rejected price principle.
Another aim was to reduce the damage that wild boar cause to corn fields, forests and through traffic
accidents and accordingly to contribute to the public support for this species. This through offering support
to farmers, who should collaborate with hunters, for the creation and maintenance of strips of grassland or
other low vegetation between forest borders and corn fields. These strips should raise the threshold for
wild boar to go into the corn fields and should heighten the visibility of wild boar for shooting, which should
help to control the population of wild boar. Next, these buffers can also reduce the impact of agriculture on
the forests edges and complex. Also, these buffers heighten landscape variety. Lastly, another objective
was to increase funding for and improve the recognition of hunters in nature management and to enhance
the relationships between the stakeholders involved, especially the agricultural and hunting sector.
However, implementation did not follow.
•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation phase?
(NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all selected indicators in
the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then you include general indicators
and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome indicators).
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As aforementioned, the IM was in the preparatory implementation phase (implementation of reverse
auction call), but has been terminated right after the selection of the bids and as such no wild boar
buffers have been or will be created in the framework of the SINCERE project. Consequently, in what
follows, emphasis will be put on process and general indicators.

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
- The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant, profitable
- The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
- The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of
coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors

• What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?
The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by all stakeholders.
Although the process was stopped after the negative advise of the inspector of finance, all stakeholders
involved have indicated their interest in having those wild boar buffers, as well as in finding simpler
alternatives for traditional subsidy mechanisms.

• What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?
We have not achieved institutional willingness to integrate the mechanism of reversed auction by the
principle of first rejected price setting into the existing set of subsidy instruments. Once applied, the
mechanism itself is not too complex, however it has proven to be extremely challenging to explain the
concept and convince people that – although it seems counter intuitive – this kind of reversed auction
can actually be beneficial for both bidders (farmers) and buyer (government/jachtfonds).

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
• Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state.
The foreseen ecological impacts of the IM were to contribute to the control of the population of wild boar,
to reduce the impact of wild boar and agriculture on forest edges and complexes. However, due to its
termination, there will not be ecological impacts. From the process perspective, the IM performs rather
well on the ecological dimension of sustainability. However, there is room for improvement.
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand
structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
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Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene diversity,
species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to drought, fire,
storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.
•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of development,
based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as well on possible ways
to improve your IM, based on this analysis.
The IM ensures the preservation of the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity. For
instance, the wild boar buffers have to be located on the corn fields in order to be admissible and not on
forest ground. Furthermore, the IM contributes actively to forest vitality through the ban on pesticides on
the wild boar buffers and to biodiversity through the creation of strips of grass or other low vegetation.
However, there is room for improvement regarding this principles. For instance, the requirements for the
wild boar buffers could be adjusted so that these strips have to contribute to the restoration of biodiverse
grassland vegetation and habitat.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term vitality
and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical cycles, continued
carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
The IM can be considered slightly unsustainable with regard to the ecosystem functions. Although
ecosystem functions that ensure vitality, productivity and ecosystem services such as for instance closed
biogeochemical cycles and balanced trophic levels would be enhanced, the IM is lacking on the long-term
aspect. After all, the wild boar buffers are only required to remain for a year. In order to improve the IM
with regard to this matter, the time span could be extended, but this is impossible in practice as farmers
need to apply a rotation system for their crops (corn is not grown on the same spot for years on).

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and
monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering
impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different land uses
(different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g. carbon
balance of the further product cascade).
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Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators and
thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside or
outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
The IM performs well on this principle. After all, the pesticide-free wild boar buffers would integrate
different land uses harmoniously, namely agriculture, hunting and nature conservation. However,
improvement is possible through for instance integration of other forms of recreation such as hiking. Also,
a more ambitious focus on nature conservation is welcome, although this would inevitably have a negative
effect on the number of farmers willing to participate in the bidding process.
Furthermore, through for instance the ban on pesticides on the strips, the requirement that the strips
should be located on the corn fields and the contribution to the population control of wild boar, the IM
definitely avoids negative environmental impact inside and to a certain extent outside of the focal area.
However, again, this is only short-term. Regarding the monitoring and the reporting, systems were
foreseen, but without implementation this will remain just theory.

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in your
innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining doubts or
questions, etc.)
Throughout the participatory process, efforts have been made to integrate ecological concerns into the
design of the IM. However, the level of ambition had to be lowered, as it became clearly to too restrictive
conditions for the wild boar buffers would lead to disengagement from the farming sector. Prohibiting the
use of pesticides was one important element that all parties agreed upon.

SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
• Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:
At the moment, the participatory process has brought representatives of the public sector (Natuurinvest
and ANB), the hunting sector (HVV), the agricultural sector (Boerenbond) and the sector of forest owners
(APB-NB, Landelijk Vlaanderen and Bosgroepen) together and fostered common understanding and
values between them with regard to the IM. This is an achievement, because tensions exist between some
of these sectors (in relation to nature governance). However, the termination of both of the calls of this IM
and the delay of the other IM, could pose a threat to the mutual relationships within and to some extent
outside of this project.
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The bidding process required cooperation between sectors. As such, relationships between especially
hunters and farmers might enhance through cooperation for this IM.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen its
legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and economic
values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by all
stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
Participation of most of the important partner and stakeholder representatives was ensured throughout the
entire process. This through three MAG meetings, other participatory meetings (e.g. bilateral) and
extensive written communication. However, it needs to be mentioned that by the start of the actual
participatory process, the ‘bones’ were already defined by the KU Leuven (reverse auction) and ANB in
cooperation with Natuurinvest (type of conservation contract and FES to be included). As such, it was the
only the ‘flesh’ that still needed to be developed.
Overall, there was and still is collective agreement and understanding regarding the IM and its goals
(despite the disparate interests) between the partners and stakeholder representatives. In addition, the IM
was designed to be rather straightforward and was thoroughly explained in info sessions and the subsidy
regulation and its annexes. Nevertheless, during the project call, difficulties emerged with regard to the
comprehensibility of the IM for some of the farmers, forest owners/bosgroepen and
hunters/wildbeheereenheden.
In conclusion, to improve the participatory process there should more room for manoeuvre regarding the
framework and it should be more comprehensive in terms of stakeholders. Regarding the
comprehensibility of the IM, more elaborate information could be provided on wild boar buffers and on the
bidding form and its annexes, although one should be careful not to increase the complexity by adding too
much information neither. A balance would need to be found.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital
in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of actors
and values.
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Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication between
stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and between stakeholder
groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies, prevents and when necessary
addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the actions
planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance and strive
for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
First of all, although a broad number of stakeholders were invited, not all of them participated and some
participated only to a limited extent. Overall, the participation of the farmers, the
hunters/wildbeheereenheden and the forest owners/bosgroepen was guaranteed. Natuurpunt and INBO,
as representatives of the nature conservation sector, dropped out after one MAG meeting. Nevertheless,
Natuurinvest, KU Leuven, ANB, HVV, Boerenbond and APB-NB were always present and as such, the
most important/relevant stakeholder groups were always represented. However, more could have been
done to ensure the participation of Natuurpunt and INBO. in the participatory meetings and beyond. Then,
as aforementioned, the participatory process fostered common understanding and values. Lastly, the
internal communication and that towards the stakeholders, always highlighted the role of the different
stakeholder groups. However, there might be room for improvement regarding public outreach. Although
this was planned, the hunting controversy peaked in Flanders after the death of Naya (wolve) and ANB
decided to keep the project rather under the radar to prevent reputational damage.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new
forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small forest
owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and maintains or
enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It aims at a
balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
The IM performs rather well on this criteria. Equity of access can be considered a characteristic of reverse
auctions in general and as such of the IM. After all, anyone who can fulfil the requirements is free to
participate and to choose the monetary amount per square meter that they perceive as necessary.
However, the permission to enlist help of consultancy firms for the development of bids in combination
with the perceived complexity of the IM, might favour those who can afford this help in terms of access to
participation and selection. However, no bidder enlisted help.
Equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits and costs, is the core principle of reverse auctions and as
such also of the IM. After all, the IM was developed to establish wild boar buffers cost-efficiently. However,
it remains to be measured to what extent this objective is actually reached. In addition, the IM is directed
at both private (e.g. reduced damage to corn fields) and public benefits (e.g. less wild boar-related traffic
accidents, forest deterioration).
To improve upon the first criteria, it might be useful to provide more clarification on the admissible
interventions and the bidding forms and it’s annexes. This in order to ensure equity in terms of access to
participation and selection. Regarding the third criteria, it would have been important to measure the costefficiency of the IM and there might be room for improvement regarding public benefits in terms of
recreation (e.g. hiking trails).
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining doubts or
questions, etc.)
Despite the interruption of the wild boar buffers pilot, it is remarkable that the two stakeholders most
relevant to this case (hunters and farmers) remain convinced of the necessity and relevance of this IM
(both the auction mechanism as the wild boar buffers themselves). Bringing the stakeholders together has
allowed us to find possible win-win for all, contributing to the acceptance of the IM by those involved.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
• Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:
Due to the termination of the IM, the foreseen budget will not be allocated and as such no value will be
created through cost-efficient investment. Meanwhile, the transactions cost have run high. The economic
balance is and will remain negative.

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant, profitable.
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Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the targeted ES
and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily quantified and
monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local communities, by
supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
Besides the funding from SINCERE, the IM has mobilized a novel source of income for the provision of
FES, namely the Jachtfonds. This fund is composed of fees paid by hunters for administrational purposes
and was established in the starting year of SINCERE. It was decided that a large part of the Jachtfonds
would be directed at supporting concrete projects that focus on biodiversity and game management,
among which this IM. Then, the IM itself might have led to more cost-efficient provision of wild boar
buffers. However, it was terminated and meanwhile, high transaction costs have been incurred for this
project. Next, the IM avoids trade-offs (e.g. wild boar on corn fields) and include synergies between ES
(e.g. hunting and biodiversity). This is ensured through the IM’s scope and requirements. Nevertheless,
there is room for improvement on this matter. Lastly, the IM could benefit the local economy through for
instance the reduction of damage to corn fields by wild boar and the local conditions through enhancing
landscape diversity and local fauna and flora. However, as the effect of the interventions are rather placebound, this depends on whether the local community has access to the wild boar buffers and forests or
not. Therefore, the IM could be improved through the inclusion of public access to the wild boar buffers
and forests in question as a requirement, although this condition could also affect negatively the
willingness of potential bidders to participate.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining doubts or
questions, etc.)
The scale at which we have been able to conduct this experiment of the reversed auction by first rejected
price has been too small in order to provide sufficient results for further evaluation. Although theory
suggests that the mechanism can be cost-efficient, we have not been able to prove it in practice, thus
leading to the decision by the government to abort the experiment after the negative advise of the
inspector of finance.

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
• Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:
In principle, the IM performs quite well regarding the institutional dimension of sustainability. The
participatory process performed ok in terms of integration, inclusiveness and iteration; a functioning
steering committee was in place and the IM complied as well as possible with rights, laws and rules and
targets of public funding. However, although we got initial approval to test the mechanism of reversed
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auction by first rejected price, the limited results of the biddings did not provide a sufficient basis to prove
the cost-efficiency of the mechanism, leading the inspector of finance to give a negative advise on the
continuation of the project. .

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and
iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial vision and
plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and economic
values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate methods and disciplines
to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers how decisions will accommodate
incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis back into
the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The IM
achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden socialecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the valuation and the
IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
The participatory process includes representatives of all the relevant stakeholder groups, except for the
nature conservation sector. This allowed to incorporate local knowledge, values, concerns and ideas of
the stakeholder groups into the IM. However, there is room for improvement on this matter (e.g. farmers
knowledge on timing). Also scientific knowledge stands at the basis of the IM. However, more practicebased knowledge on both the reverse auction, but especially on effects of wild boar buffers on population
control are welcome. There are various learning mechanisms in place, such as case-specific feedback
mechanisms and self-assessments (e.g. this one). The case-specific feedback mechanism have led to
improvements of the IM already.

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review the
process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
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The IM performs rather well on this principle as there was a functioning steering committee in place,
composed of Natuurinvest, KU Leuven, ANB, HVV, APB-NB and Boerenbond. This steering committee led
the IM into the right direction.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and traditional
rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets of the
(public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies with other public
funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices and context
and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
The IM does comply with existing laws and rights and it aims to fill a gap in public funding for nature
governance in Flanders, namely funding for wild boar buffers. However, the IM could not be carried out
according to the rules and targets of public funding. This because there exists no regulation for nor
precedent of reverse auctions for subsidy allocation (for nature governance) in Flanders. Nevertheless, the
IM was aligned as much as possible with the rules and targets of public funding. However, here is where it
went wrong. During the first project call, the former Inspector-General of Finances questioned whether the
discriminatory reverse auction was in violation with the zuinigheidsbeginsel (you cannot pose an
unnecessary burden on the public buget) or not. ANB decided to obtain advice from a law consultancy firm
regarding this matter. This advice argued that discriminatory reverse auctions are more in line with the
zuinigheidsbeginsel than regular subsidy schemes. However, the present Inspector-General of Finances
questioned this matter again during the second project call and was not satisfied with the advice of the
consultancy firm. As such, the call was terminated. Of course, the IM also aligned with the rules and
targets of the Jachtfonds and SINCERE.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns in your
innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining doubts or
questions, etc.)?
Experimenting with public funding is a challenge. Specific budget should be allocated for the experiment
itself, instead of trying to embed the experiment within existing (traditional) subsidy mechanism.
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OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment, i.e. the
spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

Sustainability self-assessment
Ecosystem structure and
biodiversity
5
Legal compliance and
4.5
Ecosystem functions
democratic priorities
4 3.7
4.5
3.5
3
Sustainability risks
Holistic approach across
2.5
5.0
4.0
2.0
management
scales
2
1.5
1
Integrative, inclusive and
iterative process

3.2

3.3

Participation and social
agreement

3.4

Economic viability

3.8

Social relations

Equitable solutions
5.0

•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment visually.
How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the different sustainability
dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

The chart reflects the complexity of the experiment. We are obliged to assess both actual results and
criteria with hypothetical elements, due to the interruption of the experiment.
Long term effects on ecosystem functions (other than impact of boar population on forest biodiversity in
general) cannot be considered positively as the project, by design, is short term.
Even though scoring is relatively good in terms of economic and institutional sustainability, in the end
conclusions are different: we have not been able to prove the cost-efficiency of the mechanism, and
therefore have not obtained the necessary institutional approval for continuing the experiment. The chart is
helpful when looking at theory, but falls short in showing the actual outcome of the experiment. We might
need to redefine some indicators in order to complement this current assessment.
•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals and
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expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted from the
sustainability self-assessment?
The self-assessment provides a rather positive image of the experiment, which seems odd given the fact
that we have not been able to actually implement the full process. However, it shows that the theoretical
design itself was well done. Practical implementation has proven to be far more challenging. Stakeholders
are interested in continuing with the idea of the wild boar buffers. However, it is less likely that sufficient
support is found in order to organize another reversed auction by first rejected price.

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have reflected
upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?
See previous box

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / long-term) and
expected outcome for each action.
Short-term actions: evaluation of the process with the relevant stakeholders
Medium-term actions: /
Long-term actions: /
•

How did the process of self-assessinsg your sustainability (from the screening list until this report)
influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could you identify the
reasons why?
It allowed to make explicit some of the assumptions about the quality of the design, the mechanism of the
reversed auction itself and the content of the two pilots. Although the information obtained through the
SSA process might serve objectives on a higher level, it did not directly influence the design of the IM
itself.
•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until this
report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability into future
innovation actions?
The SSA could be more sustainability enhancing if the content was adapted to a larger extent to the
specific case studies. Just as the mechanism of reversed auction needs to be adjusted to the objectives
you aim to achieve, the self-assessment might benefit from a more tailor-made approach in order to make
it more fit for purpose and to inform the design of the IM. This includes the possibility to adapt deadlines in
light of the state of progress of the implementation of the IM
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Belgium/Flanders – Indicators for wild boar buffers
Ecological dimension of sustainability
Belgium/ flanders:
wild boar buffers

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1
Criterion 1.2.
Criterion 1.3
Principle 2
Criterion 2.1
Principle 3
Criterion 3.1
Criterion 3.3
Criterion 3.4

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator
measures /
values

Threshold

Sustainability
score
ON A SCALE
OF 1 TO 5

The level of consideration of forest cover in the reverse auction call.
The level of consideration of biodiversity in the reverse auction call.
The level of consideration of forest vitality and increased resilience in the reverse auction call.

3
3
3

5
3
3

The level of consideration of the ecosystem functions that ensure long-term vitality, productivity and its flow of ecoystems in the reverse
auction call.

3

2

3
100
3
3

4
5
3
4

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1
to 5

3
0
0

3
3
4
3

The level of consideration of integration of different land uses in the reverse auction call.
The number of selected biddings introduced by more than one individual (percent).
The level of monitoring and reporting of critical ecological indicator and thresholds.
The extent to which the reverse auction call avoids any negative environmental impact.

100

Social dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Principle 4
Criterion 4.1
Criterion 4.2

Indicator
measures /
values

The extent to which participation is considered in the development of the reverse auction call.
The number of participatory meetings during the design and implementation process (absolute number).
The number of written contact moments with stakeholders during the design and implementation process (absolute number).
The extent to which comprehensibility is considered in the development of the reverse auction call.
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The extent to which collective agreement is considered in the development of the reverse auction call.
Principle 5
Criterion 5.1

Criterion 5.2
Criterion 5.3
Criterion 5.4
Principle 6
Criterion 6.1
Criterion 6.3

The ratio of the number of actor categories that were involved in at least one MAG meetings to the total number of actor categories in
place (percent).
The ratio of the number of actor categories that were at least once invited to participate in a MAG meeting to the total number of actor
categories in place (percent).
The extent to which mechanisms are included in the design of the innovative mechanism that address tensions or conflicts between
stakeholders.
The extent to which the development of the reverse auction call fostered common understanding and values between stakeholders.
The extent to which the stakeholders roles are recognized and put forward.

46.51

50

2

81.4

75

4

3

3

3
3

4
4

The percentage of biddings that have had help of a study bureau with the construction of their proposal (percent).
The extent to which equitable access was considered during the drafting of the admission requirements.
The extent to which equitable distribution of cost and benefits was considered in the reverse auction call.

0

25
3
3

5
5
5

Indicator
measures /
values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1
to 5

3
25

5
1

3
3

4
5

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE

Economic dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

The extent to which new sources of income for FES provision have been created.
Ratio between budget (time and money) spent in organizing the reversed auction and the actual budget that would have been spent for the implementation of the
submitted projects (percent).
The level of consideration of trade-offs and synergies in the reverse auction call.
The extent to which the reverse auction call considers the local economy and conditions.

100

Institutional dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures /
values
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On a scale of 1
to 5
Principle 8
Criterion 8.1

Criterion 8.2

Criterion 8.3
Criterion 8.4
Principle 9
Criterion 9.1
Principle 10
Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2

The ratio of the number of actor categories that were involved in at least one MAG meetings to the total number of
actor categories in place (percent).
The ratio of the number of actor categories that were involved in at least one MAG meetings to the total number of
actor categories in place (percent).
The level of consideration of local knowledge, values, concerns and ideas of the stakeholders in the development of
the reverse auction call.
The level of consideration of scientific knowledge in the development of the reverse auction call.

46.51

50

2

81.4

75

4

3

4

3

2

The quality of the feedback mechanisms included in the innovative mechanism.
The level of inclusion of the stakeholders in knowledge production and in the IM design.

3
3

4
3

The extent to which there is functioning steering committee.

3

5

The extent to which the IM complies with exisiting laws and rights.
The level of alignment of the reverse auction call with the rules of its sources of public funding.

3
3

5
4

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.

Keywords
Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions

Average scoring
3.67
2.00

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering the
appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a culture of
negotiation including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Holistic approach across scales

4.00

Participation and social agreement
Social relations
Equitable solutions

3.25
3.40
5.00

Economic viability
Integrative, inclusive and iterative process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic priorities

3.75
3.17
5.00
4.50
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Spain/Basque Country – Forest management for water services
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM
• Name of the innovation action:
To Create a new legal framework for forests and forestry that addresses much better the provision,
valuation and monitoring of ecosystem services, in BIZKAIA.

• Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
Carlos Uriagereka, Head of Forest Service of Bizkaia, Coordinator of the IM and representative of DFB
as a partner of the SINCERE project.

• Brief description of the selected IM in its current state: name, location, objectives
Name: Payment for ecosystem services.
Location: In Berriatua, Bizkaia, Spain.
Objectives: To strengthen the sustainable forest management.
•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation phase?
(NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all selected indicators in
the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then you include general indicators
and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome indicators).

We are currently in the implementation of the pilot project.

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
- Water quantity.
- Water quality.
- Desired landscape.

• What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?
The social participation of the local community in the development of the pilot project.
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• What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?
The search for funding for the payment of the ecosystem services.

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
• Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state.
The change of trend, both in the choice of species and in the choice of the silviculture to be used, as well
as longer shifts and less environmentally impactful management.
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand
structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene diversity,
species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to drought, fire,
storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.
•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of development,
based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as well on possible ways
to improve your IM, based on this analysis.
The main focus of our IM is on water and landscape issues. With the rest of the indicators we try to at
least maintain a minimally optimal level.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term vitality
and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical cycles, continued
carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
We will focus on water flow and landscape aspects for their intended increase, but with the rest of the
ecosystem services it is a question of maintaining them at minimally optimal levels.
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Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and
monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering
impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different land uses
(different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g. carbon
balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators and
thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside or
outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
The forest management is a long-term activity; therefore, everything related to this activity also has this
same perspective.

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in your
innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining doubts or
questions, etc.)
It is possible to measure these ecological values and even quantify a valuation of them, but it is difficult to
achieve a fair and long-term payment.

SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
• Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:
The pilot project is responding to current social concerns of a community with a long tradition of forestry,
which was at a crossroads as to how to continue this tradition and avoid abandoning their forests.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen its
legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and economic
values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
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Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by all
stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
We have tried to ensure the participation of as many people as possible from different areas related to the
forestry sector (forest owners, universities, research centres, administrations, ...etc) in order to obtain a
holistic view and to integrate all possible concerns and worries

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital
in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of actors
and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication between
stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and between stakeholder
groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies, prevents and when necessary
addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the actions
planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance and strive
for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
Faced with the serious problem of generational change, our IM can be an instrument to facilitate this
change in a less abrupt and more continuous way. This project is serving as a meeting point for different
visions but with a common problem: the continuity of forest management.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new
forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g., between big and small forest
owners).
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Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and maintains or
enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It aims at a
balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
There is a shift from simply buying and selling timber to expanding the markets and the services offered
and rewarded.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining doubts or
questions, etc.)
Our IA is demonstrating that if there is debate and dialogue and common understanding, both society and
the providers of ecosystem services win. It is a win-win relationship.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
• Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:
We have moved from unvalued and unremunerated ecosystem services to the beginning of their
consideration and recognition, with the consequent economic impact that this may have in the future, not
only for forest owners but also for local communities in which they are provided.

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant, profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the targeted ES
and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily quantified and
monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local communities, by
supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
This is the great difficulty of our projects: finding stable sources of funding over time.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining doubts or
questions, etc.)
Social and political will is needed to mobilise both public and private sources of funding

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
• Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:
The pilot project is making it possible for a regional administration to integrate these concepts into its own
legislation and end up being a benchmark not only at regional or national level, but also at European level.

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and
iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial vision and
plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and economic
values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate methods and disciplines
to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers how decisions will accommodate
incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis back into
the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The IM
achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden socialecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the valuation and the
IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
All relevant actors have been included in a fully participatory manner.

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
385

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review the
process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
The project has a core group made up of different entities that bring together the different visions and
sensitivities that may exist in the forestry field.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and traditional
rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets of the
(public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies with other public
funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices and context
and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to improve
your IM, based on this analysis.
The ultimate goal of this project is to include payment for ecosystem services in regional legislation.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns in your
innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining doubts or
questions, etc.)?
It is essential to be able to extract regulations from the grassroots: from those who live on the ground and
manage the land, rather than being imposed by legislative administrations. When drafting a law related to
ecosystem services, there must be a participatory process that includes the actors who will be affected at
the front line (bottom-up approach).

OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment, i.e. the
spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.
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•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment visually.
How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the different sustainability
dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

The most difficult part of our project is the financial aspect because it is difficult to seek and secure longterm funding.
In terms of biodiversity, our project is mainly focused in two forest ecosystem services (water and
landscape) and with the rest what it is pretended is to maintain them in a minimum optimal level but we
are not making any effort to increase them.
•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals and
expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted from the
sustainability self-assessment?
The Yes indeed. However, the project is not finished yet and it is too soon to answer to these questions.

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have reflected
upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?
There is a possibility to extend this IA to the rest of the region of Bizkaia.
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•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / long-term) and
expected outcome for each action.
Short-term actions:
- To try to search for new payments for ecosystem services that until now where not quantified.
Medium-term actions:
- To try to find new outlets for timber in markets to which it has not been destined until now (hardwood,
native broadleaf species, etc.).
Long-term actions:
- To achieve the combination of payment for ecosystem services and different markets for different timber
and species in a stable and continuous manner.

•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this report)
influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could you identify the
reasons why?
Filling in this document and especially the accompanying excel has sometimes been complicated because
there are aspects that cannot be quantitatively assessed or that present a wide range of values as an
answer, and in many cases it was not possible to give a single answer.
Given the progress of the pilot project, there are data that are not related to our priority objectives.
•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until this
report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability into future
innovation actions?
Qualitative variables should be separated from quantitative variables. And it should be specified which
aspects the project is going to measure with the intention of increasing them and which aspects are not
going to be so heavily influenced.
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Spain/Basque country – Indicators
Ecological dimension of sustainability
Spain/Basque country

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1

Criterion 1.2

Criterion 1.3

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

a) National Forest Inventory "IFN" (measurment of the evolution of forest area
every 10 years).

489.886 ha / 68%

Mainaein the same
value

5

b) Sustainable Forest Management Plan "PTGFS" (measurment of the
evolution of forest area included in the PTGFS every 20 years)
It will be analysed by means of the corresponding pan-European SFM
indicators, under the PEFC Euskadi Certification.

92.934,46ha / 19%

To increment the
value to the highest
To maintain de
current values

3

It will be analysed by means of the corresponding pan-European SFM
indicators, under the PEFC Euskadi Certification.

Forest vitality Indicators 2.3 and 2.4 UNE 162002;
Fires indicator 2.5 UNE 162002

To improve the
current values

2

a) It will be analysed by means of the corresponding pan-European SFM
indicators, under the PEFC Euskadi Certification.
b) Creation of a Gauging Station to measure water fluxes.

Indicator 5.1 UNE 162002

To maintain the
current values
To impruve the
value

5

To provide data on the types of land use and forest species in forest land use:
a) PTGFS
b) IFN
a) Sectoral Environmental Product Declaration of sawmills in the Basque
Country.
b) CO2 fixation measurements in PTGFS.

There are 6 types of tree genera in the CAPV with the
following species: Pinus, Abies, Larix (57), Quercus (23),
Fagus (16), otros (4)
480.000 m3/year

To maintain the
current values

5
4

a) PTGFS, SFM PEFC certification.

Each PTGS responds to 25 ecological indicators

To maintain the
current values
To increase the
current value
To maintain the
current values

Landscape Indicator 4.7 UNE 162002; Genetic diversity
Indicator 4.6 UNE 162002;
Species
diversity Indicator 4.1 UNE 162002

5

Principle 2
Criterion 2.1

Principle 3
Criterion 3.1
Criterion 3.2

Criterion 3.3
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b) IFN

The IFN calculates the variaton of stock and surface of
each species
An internal and external audir is carried out once a year in
the whole region.
42

To maintain the
current values
To maintain the
current values
To increase the
current value

5

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Criterion 4.1

a) List of stakeholkders of the MAG meetings.

17 different entities (25 people)

4

Criterion 4.2

B) List of actors involved in pilot project meetings and decision-making.
a) List of stakeholkders of the MAG meetings.

9 entities
17 different entities (25 people)

b) List of actors involved in pilot project meetings a decision-making.

9 entities

To improve the
current value
to maintain
to improve the
current value
to maintain

17 different entities

to improve the
current value
To maintain

4

Criterion 5.2

Number of types of actors participating in pilot project meetings and MAG
meetings.
Number and type of communications between project stakeholders.

Criterion 5.3

Number of preparatory meetings for MAG meetings.
a) Number of complaints.

To maintain
To decrease the
number of
complaints
To maintain

4
4

to increase

4
3

Criterion 3.4

a) PTGFS, SFM PEFC certification. Audits.
b) Follow-up of the Bizkaia Provincial Council (DFB) forest ranger department.

5
4

Social dimension of sustainability

Principle 4

Principle 5
Criterion 5.1

b) Number of forest owners participating.

4-5 meetings before each MAG of the core group of
actors+1-2 meeting every month
2
3 complaints during the whole project
90 forest owner participating in the pilot project. 3 forest
owners associations in the MAG meetngs
5 agreements with different entities in the pilot project

c) Number of agreements.
Criterion 5.4
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Principle 6
Criterion 6.1
Criterion 6.2
Criterion 6.3

a) Characterization of the types of stands that have been adhered to the IM.

50% forest owners with less than 20ha and 50% of forest
owners with more than 20ha
between 2-5 ha each forest owner
Three types of forest management with a differeciated
ranking of payment
Three types of forest management with a differeciated
ranking of payment

To maintain

4

To maintain
To increase

4
3

To increase

3

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

a)Number of different participating entities
b) Amount of income.

20
A maximum of 5.000 €/ha

To increase
To maintain

3

c) Timeframe of income

1 year

To increase

Ranking of payment according to the species and management chosen by the
owner.

Three types of forest management with a differeciated
ranking of payment

To increase

3
3
3
3

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to
5

Number of different participating entities
a) Number of scientific entities participating in the IM
b) Number of scientific tests carried out.

17 entities
2 entities
2

to increase
To maintain
To maintain

3
5
5

b) Surface stand area adhered by each owner.
Ranking of payment according to the species and management chosen by the
owner.
Ranking of payment according to the species and management chosen by the
owner.

Economic dimension of sustainability

Principle 7
Criterion 7.1

Criterion 7.2
Criterion 7.3
Criterion 7.4

Institutional dimension of sustainability

Principle 8
Criterion 8.1
Criterion 8.2
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Criterion 8.3
Criterion 8.4

Principle 9
Criterion 9.1
Principle 10
Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2
Criterion 10.3

c) Scientific follow-up carried out.
Economic, social and environmental monitoring after the application of the new
management methods.
a) Number of social events.
b) Diffusions carried out.

2
Not finished yet

To maintain

5
3

to increase
to increase

4
4

c) Number of different participating associations.
d) Number of citizens at IM level and at MAG meertings level.

50
three different ways of diffussion: video, social media,
meetings
17 entities
Aprox 150 people

to increase
to increase

3
4

Report about the management of sustainability risks or tensions, and
complaints from concerned stakeholders done by the Forestry Service of DFB.

2 Institutions review the process 1. Policymaker Forest
Service and 2. Forest Certification Platform

To maintain

4

Forestry Law, Water Directive, Natural Heritage Law, and relevant social and
administrative laws.
Creation of the legal framework that attracts budget of the Forest law, Public
treasury...
Payment for ecosystem services of water and landscape (and wood)
(methods, sources of financing, payment flow,...)

3 Laws , 1 at County Level 2 at Autonomous Comunity
Level
1 Anual call for investments in the forest.

to maintain

4

to mantain

4

3 different practices beyond the current practices that
generate the payment

To maintain

4

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate
spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation
including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
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Keywords
Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions
Holistic approach across scales

Average scoring
3.33
4.00
4.57

Participation and social agreement
Social relations
Equitable solutions

4.67
4.14
3.33

Economic viability
Integrative, inclusive and iterative process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic priorities

3.00
4.00
4.00
4.00
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Finland – Landscape and recreation value trade
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM
•

Name of the innovation action:

Kuusamo IA, Paying for landscape ecosystem services

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

Juhani Pyykkönen, practical partner, The Finnish Forestry Centre

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state : name, location, objectives

Paying for landscape ecosystem services

Ecosystem services
Ecosystem services in project plan
•

Forest landscape

•

Additional value from biodiversity and carbon sequestration services

Ecosystem services expressed by MAG, in co-creation process
•

Bundle of ecosystem services

•

Bundle of values, also intrinsic

•

Human behaviour, different interests, renewal and learning process

Innovations
•

New ES planning procedure covering spatial data of ecosystem services and forest
related values. Ideas: The use of big data, interaction of different ES, areal optimization,
visualization, awareness raising.

•

Participation dialogue for handling values – role of intrinsic values.
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•

New policy planning procedure – making the values and policy visible in different scales.

Paying and Financing
Private financing is needed for private business in tourism activity areas > Donations from those
who benefit, for example tourists and tourism companies.
Marketing and awareness web campaign reached 1,5 million contacts, but most important
contact in awareness raising is MAG.
Results and scalability – possibilities are seen on all levels.
Forests in IA
•

Kuusamo municipality: 400 000 ha

•

Landscape forest selected from tourism areas: 4000 ha

•

Area of landscape services financed donated money in IA the donations: 3 ha

The sustainability benefits of the IA are clearly in the process development. The scale of
produced landscape services is minimal. The IA has raised the eager of the stakeholders in MAG
to continue.

•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).

The field work is ready. Reporting is going on (16.2.2021).

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
- visual landscape, economic sustainability for tourism
- biodiversity, additional ES benefit, corporate responsibility
- carbon storage of the growing stock, additional ES benefit, corporate responsibility

•

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?
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Value and care of the visual landscape was a strict delineation of the project plan for the
strongest point of sustainability.
In practice is perhaps the awareness of the bundle ecosystem services and values, the holistic
approach to interaction and efficiency.

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

The project plan is too strict for a broader view and innovations to handle the bundle of
ecosystem services and values in a holistic process.

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state:

Process: The IM can enhance biodiversity by selected ES. The IA described a new and more
effective FES planning approach with acceptance from the stakeholders. Financing by donations,
also for biodiversity, has brought the first results. Up-scaling the ideas and models are possible.
Impact: The collection of money, donations brought a minimal sum of money. Practical ecological
impact in the forest, on pilot area, was good, but minimal in scale so far.

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM restores the forest cover and maintains standing stock and natural processes of forest
ecosystem on pilot area. Valuable biodiversity hotspots, which are not protected are, are taken
into account in FES planning process. The structure and the diversity of forests maintain the
vitality of the forests.
The IA has shown that the biodiversity can be improved by the holistic approach to bundle ES in
the planning process.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The functions of the ecosystem is based on the ecosystem as a whole. The diversity means
functionality. i
The IM maintains the structure on forest ecosystem, including for example forest cover and rotten
wood.
The IM can be improved by the holistic approach to bundle ES in in the planning process. For
example water ecosystems must be taken to the bundle of ES.

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
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Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM is PES. There are money and services. Money is important but in enhancing biodiversity
and sustainability we must see the ecosystem as a whole instead of singles ecosystem services.
This holistic approach is also a learning process to stakeholders including researches.
The holistic approach has been recognized in IM, but only partly implemented.
Ecological indicators and thresholds, including species and biotopes, are included with the
Zonation, a tool to analyse the local spatial data of biodiversity.
The IM should have a holistic approach instead that of in the project plan, if the aim is to innovate
more sustainable and acceptable procedures by all partners.

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

Lessons learnt: MAG process is very good to handle ecological issues and related values locally.
A lot of data already exists and is waiting for the use. Ecological sustainability is an asset for
economy.
Freedom and active dialogue to handle sustainability innovations is needed inside Sincere,
because knowledge, values and argumentation ability exists.

SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:
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Landscape is not a landscape. Landscape makes the land use and values behind visible, it is a
media. However, the sustainability with its all dimensions, is so complicated that communication,
and pure time, is needed, to learn, see and understand. And here, the MAG tool and related
meetings have been very useful.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

“Discussion is important, despite of the opposite opinions”, as one of the stakeholders noted. The
special emphasis has been put on clear, common language and open communication, which was
recognized positively by stakeholders.
Members of the MAG expressed also nature and environment related intrinsic values. These
values are both local and international and they have important role in local and international
policy and intercultural understanding. The philosophical skills of the Sincere team would improve
the results. The analyze of intrinsic values remained thin in the process.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
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Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The relationships, and “the Kuusamo way” to handle difficult, even conflicting, but common
topics, was set as a target in the first MAG meeting.
Time, time for discussions, is the important component in improving the social capital in the
region.
In MAG meetings every stakeholder or stakeholder group was asked to give a comment speech
to activate the diversity of ideas and to activate communication.
Trust is one part of social capital. After the last, the 4th, MAG meeting, one forest owner and
tuorit entrepreneur said “That was a very good summary, and I hope that you can continue”. That
is a concrete signal of the evolving mental process in the current state of IA.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
399

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

All the private forest owner, big and small, are taken to the IA process.
The equity is also the aim of the holistic approach, which contribute to co-ordination, optimization
and economic efficiency of producing ES and public/private balance and benefits of those
services.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining
doubts or questions, etc.)

People are important. They determine the social sustainability, mainly based on their values,
consciously or unconsciously.
The awareness raising, as a social sustainability action, has an important role in enhancing
sustainability in general. Social media campaign with 1,5 million people raised the awareness of
IM and ES. But the most important contacts were those between members of MAG, because they
all are decisionmakers in IA process.
Local balance and acceptance of ES can only be reached by local solution. Local social,
economic and environmental context is unique. But the process to handle, design and the supply
of ES is scalable and can be used on national and even on EU level.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:

Visual landscape has been recognized to be an asset for tourism. And so is corporate
responsibility in maintaining sustainability. PES is a tool in practice to take care of natural assets
in business.

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
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Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Forestry get income from wood and services. Services have a growth potential as new income.
By using holistic approach and bundle of ecosystems in planning process, also economic benefits
can be reached both cost-efficiently. Harmful trade-offs can be avoided if we take a holistic
approach and use all the relevant data.
Ecosystem services support the local forestry and economy. So far the for example the protection
has been a restriction for forestry, now it can be seen as a service, as a new source of income.
The practical impact and scale as a new income is minimal so far.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

The sustainable business is based on sustainable society. The demand for ES exists and the
readiness to supply ES.
The awareness sustainability and its value in business is raising, and it will change the business
culture. Just now the higher degree of innovation would be useful in development projects.

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

The IA and IM is an integrative and inclusive and tried even include hidden social-ecological
values and belief systems in its processes.
The IA and IM complies with existing laws and especially with traditional culture.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
401

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

The added value, beyond current practices and context can be achieved by modern applications
where environmental data and social values are combined in a holistic process, described
robustly above.
The understanding of cultural differences is important up-scaling IA lessons learnt. Values and
cultural understanding is even a key to EU policies.

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Even the few meetings and discussions revealed that the social process is important.
Stakeholders have to know each other, appreciate each other and then start to learn with each
other to create something new.
Strong scientific philosophical basis for dialogues is needed to improve human understanding
and co-operation.
The cultural understanding even in Sincere team is a challenge.
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Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Several presentations and discussions have been held on scientific and social platforms to get
feedback nd even criticism for the IA and IM. Communication and awareness raisin activities are
listed.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary, a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM is protecting, maintaining or giving services or finance to operations which can not get
public support. IM starts where public processes end, creating added-value locally.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

The social, environmental and economic data is local, spatial data from ecosystems, and social
data and value systems from human beings. Local planning and solution lead to local
acceptance, efficiency and mutual benefits.
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OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

Sustainability self-assessment
Ecosystem structure and
biodiversity
5.0
5
Legal compliance and
5.0
4.5
Ecosystem
functions
democratic priorities
4
3.5
4.3
3
Sustainability risks
Holistic approach across
2.5
management
scales
2
4.0
3.5
1.5
1
Integrative, inclusive and
iterative process

3.3
3.0

3.7 Participation and social
agreement

3.5
Economic viability

Social relations
Equitable solutions
5.0

•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

Sustainability as a whole is moderately reached in process.
The sustainability of ecosystem structure, biodiversity and functions are reached 1. in the pilot
forest and 2. in the pilot process of ES planning and financing process. The both, forest and idea,
are concrete steps to enhance sustainability.
The process has shown the value of holistic approach. But the project plan, implementation and
practical and scientific guidance do not support this kind of approach. There is at least one
reason for that. The culture in science differs the culture of practice. In science experts have
concentrate their own field of expertise, but in practice the knowledge is not so deep on special
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area, but the problems have to solved taking into account many areas of expertise and the
surrounding environment, so, the view is has to be holistic. Like in the MAG, also scientific
support in every IA should consist of many experts with many personal skills and values. The
field of innovation, the field possibilities and opportunities should be broader. Next time the
project plan should not restrict the innovations during the implementation. Innovation can live in
the process. (hopefully this is not too strongly said).
As a whole different sustainability dimensions are not evenly performing, but luckily we have an
idea why.

•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?

The sustainability self-assessment is a very good tool, helping for systematic thinking by asking
valuable questions. And by answering and arguing, your own view will be clearer, clear enough
for the dialogue.

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

The IA ideas, already tested in practice in the forest and/or in dialogues with people, will be the
common practice in five, ten years. That will happen also on national and EU level, with a high
probability.

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions:
- Holistic approach > acceptability,
- Participation > awareness, values
Medium-term actions:
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- Big data > artificial intelligens
Long-term actions:
- Innovation culture – broader minds, better solution
-

•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

SSA was very good mental support.
The problem, which I face, is the difficulty to express myself so that I will be understood by
different people in different cultures, even among Sincere people.
•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

Personal contacts are important, and the time to deep talk, dialogue.
So, thank you very much for the gentle leading and participation.
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Croatia – One-time concession permits
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM

•

Name of the innovation action:

Understanding the health functions of peri-urban forests in protected areas and Payment for
Ecosystem Services.

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

Ivona Đuričković, team member.

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state : name, location, objectives

During the development stage we chose two of the three proposed IMs on the first MAG meeting.
We proceeded with One-time concession permits and Donation boxes. The third IM
(Infrastructure plan) was dismissed because it does not depend on PINPM’s decisions but on
great number of stakeholders. During the implementation period we came to the conclusion that
Donation boxes are not suitable as an IM because visitors are not willing to donate money and
there is a lot of vandalism (burglars). Donation boxes will be used as an information tool, to
inform visitors on FES so we decided to continue with only one IM (One-time concession
permits).
One-time concession permit is a tool to monitor all the sporting events in the park area to ensure
that all the events are held in the sustainable way respecting the nature protection rules. It is also
the tool to raise funds to maintain and build new infrastructure.
Location of the IM is the whole Park area.
Objective is to unite the existing knowledge about biodiversity and visitors impact on nature, to
raise awareness about benefits for health and wellbeing that park provides and to develop some
kind of PES methodology.

•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
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selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).
Selected IM (One-time concession permits) is still in the implementation phase, but because of
the COVID_19 pandemic there are less organized events and contests then usual. We predict
it will be sustainable in the long term.

•
-

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
to unite the existing knowledge about biodiversity and visitors impact on nature,
to raise awareness about benefits that park provides for health and wellbeing,
to develop some kind of PES methodology,
try to express monetary value of health function of Medvednica.

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

Raising awareness about FES and that the visitors perceive Medvednica as a protected area.

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

Sudden threats such as the current pandemic situation with no gatherings while our IM
depends on such events. Currently there are a lot more visitors in the Park but we cannot
influence their behaviour in the area compared to the organised events where we set the rules
of conduct and monitor said events.

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
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•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state:

IM gives a set of rules or conditions for visitors or stakeholders they must comply in order to
minimize the overall ecological impact.

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.

•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

With the help of the IM we will track the number of visitors, number of issued concession
approvals, number of non-compliance records and number of types of disturbances caused by
visitors/stakeholders. The given data will be used to improve the IM giving better or more precise
conditions to the users of the area which will enhance and preserve biodiversity and ecosystem
structure.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.
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Monitoring the damages to the soil and flora and fauna, Public institution can prescribe conditions
where a certain activity can be carried out in order to reduce the impact on certain critical areas.

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

PINPM encourages everything “green”: infrastructure, events that promote nature protection etc.
For example, even though motor car races are not acceptable in the park area, once a year we
have a traditional INA Delta rally. The race is held on a county road that goes through the park
and on that day, we have ten times less cars in the park then usual so the exhaust gasses are in
ten times lower concentration because the road is closed for traffic.

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

The park has many entrances so one of the challenges is how to ensure that all the events are
reported and approved by the PINPM through one-time concession permits. One of the
opportunities is monitoring the types of events being held in the Park, number of different events
and ensuring that activities have as little impact on nature as possible. We can also find out the
level of FES awareness. It remains a question, how else can we raise awareness about FES.
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SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:

Medvednica is used by a large number of Zagreb residents for recreation so our IM should
influence their perception of area and awareness of importance of preserving the protected area
and the benefits that this protected area has for their health and well-being.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM is broadly accepted by all the stakeholders that are involved in IA and we hope that the rest
will be involved in the future. IM is legally justified.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
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Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

PINPM serves the general public - we encourage stakeholders to participate in management in
order to have more satisfied customers/visitors and thus more satisfied service providers
(stakeholders). PPM is a large and specific area with a large number of different stakeholders
(regardless whether they are big or small stakeholders).

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g., between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

All infrastructure is public and free of charge. One time concession permits are issued for an
activity not the area although conditions relating to the area protection are prescribed. Therefore,
the mechanism can be used by all stakeholders on their property and they can all benefit from it.
In this way they have assured equality regardless they are big or small stakeholders.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining
doubts or questions, etc.)
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We have a great number of forest owners on a relatively small area who are not interested in
managing their property which is a big challenge for our IA but maybe also an opportunity - they
don’t interfere because they don’t care.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:

The IM has little economic impact because the fee isn’t large but is economically viable and
sustainable in the long term. Even though the fee is small it is still significant for the maintenance
of infrastructure.

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM is actually a set of rules or regulations to avoid the negative impacts on the nature but it also
provides a budget for the infrastructure which provides additional value to surrounding
municipalities.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)
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Challenge: not all those who organize activities in the area ask for one-time concession permits.
If we could find a way to register them, the income would be much higher.
Solution: more rangers on the field who monitor the area (now we have only six rangers on the
area of cca 18000 ha).

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

Even though NP Medvednica is managed by the state there are also three counties (local level
decisions); great number of different administrative bodies.

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM (one-time concession permits) is currently being used only by PINPM but before we give
permission for some kind of sports events we ask them for other documents (if other
administrative bodies have authority). Possible way to improve communication about IM is to
organize few meetings to discuss jurisdiction and to agree on the possible improvement of the IM
and on the way of issuing the other permits.
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Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

PINPM is responsible for all the activities carried out in the project. A possible way to improve the
IM: all employees in contact with users can actually evaluate the process and, based on the
complaints, jointly devise a better solution and communicate everything with all the stakeholders
at the stakeholder meetings.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM is in compliance with the PINPM (Management Plan, financial plan, annual plans), the state
rulebook about donations in protected areas and nature protection law etc.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc
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Since visitors do not perceive the NPM as a protected area but as a city park, they think they can
use the spatial area without anyone’s permission. One of the challenges is to raise awareness of
the protection of the area which can be done by one-time concession permits and rules or
regulations prescribed by the one-time concession permits. One of the opportunities is that within
the one-time permits we inform the visitors about the SME and the nearby infrastructure (all the
stakeholders can benefit from it).

OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

As visible from the chart different sustainability dimensions are more or less evenly performing
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•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?

This Self-assessment report was very difficult to fill out because the questions were maladjusted
in regards to our IM, but overall assessment was close to our expectations.

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

As we expected, the results of our IM mostly reach our goals, but it is just a small part in our IA.
Of greater importance for further use of IM (today, tomorrow) will be the results we obtained
through the pilot study: Assessing the energy capacity of hiking trails. The mechanism will help
raise awareness among the general public about the benefits of forest ecosystem services and
make a smaller financial contribution to sports infrastructure.

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions:
-Repurpose Donation boxes from IM to information tool (expected outcome: people are aware of
ecosystem services and use the area sustainably).
Medium-term actions:
- Publicly disseminate the results of the pilot study: Assessing the energy capacity of hiking trails
(expected outcome: Given the information provided, users will know which area in the park they
want to use for their activity in order to achieve the best performance, which will be defined by the
concession permit).
Long-term actions:
- Activities to make the mechanism recognizable to users, for example information on Fb, web,
info centres (expected outcome: Successful use of the mechanism).
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•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

The process of self-assessing sustainability didn’t have an influence on our IA because as
mentioned above, the questions were unapplicable for our IM. The mechanism will not overly
affect the end result of our IA, it only supports it. The results will come from surveys, pilot
research and insights gained by practicing the mechanism.
•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

We understand that at the level of the SINCERE project you need to draw common conclusions
even though the projects are very different from each other. But it might not be a bad idea to add
general questions / space where the partners will write in their own words how they think their
mechanism / IA has influenced the criterion / principle or the components of the FES.
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Croatia – Indicators
Ecological dimension of sustainability
IA Croatia

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1
Criterion 1.2

Criterion 1.3

Principle 2
Criterion 2.1
Principle 3
Criterion 3.1

Criterion 3.2
Criterion 3.3
Criterion 3.4

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1
to 5

Number of violations during the control of concession
permits

≤ 16 %

4

Number of visitors per event

Rules or regulations of each concession permit is controled, in
case of violation we make a record ( anually aroun 30 concession
permits rom which 5 is a violation)
carrying capacity for micro-location

all below carrying capacity is
sustainable

4

Number of issued concession permits

type of event that is allowed in Park area

Number of non-compliance records
Number of types of disturbances caused by
visitors/stakeholders (causing a fire, leaving garbage
etc.)

Rules or regulations of each concession permit is controled, in
case of violation we make a record ( anually aroun 30 concession
permits rom which 5 is a violation)
Rules or regulations of each concession permit is controled, in
case of violation we make a record ( anually aroun 30 concession
permits rom which 5 is a violation)

Number of damaged trees, number of dug paths
causing a damage to vegetation

ratio of requested and issued permits
≤ 16 %

3
4

≤ 16 %

4

Code of conduct (Rulebook on preservation and conservation of
NPM)

<0

4

New green infrastructure

Number of new green infrastructure

2

Number of stakeholder meetings

Number of new green infrastructure (PINPM encurages
stakeholders to be green)
Different type of sport activities (activities with less or more impact)

Ratio of green infrast. and total new
infrastr. (< 100 %)
Ratio of green infrast. and total new
infrastr. (< 100 %)
< 1 motor vehicle race

Zero waste tolerance
Number of violations

< 0 landfills
Ratio of permits and violations

2
4

Number of One-time concession permits for sports
events/racing and sports-related activities
Number of landfills
Conditions prescribed in one-time concession
permits/number of permits
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Social dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1
to 5

Number of meetings and events, number of stakeholders at meetings, number of visitors in
organized lectures / events
Number of stakeholders who agree with the mechanisms and the number of those who
disagree

All stakeholders

> 50 %

3

All stakeholders

> 50 %

4

Number of different stakeholders involved
Number of different stakeholder categories
Number of jointly selected mechanisms
Number of small forest owners and other stakeholders involved in providing content on their
properties doing the same as PINPM - stakeholders provide new services

All stakeholders
Number of stakeholder meetings
Number of stakeholder meetings
All stakeholders

> 60 %
> 50 %
> 50 %
> 10 %

4
4
4
3

The number of different forest owners/managers who chose to use the IM
Percentage of hiking trails well maintained and with free passage
public voting (web, fb) about content/infrastructure

All forest owners/managers
All hiking trails
Number of participants who voted
for same content/infrastructure
Maintained content/infrastructure

0%
100%
> 50 %

4
4
4

> 80 %

2

Principle 4
Criterion 4.1
Criterion 4.2
Principle 5
Criterion 5.1
Criterion 5.2
Criterion 5.3
Criterion 5.4
Principle 6
Criterion 6.1
Criterion 6.2
Criterion 6.3

the product/outcome of using the mechanisms belongs to the owner for maintenance and
must be return to the ecosystem (e.g. forest road maintenance, forest management costs,
stand restoration, etc.).

Economic dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Principle 7
Criterion 7.1

the amount of raised funds

Amount of other sources of income
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Criterion 7.2
Criterion 7.3
Criterion 7.4

the amount of raised funds
Number of new contents in the area and the percentage of the increase in the
number of visitors
Number of visitors on issued events

20 % of charged concession permits
Survey about new contents impact

20%
< 10 %

4
3

Number of overnight stays

≥ 50 %

4

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE

Institutional dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

On a scale of 1 to 5
Principle 8
Criterion 8.1
Criterion 8.2

Level of compliance to binding and non-legally binding planning
documents, such as spatial plan, general management plan of the
area and development / management plans of individual sectors
the assessment of recreational values in the park

Criterion 8.3

Feedback from annual meeting with stakeholders

Criterion 8.4

number of posts on the topic of health and recreation on our web
and Facebook pages which have been adhered to, or have been
asnwered to
Feedback from annual meeting with stakeholders - and
representativeness of stakeholders at the meeting with respect to
the stratums defined by PI for the MAG process, which will be kept
after the project ends

Principle 9
Criterion 9.1

Feedback from annual meeting with stakeholders. Person within
PINPM with a dedicated task to ensure the sustainability of the IM

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

Count of instances of non-compliance of the IM to these
plans

<1

4

The donation boxes provide information about FES and
with the concession fees collects funds. They are in-line
with the scientific evidence on provision of recreation and
health forest services in Medvednica and this is not a
qualitative indicator. The recreational value will be assesst
by questionnaires. Positive or negative feedback from
visitors and stakeholders.
Share of stakeholders that agree with how the current IM is
set up
Share of accepted comments on how IM is functioning and
share of answered / commented back posts

Positive or negative (this is a
qualitative indicator)

3

80%

4

50% and 60%

4

Compliance to the stakeholder stratums as defined by PI
for the MAG process

70% of stakeholders

4

Having an annual stakeholder meeting with a clear
mandate rules to co-decide on the IM implementation.
Having a person within PINPM who is formally tasked with
securing IM implementation

THIS IS A BINARY INDICATOR you either have the formal
stakeholder forum or not, or have

4
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this personal-level task
designation or not
Principle 10
Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2
Criterion 10.3

the Management Plan, financial plan, implementation of annual
plans, implementation of financial plans, rulebook on how to use
donations in protected areas of the Republic of Croatia etc.
Coordination with other activities of PINPM is performed.
Coordination with other public bodies that perform activities in the
area is performed
Size of collected funds. Their expenditure according to the needs
of stakeholders

Count of instances of non-compliance of the IM to these
plans

<1

4

THIS IS A QUALITATIVE INDICATOR

This is a qualitative indicator

3

Size of the collected funds. As for the needs of
stakeholders - see 8.4

Target for total collected funds is
not specified yet.

3

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles

Keywords

Average scoring

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial
and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation
including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.

Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions
Holistic approach across scales

3.75
4.00
3.00

Participation and social agreement
Social relations
Equitable solutions

3.50
3.75
4.00

Economic viability
Integrative, inclusive and iterative
process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic
priorities

3.75
3.80

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
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Denmark – Reverse auctions for biodiversity
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM
•

Name of the innovation action:

The Danish reverse auction for biodiversity
•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

Written by: Bo Jellesmark Thorsen, IA Sci partner, UCPH
With help from:
Tanja Blindbæk Olsen, IA partner lead, DFA
Christian Jürgensen, IA partner, DFA
Thomas Hedemark Lundhede, IA Sci partner, UCPH
•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state : name, location, objectives

We design and implemented a reverse auction instruments targeting measures to enhance
biodiversity and biodiversity protection in different forest type habitats. It was implemented in
privately owned forest lands in South-eastern Jutland and the island of Funen.
•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).

It is almost fully implemented as we are entering the contracting phase and then ex post
evaluation.
•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
- Quality ES enhancing bids from owners, that is: We hit the target aimed for
- Cost effectiveness in the sense that requested prices are competitive
- High acceptance among owners and NGOs, high enrolment and low transactions
costs – leading to competition on cost and many high quality ES options
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•

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

The IM targets one of the major sustainability challenges for the world: The decline of
biodiversity. Our design resulted in a high number of bids submitted relative to budget, which
meant a high quality in suggested actions as well as high competition on costs.

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

The weakest point is that the IM takes a bit more preparation and competence on the
auctioneer side, than e.g. flat rate subsidies delivered on a simple eligibility rule. This can be
an obstacle for the upscaling of the IM.
So – it’s not directly negative impacts to sustainability of the actions targeted. It is the longevity
and upscaling where sustainability can be called in question.

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state:

Across the bids received most are focused on re-establishing or protecting forest ecosystems
where forest stands with valuable old trees of value to biodiversity will be protected for eternity
and some are focused on other relevant measures like improved protection of forest wetlands
and forest meadows, protecting other types of biodiversity. So biodiversity impacts are the main
impact. Effects on carbon storage are thought to be neutral in the long run, effects on water
ecosystem services are likely positive. There are likely small or positive effects on recreational
value of the forests.
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM performs well on criterion 1.1 and 1.2, whereas 1.3 is of little relevance because the IM
targets smaller forest habitats not likely to affect overall forest vitality at forest landscape levels.
If the IM is scaled-up, it will be relevant to target larger areas, where available and then positive
impacts on criterion 1.3 may be relevant.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The different contracts being negotiated clearly specifies which actions are undertaken and is paid
for and what specific actions need to be taken to ensure the long term vitality and diversity of the
ecosystem to support the targeted ecosystem service, i.e. biodiversity.
Any useful IM must be targeted to its objectives in the long term. If these are narrow, then potential
negative effects on other issues may arise (but also perhaps positive). If they are broader, then
those should be included in the design and targeting of the IM. We maintain the indicator and stress
that the IM exactly focus on maintaining the natural functions of the ecosystem that can support
biodiversity. That may result in lower wood production (it will). As trees die, a carbon loss relative
to alternatives may also arise for a period. That is the trade-off. If a regulator needs to pursue more
goals, it may relevant to implement them as minimum restrictions (if suitable, e.g. on water mgt, on
access for recreation), or it may be more effective to design additional IMs to target them (e.g.
carbon services).

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
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Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

As the IM targeted a number of smaller habitat improvements focused on long term
improvements in the biodiversity protection, the design explicitly identified both spatial context
and long term effects. Forest owners showed great awareness of this, delivering arguments,
data, and information to assess these, and accepting that auxiliary spatial information was
included in the assessment of each bid. We are quite happy with the way this worked:
The scale of the IM and the kind of forest habitats targeted implies that there are no or negligible
down-stream effects in the value chains.
•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

On the positive side, we found that forest owners did have many different and inventive ideas on
how they can improve the quality of habitats, nature and the protection of biodiversity.
What we also learnt is that there is HUGE variation in the cost effectiveness of these ideas, wrt
the target. Both because some of the ideas have low relevance for biodiversity protection, and
e.g. mainly focused on increasing the amenity values, e.g. through planting orchards or similar,
whereas others were highly relevant and targeted on key habitats. Similarly, the requested price
varied substantially across bids, and not correlated to ecological performance. This puts focus on
the design of the IM.
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SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:

The small scale of each implemented action limits overall social impacts ex post.
However, the process of designing and implementing the IM have produced a quite positive and
broad discussion about the potential of this type of instruments with all the different stakeholders
involved in the process, and a constructive dialogue with the relevant authorities that could
upscale this sort of actions.
The implementation also revealed a rather nice enrolment three times larger than available funds.
This in spite of several things: The short period of announcements, the fact that this is a new and
one time experiment; that it was announced that funds were indeed limited, which translates to
low marginal probabilities.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

We were lucky to have broad and engaged stakeholder and expert involvement in the process of
IM development. All parties around the table and in the process subscribed to the IM goals and
also the novelties of the design.
We are lucky because we here benefit from a tradition in Danish governance systems of
cooperative governance involving stakeholders or their representatives in processes of relevance
to them. Therefore, many stakeholders engaged also because they thought the lessons learned
from the SINCERE experiment were likely to carry over to other existing IMs and development
agendas in e.g. the CAP, where they also have interests.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
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Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Two factors limit the relevance of this criterion for the ex post effects on local communities: The
small scale of each individual action and the fact that it takes place on private forest land –
sometimes away from paths and roads providing access.
On the other criterions that relate to the development process and the relationships among actors
involved in the design phase and the implementation, the performance of the IM and process is
assessed as quite good as reflected in meeting notes, participation rate and ongoing evaluation.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

There are two elements the IM relate to here: Equity among forest owners and equity aspects of
access to ES.
On the first; As such no restrictions were placed on participation, except for the willingness to
provide the requested information. We cannot discriminate in access based on people’s wealth or
similar, but we can support participation by smaller forest owners by targeting them through their
extension officers – as we did.
The actions have no negative effects on access to ES, which regulated entirely outside the IM.

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining
doubts or questions, etc.)

The IM was successful in these dimensions in particular due to the strong engagement from the
different stakeholders in the process.
The small scale of the actions in each their local area and on private land limited the relevance
and possibility of assessing community involvement in the IM implementation.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:

The overall economic impact is i) a source of income for forest owners’ delivered actions and
efforts to enhance ES on private forest land and ii) a gain for society in achieving enhanced ES
provision with measures that are more cost effective than existing alternatives.

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
429

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM successfully created new income for forest owners and did so in a cost effective way
implying both improved results for private owners and society. The overall budget was around
60.000 €. The scale of the actions are too small to affect the local economy under the criterion
7.4
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

Our main lesson here is that there is substantial variation both in the ecological potential of the
bids received and in the associated costs/prices. This implies potentials for cost effectiveness,
but also highlights the need for a structured and transparent selection process, as implemented.
Thses are important lessons for scaling up and branching out of this approach.

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

The IM is designed as a learning experiment for both all stakeholders involved and the
researchers, but also for the government agencies following the experiment.
The IM both relies on well tested and existing legal frameworks, and expands in novel ways on
the design of such instruments compared to existing instruments and schemes.

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
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Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM has little scale and the scope for cross-sectoral assessment under 8.1 is limited and
leaves that one irrelevant.
The process of designing, implementing and learning from the IM is however an integrated of the
experiment and thus the IM performs well on these criteria.
If a similar instrument is up-scaled or implemented in other domains, for other ES, then criterion
8.1 may need consideration.

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

A stakeholder group was involved in reviewing and advising on process and design along
experts. Experts were involved in implementation. Experts and stakeholders are involved in
deriving lessons from the experiment. Existing governance and legal structures were used to
secure permanence of actions, where possible. Overall, the performance was reasonably high
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Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The criterion 10.2 is not relevant here, as this is an experiment paid for by research funding. The
criterion would be come relevant if e.g. other public funds are used that need to comply with e.g.
WTO rules and similar. However, on 10.1 and 10.3 the IM have performed well.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

The overall weakest point relates to an institutional aspects. The fact that the IM takes a bit more
preparation and competence on the auctioneer side, than e.g. flat rate subsidies delivered on a
simple eligibility rule is a challenge. This can be an obstacle for the upscaling of the IM, as it
requires that relevant organisations are competent and willing to build capacity to run such IMs.

OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT

•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.
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Sustainability self-assessment
Ecosystem structure and
biodiversity
5
Legal compliance and
4.5 4.0
Ecosystem functions
democratic priorities
4
4.0
4.5
3.5
3
Sustainability risks
Holistic approach across
2.5
5.0
management
scales
2
4.0
1.5
1
Integrative, inclusive and
iterative process5.0
Economic viability
4.3

•

Participation and social
4.3
agreement

4.0
Equitable solutions

Social relations
4.7

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

Overall, the scores reflect that we find the experiment worked well in many ways, and this is
reflected also in feedback from participants and stakeholders.
The differences across axes mostly reflect that the limited scale of the individual actions implies
that some of the ecological accesses were scored lower, as well as were the equitability aspects
for the same reason of limited scale.

•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?

Overall, yes.
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This question repeats the first questions, so I repeat here, that our main goals were:
1: Quality ES enhancing bids from owners, that is: We hit the target aimed for.
2: Cost effectiveness in the sense that requested prices are competitive
3: High acceptance among owners and NGOs, high enrolment and low transactions costs –
leading to competition on cost and many high quality ES options
…. And we believe these where achieved.
Undertaking the sustainability assessment here has not brought about any surprises or new
discoveries. The issues have all been debated during the MAG meetings, when relevant
•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

We have already agreed with the relevant ministries to share lessons learned with them, as they
still consider opening up for instrument designs like the proposed. There are several ongoing
action in both climate and biodiversity. Where measures are being designed that may benefit a lot
from designs like ours.
The weakest point is, however, that the IM takes a bit more preparation and competence on the
auctioneer side, than e.g. flat rate subsidies delivered on a simple eligibility rule. This can be an
obstacle for the upscaling of the lessons learned from the IM.

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions:
- We need to conclude all contracts in our current experiment, contingent on EU accepting the
cost claims.
Medium-term actions:
- We need to assess outcomes and compare the performance with existing insturments – even if
these are not directly comparable, we may learn from it
Long-term actions:
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- We discuss with the relevant ministries and agencies how lessons learned can be integrated
into the design of other measures leading to both upscaling in domain (climate, other biodiversity
measures etc.) and spatial context in Denmark

•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

This is written report and the excel sheet is an ex post assessment, and did not influence the IA.
What did have an influence was the process of discussing sustainability aspects with the
stakeholders in the development process. It increased the transparency of communication and
precision in ecological focus etc. Improving several aspects of sustainability.
•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

It needs to be more flexible and adaptable to the specific IM and its context. While insisting on
everything being equally relevant may be perceived as beneficial because it produces more
‘data’, it also increases risk of data being void or even invalid.
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Denmark – Indicators
Ecological dimension of sustainability

Criterion 1.2

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of
1 to 5

Process: The IM explicitly inspires forest owners to submit
bids focused on maintaining forest ecosystems in a natural
state – including standing stock allowing for possible natural
canopy openings or rejuvenating stages (verified by design)
Outcomes: The contracted bids outline explicitly how the
forest ecosystem is to be maintained (verified degree by
document analysis)

5: The IM process calls for/outcomes allows the forest ecosystem to develop into natural old
age
and
stocking
levels
4: The IM process calls for/outcomes allows the forest ecosystem to develop into natural old
age, but with potential decreases in natural stocking due to e.g. natural wetland elements
3: The IM process/outcomes focus on maintaining specific lower than natural stocking levels
in forest ecosystems, due to other natural elements e.g. grazing and forets meadows
2: The IM process/outcomes focus on specific lower than natural forest ecosystem states,
that requires periodic mgt input, e.g. keeping down natural vegetation for aesthetic reasons
1: The IM process/outcomes focus on ecosystems that are not able to achieve status as
natural ecosystems and typically need input to maintain
5: The IM process calls for/outcomes sucessfully targets and have the potentail to protect
rare or endangered species and fits well into a spatial context (as part of the assessment of
bids)
4: The IM process calls for/outcomes targets and have the potentail to protect rare or
endangered species, but may have weaker context in a spatial context at landscape level
(as part of the assessment of bids)
3: The IM process/outcomes focus have the potentail to enhance protection of biodiversity
in general, but mainly more common species, but it fits well into a spatial context (as part of
the assessment of bids)
2: The IM process/outcomes focus have the potentail to enhance protection of biodiversity
in general, but mainly more common species, and does not have added value in a spatial
context (as part of the assessment of bids)
1: The IM process/outcomes focus on biodiversity or habitat types that are not generally in
need of support (as part of the assessment of bids)
N/A

3 will be a
threshold

4

2 will be a
threshold

4

Comment

Process: The IM explicitly inspires forest owners to submit
bids focused on enhancing biodiversity protection in its
widest sense (verified by design)
Outcomes: The contracted bids outline explicitly what
actions are to be made to benefit biodiversity (verified quality
of actions by document analysis)
The contracts will describe the action according to the bid,
e.g. leaving forest as untouched, maintaining a wetland etc.,
and specify the exact criteria. This will be written into the
cadastral code as a legal and eternal binding on the land
when relevant

Criterion 1.3

N/A
The IM has a focus on protecting or creating smaller
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outcomes

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1

Selected indicator(s)

Valid for both process and outcomes

Name of the IA:
Denmark
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valuable natural habitats in the forest and does not have
sufficient scale to contribute to this indicator
Principle 2

Principle 3
Criterion 3.1

Criterion 3.2

Process: The IM explicitly inspires forest owners to submit
bids focused on reestablishing ecosystem funcitons that
support biodiversity protection, e.g. natural aging and decay
of tree, wetland establishment or protection.Outcomes: The
contracted bids outline explicitly how actions are taken to
reestablish ecosystem funcitons that support biodiversity
protection, e.g. natural aging and decay of tree, wetland
establishment or protection.(verified quality of actions by
document analysis)

5: The IM process calls for/outcomes allows for reestablishing several natural ecosystem
functions, e.g. aging and decay, natural water states and hydrology, which support
biodiversity protection, and possibly other services 4: The IM process calls for/outcomes
allows for reestablishing mainly one key natural ecosystem functions, e.g. aging and decay
OR natural water states and hydrology OR other, which support biodiversity protection, and
more possibly other services3: The IM process calls for/outcomes allows for reestablishing
mainly one key natural ecosystem functions, e.g. aging and decay OR natural water states
and hydrology OR other, which support biodiversity protection to a reasonable extend, but
not really other services2: The IM process calls for/outcomes allows for reestablishing
mainly one key natural ecosystem functions, which support biodiversity protection to a
reasonable extend, but severely reduce other non-marketed services1: The IM process calls
for/outcomes allows for reestablishing mainly one key natural ecosystem functions, which
only to a limited extend support biodiversity protection, and severely reduce other nonmarketed services

3 will be a
threshold

4

Process: Forest owners and the public are informed that in
the selection of the specific area(s) to provide the ecosystem
service, the variety and structure of the area itself as well as
surrounding areas is taken into account so that: landscape
approaches with a harmonious integration of different land
uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) is favoured.
Owners encouraged to send in information but also told that
some information will be collected by the IA partners (the
indicator is verified in the documentation to each bid
assessment)Outcome: In the assessment of bids, the above
is implemented and the selected bids have a better landscape
context than those not selected, as assessed by the scoring
of this aspect in the selection process, document by IA
partners, and documented by the High nature Value and
Natura2000 maps etc included in the assessment
N/A

5: The IM process calls for/outcomes allows for several different types of forest habitats and
landscape elements 4: The IM process calls for/outcomes allows for a limited set of forest
habitats and related habitats - implying less scope for integration3: The IM process calls
for/outcomes allows for only forest habitats to be included, implying reduced integration, yet
still delivering on core focus2: The IM process calls for/outcomes allows for only specific types
of forest habitats to be included, e.g. old decidous forests and not other forms of habitats implying more reduced integration and a loss of scope in ES provision including its core1:
The IM process calls for/outcomes allows for only specific types of forest habitats to be
included, e.g. old decidous forests and require specific management measures taken implying reduced integration, a loss of scope in ES provision including its core, and reduced
ownership and higher costs

3 will be a
threshold

5

N/A

N/A
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Criterion 3.3

Process: In the communication to bidders, it is stressted that
in the selection of the specific area(s) in the auction-IM to
provide the ecosystem service potential critical ecological
indicators and their thresholds are identified and elicited from
bidders, and that supplementary information will be gathered
from public sources and field visits undertaken.
Outcome: The above plus that in the selection phase,
available additional spatial information and field visits are
used for further identification and selection. When relevant for
long term protection of outcome a constraint for state andmgt
is putin the deed of the property, making protection of key
indictors legally binding also for future owners (verifiable by
records)

Criterion 3.4

Process and outcome: In connection with the conclusion of
the contract, potential critical negative influences have been
identified and their time horizon assessed and precautions
incorporated as far as possible into the agreement. The
verifier is the documentation of the degree material and
information about neighboring areas are included in the
assessment of different bids and has consequences for
selection.

5: The IM process calls for/outcomes ensures that key ecological indiciators of potential
outcome for biodiversity are described in the contracts, and when relevant protected in the
deeds
4: The IM process calls for/outcomes ensures that key ecological indiciators of potential
outcome for biodiversity are described in the contracts, but with no long term legally binding
demands
securing
critical
indicators
3: The IM process calls for/outcomes describes key ecological indiciators of potential outcome
for biodiversity only in broad terms, forming the basis of a contract with some leverage for
sanctioning
2: The IM process calls for/outcomes describes key ecological indiciators of potential outcome
for biodiversity only in broad terms, but any contract has no leverage for sanctioning
1: The IM process calls for/outcomes describes key ecological indiciators of potential outcome
for biodiversity only in terms so broad they are not useful for monitoring, or contribute any
meaning in contracts

3 will be a
threshold

5

5: The IM process calls for/outcomes ensures that available information about neighbouing
areas - at some distance - with are taken into acount when assessing each proposed action
and assess it relative to the type of action and the type of surrounding area4: The IM
process calls for/outcomes ensures that available information about neighbouing areas are
taken into acount when assessing each proposed action and assess it relative to the type of
action and the type of surrounding area3: The IM process calls for/outcomes ensures that
available information about only the immediate and closest neigbouring neighbouing areas
are taken into acount when assessing each proposed action 2: The IM process calls
for/outcomes ensures that available information about the immediate neighbouing areas are
taken into acount when assessing each proposed action but only weighs it weakly1: The IM
process calls for/outcomes does not ensure that available information about the immediate
neighbouing areas are taken into acount when assessing each proposed action but only
weighs it weakly

3 will be a
threshold

5

Social dimension of sustainability
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Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Principle 4
Criterion 4.1

Proces: Relevant stakeholders have been invited to the
MAG meetings and it has been agreed which ecological,
cultural, social and economic values to emphasize when
selecting the project areas.

Criterion 4.2.

The goal off the reverse auction is well defined and have
been discussed at the MAG-meeting (verified by logs and
minutes). In the implementation: i) participation relative to
contracted, ii) congruence between the ES focus asked for,
and then suggested actions: Are bids within the scope of the
IM – measured in %.

3: A wide variety of stakeholders are involved inde liebrating both design and
implementation of the IM from early stage to evaluating ex post performance
2: Mainly forestry stakeholders are involved in the development of the IM and the
particpatory process
1: Stakeholders are not involved in the different stages and at most informed afterwards
about the succes
3: The IM has a clear goal and it relates to the actions asked for, as a result almost all bids
are relevant for scope and bidding exceeds budget a lot ensuring competition on cost
effectiveness
2: The IM has a reasonably clear goal and it relates to the acitons asked for, as a result
most of the bids are relevant for scope and bidding exhaust budget allowing for at least
competition in the margin
1: The IM has a poorly defined goal and as a result many bids are out of the intended
scope and bidding activity is low

2 will be
threshold

5

2 will be
threshold

5

3
Principle 5
Criterion 5.1

Criterion 5.2
Criterion 5.3

A diversity of stakeholders have been invited to MAGmeetings and input from stakeholders have been used in
designing the IM. (verifiable by meeting logs)
NOT applicable, as the target is solely within private
ownership areas and too small to have neighbour effects
In the design face stakeholders are invitied to contribute and
the participatory process is modified to allow all a say. In the
implementation phase written information or information
meetings have been provided for all potential participants in
the tender, where it has been possible to get answers to
questions. (verifiable by material and communication log)

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

3: It is ensured that NGOs representing both forest owners, greens, forest users are
involved, as well as minsitries and authorities and relevant scientific experts
2: Mainly forest owners and green NGOs, are included as the focus is on biodiversity in
forests
1:Mainly forest owners are included as the target group

2 will be
threshold

5

3: The participatory process takes place over several meetings involving a variety of actors
and carefully designed to allow all a say and consider all points of view and aim for
consensus on objectives of the IM as far as possible
2: The participatory process have more meetings with a variety of actors and allow all a
say. No particular modification to enable consensus on objectives of IM.
1: The participatory process have few meeting and limited variety of actors and no
modificatoin to allow all a say. No particular modification to enable a consensus on
objectives of the IM as far as possible

2 will be
threshold

5

info@sincereforests.eu
439

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

Criterion 5.4

Implementation/Outcome: The role of the various actors
(forst owners, experts, auction owner) is clearly defined in
information material and related documents

3: The design of the IM explicitly describes what is required by the owner from a contract
and how experts and auction owner relate to the contract and the seleciton process
2: The design of the IM explicitly describes what is required by the owner from a contract
and how experts and auction owner relate to the contract - but excludes the role
description in the process
1: The design offers little guidance and is not clear about the roles of different actors

2 will be
threshold

4

Criterion 6.1

Outcome: The IM is designed in a way that allows both large
and small forest owners to participate in bidding – setting up
no prior selection criteria except the spatial region targeted.

2 will be
threshold

4

Criterion 6.2

The IM enhances the provision of ecosystem services, and
does not reduce access rights

2 will be
threshold

3

Criterion 6.3

The IM is based on the forest owner themselves stating the
bid, ensuring agreement about what is fair compensation for
those contracted by the buyer.

3: The IM sets no prior restrictions om who can participate and in marketing reaches out to
all forest owners also through e.g. small forest owner oragnisations
2: The IM sets no prior restrictions om who can participate, but makes no special effort to
reach smaller owners etc
1: The IM requires e.g. land areas to be of certain size etc, limiting options for smaller
owners
3: The IM requires that enhanced access for the public to the area is allowed alongside the
biodiversity and ES focused actions
2: The IM focus on the biodiversity and ES provision, and does not reduce access
1: The IM focus on the biodiversity and ES provision, and explicitly includes e.g. fencing of
access or removing trails
3: The IM is designed to enhance competition on ES provision and thus reduce cost, while
paying a fair price set by the owners themselves - rents are reduced enhancing equite
between owners and society
2: The IM allows for some degree of collusion or rent seeking, but generally performs as
good as existing flat rate schemes
1: The IM allows for collusion and is designed in a war that forest owners with attractive
areas can exploit rent seeking, reducing coste ffectiveness below simple flat rate schemes

2 will be
threshold

5

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE

Principle 6

Economic dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

On a scale of 1 to 5
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Principle 7
Criterion 7.1

Process/outcome: The price is one of the primary factors in
the selection of the specific project areas. The IM outlines
clearly how the forest owner can relate action to price

Criterion 7.2

Process and outcome: The design of the reverse auction is
incentive compatible ensuring that potential bidders compete
for the contract, implying that overall cost efficiency is
safeguarded. This requires absence of collusion in the
bidding and a sufficient competition, sufficient bidders to be
successful
Outcomes: The IM targets biodiversity, but the evaluation
and selection of the projects includes an assessment of
potential effects on other ecosystem services of the
ecosystem service proposed in the project. If harmful effects
exist, these are sought minimized or the project is
deselected.
N/A in this case because the target is small biodiverity
hotspots and they do not have scale to affect local
economies in any way.

Criterion 7.3

Criterion 7.4

3: The IM links actions enhancing ES and price clearly and the forest owner sets both,
ensuring that the payment for ES is percieved as worthwhile by the owner
2: The IM links the ations enhancing ES provision to payments set outside based on direct
cost compensation
1:The IM request actions enhancing ES provision but with less clear compensation and
rule basis
3: The IM bids obtained exceed the available budget by amore than 100 % and there's no
sign of collusion or coordination, e.g. across consultants
2: The IM bids obtained exceed the available budget by a sufficient amount, e.g. 50 %,
and there's no sign of collusion or coordination, e.g. across consultants
1:The IM bids obtained barely exceed the available budget, some bids seem to be
coordinated, e.g. through a consultant
3: The IM implementation considers possible negative effects on other ES and how they
can be reduced and include this is in the assessment and selection
2: The IM implementation considers possible negative effects on other ES and include this
is in the assessment and selection, but does not try to change the project
1: The IM ignores effcts on other ES in both selection and implementation of projects

2

5

2

5

2

3

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE

Institutional dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

On a scale of 1 to 5
Principle 8
Criterion 8.1

N/A

This measure targets small biodiversity relevant areas in the forests, and is designed
to compensate perceived losses of income or forest value. There is no basis for
seeing this affect other sectors, e.g. agriculture, any service sectors or industries.
Impact on wood supply is extremely marginal due to the type of habitats being
pursued.
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Criterion 8.2

3: The design of the IM builds on existing research about the welfare economic value
of ES in focus and about the design of IMs. Expert enrolled in assessment and
designing selection procedures
2: The design of the IM builds on perceived values of ES in focus and the design IM
is informed by existing schemes. The implementation is undertaken like existing
scheme
1: The design of the IM and the implementation is not based on up-to-date insights

2

5

2

5

The development of the design of the IM involved
stakeholders from a wide range of actors. Being
based on voluntary participation and the forest
owner's own assessment of value and ecological
potential reduce power asymmetries and draws
upon local knowledge (verifiable by meeting logs)

3: Experiences gained from the IM implementation are gathered and actively shared
with relevant actors to feed into this and related IMs design/impementation
2: Experiences gained are gathered and analysed for potential later use
1: Experiences are not gathered systematically
3: A wide variety of stakeholders are involved inde liebrating both design and
implementation of the IM from early stage to evaluating ex post performance
2: Mainly forestry stakeholders are involved in the development of the IM and the
particpatory process
1: Stakeholders are not involved in the different stages and at most informed
afterwards about the succes

2 will be
threshold

5

The degree twhich a follow-group committee of
stakeholders and experts has been appointed to
follow the project and its task is to ensure the
involvement of relevant stakeholders and
expertise in the design process. IN the
implementaiton, experts are involved in the
selection proces, and existing legal frameworks
are used to handle risks of defaults etc.
(verifiable by meeting docs and participant lists)

3: A stakeholder group is involved in reviewing and advicing on proces and design
along experts, and in plementation and conflict resolution. Experts involved in
implementation and existing governance and legal structures used to secure
permanence
2: A stakeholder group is involved in advicing on proces and design along experts.
Experts involved in implementation. Existing governance and legal structures used
to secure permanence
1: A stakeholder group is involved in discussing design. Implementation made using
only temporary agreements

2 will be
threshold

4

Criterion 10.1

The IM relies on and complies with the existing
regulatory framework for private contracting on
goods and services (verifiable by design)

2: The IM relies on and complies with the existing regulatory framework for private
contracting on goods and services (verifiable by design)
1: The IM could be contended on the basis of current regulations and may overstep
customary rights

2 will be
threshold

5

Criterion 10.2

Not applicable. It is an experiment under research
funding.

Criterion 8.3

Criterion 8.4

Principle 9
Criterion 9.1

The design of the IM draws upon theory and
evidence tying together economic and social
values and insights by involving relevant experts
in the process
The assessment of each offer brings in
environmental impact considerations as specified
in the IM auction design outlining the criteria on
which bids are assessed. Field visits will be
employed for the relevant set of bids.
Experiences gained through the first tendering
round are registered and incorporated into the
revised design suggested ex post.

Principle 10
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Criterion 10.3

The degree to which this is true can be assessed
by comparing the IM to existing instruments and
evaluate its performance against them.
The IM is entirely developed to demonstrate this
and provided a good result it will. It will be
assessed by comparing the received the focus
and costs of the bids with the likely opportunity
costs and the likely development in the absence
of a contract.

3: The IM is developed to demonstrate this when compared to existing IMs.
Performance is assessed comparing the received the bids with the likely opportunity
costs
and
similary
instruments.
2: The IM is developed to demonstrate this when compared to existing IMs.
Performance is not assessed relative to similar instruments, e.g. because of little
comparability.
1: The IM represent a moderate extension of the existing instruments and/or has
outcomes that are not easily compared to similar instruments

2 will be
threshold

4

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering the
appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a culture of
negotiation including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.

Keywords
Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions
Holistic approach across scales

Average scoring
4.00
4.00
5.00

Participation and social agreement
Social relations
Equitable solutions

4.33
4.67
4.00

Economic viability

4.33

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Integrative, inclusive and iterative process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic priorities

5.00
4.00
4.50
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Italy/Borgo – Selling mushroom permits online
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM

•

Name of the innovation action:

Consorzio Comunalie Parmensi

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

Enrico Vidale

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state : name, location, objectives

On line commercialization of wild mushroom picking permit. The IM was implemented firstly in
1964 and this year (2021) will be launched a new platform to sell recreational wild mushroom
picking permits on line. The object is to increase the picking opportunities and provide further
services for the forest tourists.

•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).

Running phase.

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
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-

•

Maintain the wild mushrooms productivity in forest
Maintain the economic resilience of the local dwellers
Keep the present forest residence

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

The mechanism was design to satisfy a specific demand of recreation in forest: wild mushroom
picking as recreational activity in forest. Probably the strongest aspect of the IM was the
feedback the mushroom pickers gave to CCP in terms of demand increment due to higher
chance to pick wild mushroom compare other areas.

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

Increment on coordination costs.

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state:

According to the indicators we selected the actual state of ecological impact are negligible.

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
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Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.

•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

According to our knowledge and the stakeholders’ feedback, there are no critical points to
mention

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

According to our knowledge and the stakeholders’ feedback, there are no critical points to
mention
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Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

According to our knowledge and the stakeholders’ feedback, there are no critical points to
mention

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

There are no concerns
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SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:

Apparently, no big concern

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

none

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
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Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

A bit too much permit reseller in paper form

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

wrong application of ticket pricing on a couple of comunalie (community forest)

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining
doubts or questions, etc.)

Let’s keep ongoing
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ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:

In general the situation meet the minimum requirements

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

A bit too costly the organization of the people that define the cutting method in a give forest
parcel

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:
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Probably more written statute on how to use the money will reduce the time to decide the project
where to re-invest the money

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Very much satisfy. 10 companies dealing with wild mushrooms touristic supply chain

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

It could be improve the total surface where there is a written governance code

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

none
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
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•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

Sustainability self-assessment
Ecosystem structure and
5.0
biodiversity
5
Legal compliance and
5.0
4.5
Ecosystem
functions
democratic priorities
4
3.5
4.0
3
Sustainability risks
Holistic
approach across
2.5
5.0
management
scales
2
3.5
1.5
1
Integrative, inclusive and
iterative process5.0

Participation and social
5.0 agreement

4.0
Economic viability

4.3
Social relations
4.5solutions
Equitable

•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

We think we have a very high level of sustainability

•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
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and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?
Of course, much more than a minimum level of acceptance

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

We will keep ongoing…hopefully increasing the total revenues and the number of companies
dealing with recreational wild mushroom picking

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions:
- increase the number of recreational wild mushroom pickers hopefully through an on-line
platform to sell pick permits and other touristic offers
Medium-term actions:
- keep the present silvicultural approach
- interlink the forest recreational activities with national tour operators
Long-term actions:
- keep the present silvicultural approach and test new silvicultural techniques
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•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

It was an opportunity to sit and talk after long time. Very well appreciated by all the stakeholders
and it was also an opportunity to discuss on future vision of the use of ecosystem services

•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
455

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

Italy/Borgo – Indicators
Ecological dimension of sustainability
Italy/Borgo

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1
Criterion 1.2

Criterion 1.3
Principle 2
Criterion 2.1

Principle 3
Criterion 3.1
Criterion 3.2
Criterion 3.3

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of
1 to 5

Surface under IM in which is applied sustainable forest
management plan to enhance the target ES.
Landscape: types and surface of habitat.

13507 ha

[maintain the surface under sustainable
forest mangemente]
[maintain beech chestnut and oak
forest surface]

5

[minimum 1 pack of 3 wolves]
[zero fire, less than 50 ha of wind
crashes]

5
5

Trend in the flagship species like wolves
Total surface of damaged forest drought, fire, storm, pests
and diseases and other disturbances.

8000 ha beech forest (6500 coppice and 1500 stand forests)
3000 ha chestnut
1000 ha coniferous forests (black pine, fir, duglas)
1000 ha oak forest
3 packs with 18 wolves
ice-rime damages 1 each 3-4 year
Surface from 500 up to 1000 ha

5

Hectare of cut forests where the branches are placed or
reclined in parallel to the level curves.

200 ha/yy

[180 ha/yy]

5

Ratio between hectares of forest at municipal scale over the
total municipal surface. Stable ratio would mean fair use of
agriculture and forest land.
Carbon emission along the touristic and product value
chain.
Minimal number of bracket fungi and mycorrhizal
mushrooms per forest type per hectare

zero change
see annex 1

[less that 10 ha/yy]

5
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Criterion 3.4

Hectares subjected to biological and non-biological forest
damages.

from 500 up to 1000 ha every 3-4 years

[less than 200 ha/yy for fire and wind
crashes]

5

Social dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Principle 4
Criterion 4.1
Criterion 4.2

none
none

Principle 5
Criterion 5.1
Criterion 5.2

none
Number of complains per year

Criterion 5.3

Typologies of profit redistribution.

Criterion 5.4

Principle 6
Criterion 6.1
Criterion 6.2

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of
1 to 5
5
5

zero [2019]
zero [2020]
all comunalie category 2
all municipalities category 1

[max 100]

5

[none in category 4]

5

Typologies of intermediaries on picking permit
commercialization

11 of the category 1
1 of the category 2
2 in category 3

[no more than 8 paper
ticker resellers]

3

Access right is guaranteed

yes

[it must be guarantee]

5

Access right is conditional to the probability to have or not
a good harvest. The probability is linked to the price the

two ticket types unlinked to the picking probability
see annex 2

[no price unlink to the
probability]

3
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Criterion 6.2
Criterion 6.3

user pay for the access, as well the number of people
entering is linked to it.
Total number of access per typology

see annex 2

Level of technical parameter used to distribute the benefit
in case of co-management of the ES provision (i.e. share
per head, share per type of surface managed, share per
productivity per ha)

two types of benefit destribution:
- per ha of managed forest
- per number of sold picking permits
it's a free market regime

[below 100000 daily
picking permits sold]
none

5
5

Economic dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to
5

Criterion 7.1

Annual income from wild mushroom picking permits compared to traditional
wood production. Unit: [€/€]

[no less than
250,000€/yy]

5

Criterion 7.2
Criterion 7.2
Criterion 7.3

Difference on forest management cost with regard the sole wood production.
Additional cost per hectare for wild mushrooms silviculture.
Positive, neutral or negative effect on other ES.

[no more than 18,000€/yy]
[no more than 120€/yy]
[no negative]

2
4
5

Criterion 7.4

Number of employees, new enterprises and overall total turnover generated in
loco. Unit: [n],Unit: [n],Unit: [€]

in 2019:
- revenues of wild mushroom picking permit 469.641 €
- revenues of firewood selling 40.000 €
additional 20000€ per year
additional 100 €/ha due for the selection of target tree to be cut
carbon +1 because the rejuvenation of the aged coppices and
the thinning stimulate absorption. Biodiversity +1 because
structural irregularities, the entry of light, the necromass are
favored. Recreation +1 because it increases the production of
mushrooms and therefore the presence of pickers
no data

Principle 7

Institutional dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values
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On a scale of 1 to
5
Principle 8
Criterion 8.1

10 companies (+1 in stat up phase)

[minimum 6 companies]

5

Criterion 8.2:
Criterion 8.3
Criterion 8.4

Number of companies providing services linked to recreational mushroom
pickers.
none
none
none

Principle 9
Criterion 9.1

Presence/absence of a written governance code.

yes, for the PEFC certified forest (nearly 1735 ha)

4

Record of fine and controllers.

302 fines, 10 controllers

at least 1000 ha with writte
governance code
at least 10 controllers

Number of formal controversies
none
Additional value created from the IM

zero

less than 10

5

Principle 10
Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2
Criterion 10.3

too costly to be calculate

3

3

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.

Keywords
Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions

Average scoring
5.00
5.00

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering the
appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.

Holistic approach across scales

5.00

Participation and social agreement

5.00

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a culture of
negotiation including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.

Social relations
Equitable solutions

4.33
4.50

Economic viability

4.00

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Integrative, inclusive and iterative process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic priorities

5.00
3.50
4.00
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Italy/Etifor – Compensating nature conservation measures
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM
•

Name of the innovation action:

Ecopay Connect (Italy)

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

Giulia Amato (Etifor), IA leader
Giorgia Bottaro (UniPD), scientific partner

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state : name, location, objectives

Ecopay Connect in Lombardy Region, Italy.
The case study is a unique and successful Payment for Biodiversity Conservation Scheme that
brings together park authorities, timber industries, and poplar growers under the common
framework of FSC® (Forest Stewardship Council) certification. The objectives are to finance the
maintenance of natural protected areas in innovative ways and sustain and spread responsible
forest management in the area, through FSC certification.
Following intermediation by Etifor, poplar farms and the Park Authority signed a 5-year
agreement in which the farms committed to carrying out specific conservation interventions in
natural areas owned by the Regional Park to fulfil the FSC requirement: all poplar plantations
compensate their 10% by restoring the Park’s land, instead of setting aside 10% of their
productive land. The scheme reduces management and certification costs and facilitates
certification for traditional poplar farmers, while benefitting the natural environment of the
Regional Park. By joining the Lowland Forest Association, the Regional Park became the first
park under FSC Group Certification. Furthermore, the FSC® certified poplar plywood industries
also wanted to contribute to providing this ecosystem service by sponsoring the Park so the
benefits are increased.
•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
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you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).
Implementation and replication phases.

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
- Economic viability
- Maintain and enhance biodiversity
- Respect the FSC standard

•

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?
-

Ecological: we exchange habitat for biodiversity so ecologic sustainability is the basis
of the project.

-

Economic: major income for the park and for poplar farmers

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?
-

Economic sustainability of certification for poplar farmers
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ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state:

The IM allows to increase forest cover and establish poplar plantations. This leads to the
maintenance of the biodiversity in the area and to the provision of Ecosystem Services, avoiding
negative impacts.
Moreover, FSC certification guarantees that the IM is ecological sustainable, because also the
ES provided by the forest are certified.

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.
•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The overall valuation is positive for each Criterion. In fact, there was an increase of forested area,
and an improvement of forest management without negative impacts on the Natural Capital.
Forest Ecosystem and its biodiversity were also maintained.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.
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The evaluation for this principle is positive. The IM preserves forest vitality, and FSC certification
for Ecosystem Services implies the enhancement of the forest functions. If this does not happen it
is available a monitoring system to detect it.
Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The evaluation is overall positive: the increase of forested areas has enhanced consequently the
landscape. The IA do not create products that have a negative impact on carbon storage and it is
provided by instruments able to detect possible negative environmental impacts.
The element that can be improved is the adoption of the FSC standards along the whole Value
Chain (Chain of Custody) to ensure the sustainability of the final products from the producer to
the consumer.
•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

The overall valuation is positive. We can continue on this direction trying to improve the positive
impacts on the value chain.
An improvement that can be further done is to value the certified wood at market level (it is not
always sold as certified wood) in order to support the forest owners’ work and to spread the
culture of certification. As this is mostly a market-related issue, it doesn’t depend on the quality of
the final product (wood/timber).
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SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:

The IA was able to involve all the direct stakeholders, and to guarantee equity among the actors
directly involved in the IA.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IA has been inclusive in involving the participants and in the signing of the agreement.
The involvement of a higher number of actors and hectares can be improved as they are still a
minority out of the total.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The presence of consultation processes and of instruments that allow conflicts resolution allows
to be more inclusive in community involvement. Moreover, the signed agreement makes explicit
the sharing of common values and responsibilities.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The relations among the different stakeholders are transparent and fair. Moreover, there are no
barriers to access the IA in term of hectares or other restrictions.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining
doubts or questions, etc.)

Despite the positive sustainable scores of the social criteria, an element can be improved: there
are few actors involved in the IA, the spread of the IM at territory scale can be enhanced.
Despite this, the instruments available to involve stakeholders were implemented in an efficient
way. We tried to enlarge the participation to other forest owners, but the economic issues made
difficult their involvement.
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ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:

There is an agreement that allows economic exchanges that can advantage the different actors
involved in the IA.

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM is cost-efficient for the Park and for medium and big landowners, who can increase their
income. No trade-offs are present among different Ecosystem Services.
From the perspective of small private owners, the IM can theorycally be positive, but turns out to
be less convenient because of the cost of certification.
There is the possibility to have a premium price because of the certification, but that is not always
recognised.
There is the possibility to sell local certified wood, but there are no clients that are willing to buy it
as certified.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

The cash flow is significant for the Park, for the private owners already certified by FSC, and for
the processing companies. The elements already mentioned (premium price, chain of custody)
must be improved to have positive economic impacts for small owners.
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Extra-funds to integrate small owners’ income have been added through private investments to
compensate their economic loss (certification expenditures).

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

The IA respects the local tradition, the local landscape, and the national regulations. It foresees
the needed instruments to address complains during all the phases of the IM implementation
(design, implementation, and maintenance). The IA is active in creation of synergies and
collaborations with other projects and, more in general, improves the conditions compared to the
business as usual.

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The valuation of this principle is positive: the IA supports a traditional practice of the territory. It
can scientifically address the environmental, economic, and social issues and it is under a
constant process of review and assessment thanks to the adoption of an adaptive management.
SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
468

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

The agreement is characterised by transparency and inclusiveness.

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Within the IA different instruments are present that support conflicts management and resolution.
A local contact person is always available.
Despite this, it was not always possible to reply and solve completely the received complaints.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The IM was implemented in accordance with the national laws and in synergy with other projects
implemented in the area. The IA can create added value in comparison with the business as
usual.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

An issue that remains open is how to better address the request of the main actors involved,
especially regarding the economic aspects.
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OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

Sustainability self-assessment
Ecosystem structure and
biodiversity
5
4.5 4.0
4
3.5
3
2.5
2
1.5
1

Legal compliance and
democratic priorities
5.0

Sustainability risks
management
4.0

Integrative, inclusive and
iterative process 4.7

Economic viability

Ecosystem functions
4.0

Holistic approach across
4.4
scales

3.8 Participation and social
agreement
3.9

Social relations
4.9
Equitable
4.8solutions

•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?
In the visual self-assessment all the principles result to be sustainable (score above 3). The rate,
from the more sustainable to the less sustainable, is: institutional (average score 4.56), social
(average score 4.46), ecological (average score 4.13), and economic (average score 3.89).
The resulting worst principle is “Participation and social agreement” (social), while the most
sustainable principle is “legal compliance and democratic priorities” (institutional).
The four dimensions result to perform unevenly.
For some indicators, the possibility of improvement is high, for others is not. This is mainly due to
the fact that some of them don’t depend on the IM itself but on the context, that cannot be
changed by the IM: those are the economic convenience and the involvement of new actors to
enlarge the positive impact of the mechanism.
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•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?

Fulfilled goals:
Ecological: the base of the project was the enhancement and the maintenance of biodiversity, so
ecological sustainability was fully achieved.
Economic: the project led to an increase of the Park and poplar farmers’ incomes.
Unfulfilled goals:
Economic: from the other side the cost of certification for small landowners is not sustainable in
all cases without other external funds.
Moreover, the self-assessment shows that the main issues are linked to the organisation and
functioning of the whole value chain.
We did not have any expectation concerning social and institutional impacts, but the sustainability
score resulted to be positive. Observing deeply the indicators we figured out that these indicators
represent some kind of prerequisites for developing the IA itself (e.g. compliance with law,
stakeholder involvement).

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

-

Maintenance of the agreement with the current actors and involving the actual areas
covered by poplar.

-

It is difficult to foresee the enlargement of the agreement to others private owners
because all the possible owners have been already contacted and they are not willing to
be involved in the IA.

-

The economic features can be improved: primum price and chain of custody. Thus, this
is difficult because they depend on external factors that cannot be directly addressed by
the IM. The income support through private funds will be maintained and enhanced.

-

In the IA will also maintain the governance features supporting the resolution of future
problems and conflicts.
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•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions:
- to keep active the search for external funds to support landowners income:
1) payment for ES in areas with high conservation value (for tCO2 storage) – already done;
2) payment for ES provided by poplar cultivation (landscape conservation, limited soil erosion) –
already done;
3) sales test to individuals and companies on poplar (through tree adoption on WOWnature.eu) to
support certified poplar farmers – already done;
- to reduce the FSC certification group fees – already done
- to develop derogations that allow the use of certain chemicals, in the absence of which it is
difficult to guarantee the production – already done
- to write a brief guideline on what you can do in FSC poplar groves with a list of substances and
means that can be used and foreseen by the standard (in Italian for practical use for the poplar
grower) - – already done;
Medium-term actions:
- to research biological solutions to pest treatment/containment;
- to test with plants that attract Asian bugs and to direct localized treatment to them;
- to speed up the registration of a substance that is suitable for fighting the Asian bug (preferably
also usable on FSC certified plantations);
- to test new sales methods by strengthening the role of poplar growers:
1) strengthening the associationism among poplar growers (horizontal integration)
2) encouraging innovative contractual agreements between poplar growers and users (vertical
integration), for example:
- supply contracts of several years, where the poplar grower (or a network/consortium of FSC-certified poplar
growers) undertakes to deliver a minimum quantity of timber against the payment of a pre-established price by the
user (possibly subject to change according to the trend of market indicators).
- cultivation (or sharing) contracts in which the user directly bears part of the investment costs and therefore also the
business risks. This method is proving successful in France and, in the past, also in Hungary.
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- development of new contractual forms, replicating the French model by making it part of a project (for example
Measure 16 of the RDP).

- sales supported by online geo-referenced information on the lots offered for sale.
Long-term actions:
- to find resources at EU level to undertake an experimental project aimed at finding solutions for
the cultivation of quality poplar in accordance with FSC principles and/or technical/scientific
dissemination to adopt more compatible means (sustainable intensification, Measure 16 RDP or
others).

•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

-

It was useful to implement a deeper analysis of the mechanism and to put order in all its
constitutive elements.

-

We got aware of and we had the occasion to analyse social and institutional impacts
(that we did not consider at the beginning of the project).

-

We discovered that most of the indicators have a positive score meaning that the actions
were implemented in a sustainable way. This means that the vision we had about the
project, since the beginning, was sustainable, inclusive, and holistic.

-

During the design phase we only considered the economic and ecological dimensions,
but through this assessment we found out that trying to achieve economic and ecological
goals we unknowingly achieved also the social and institutional indicators. This made us
think that all these dimensions are correlated and that having positive impacts on some
of the dimensions can lead to also have a positive impact on the others.

-

We had a confirmation about the main problems of the IA and we are thinking about the
possible strategies to try to solve them, when possible.

•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

Concerning the selection of the indicators: the self-selection of them has led to positive results in
term of sustainability. The results of the self-assessment could have been more objective if the
selection was more standardized, for example through already existing indicators (there are many
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of them in literature), or if they were the result of an exchange among the different IAs.Another
point, for future projects, could be to have the list of indicators at the beginning of the
design/implementation phase of the project, in order to give IA leaders a indication on where put
attention and efforts.
We also found a lot of overlapping between this activity and what was proposed in the 5.4 activity
(the Sustainable Start Canvas Methodology). Because of the type of mechanism (few and specific
actors) and its implementation status (already implemented), the process of self-assessment was
not so relevant or impactful in terms of changing of practices because we did the assessment of
already existing processes and activities and trying to change already working and well-established
mechanisms is more difficult that establishing in the right way in first place. Anyway, the problems
we were already aware of came out in an important way.
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Italy/Etifor – Indicators
Ecological dimension of sustainability
Name of the IA:
Ecopay Connect

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1
Criterion 1.2

Criterion 1.3
Principle 2
Criterion 2.1

Principle 3
Criterion 3.1
Criterion 3.2
Criterion 3.3

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of
1 to 5

Hectares of natural forests created by privates through agreements.
Hectares of natural forests better managed through agreements.
Hectares of forest loss (+ 1 = loss of 1 ha)
Hectares of natural forests created by privates through agreements
Hectares of natural forests better managed through agreements.
Hectares where invasive species control is done
Hectares of High Conservation Value areas maintained and monitored
number of problems caused by disturbances solved

4.4
107.85
-4.4
4.4
107.85
32
107.85
3

0.2
0.2
0
0.2
0.2
0
0
0

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

Possession of the ES certification by FSC (FSC-PRO-30-006)
Presence of a monitoring and assessment strategy
FSC 5.2.1: presence of a certification management plan that states that timber harvesting levels maintain
ecosystem functions

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes
yes

4
4
4

Hectares converted from agriculture to poplar or natural woods.
FSC 6.8.1. Presence of a management plan that comprehend different land use maintenance.
Types of products
Chain of custody certification on the supply chain
FSC 5.3.3 Presence of a management plan that contains a monitoring plan
Number of reported critical ecological issues that have been resolved
Pesticide limitations applied

4.4
yes
plywood
no
yes
3
yes

0.2
yes
non biomass timber
yes
yes
0
yes

4
5
4
3
5
4
5
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Criterion 3.4

FSC 4.5.1: presence of an on-field register; presence of an Environmental Impact Assessment (VINCA); public
consultation evidences.
Piano di monitoraggio
Risk analysis

yes

yes

5

yes
yes

yes
yes

5
5

Social dimension of sustainability

Principle 4
Criterion 4.1
Criterion 4.2
Principle 5
Criterion 5.1

Criterion 5.2
Criterion 5.3
Criterion 5.4
Principle 6
Criterion 6.1
Criterion 6.2
Criterion 6.3

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Number of actors involved

5

2

4

FSC 7.6.2. Presence of stakeholder consultation evidences.
Ratio between hectares of certified and all poplar plantations.
Sign of the agreement

yes
10%
yes

yes
25%
yes

5
2
4

FSC 7.6.1, 7.6.2, 7.6.3. Presence of the management plan. Presence of stakeholder consultation evidences.
Presence di sh analysis e consultazione

yes
yes

yes
yes

5
5

Categories of actors compared to all actors present in the area interested
FSC 4.6.1. Presence of the Dispute Resolution Process approved document (Annex D).
FSC 7.5.1, 7.5.2. Presence of a publicly available synthesis of the management plan.
The agreement is coherent with the FSC values.
FSC 1.8.1 Certified farmers sign the long-term commitment paper by FSC.
Number of actors involved in the scheme.
The agreements precisely describe the distribution of roles and responsibilities.

3
yes
yes
yes
yes
5
yes

3
yes
yes
yes
yes
2
yes

5
5
5
5
5
4
5

publication in the Park notice board of the areas available for this type of agreement
presence of barriers in the participation
access rights
the price/hectares is established in the agreement and is right

yes
no
open
yes

yes
no
open
yes

5
5
5
4
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Economic dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Principle 7
Criterion 7.1
Criterion 7.2

Criterion 7.3
Criterion 7.4

sign of agreement
issued invoices (that gives info on the size of the agreements)
type of contribution/payment

yes
98,705
in-kind and cash

yes
0
in-kind

5
4
4

presence of a premium price for certified material.
new markets explored

no
no

yes
yes

2
3

Presence of additional income from FSC certification presence.
Type of ES exchanged (biodiversity)
Presence of ES certification (FSC-PRO-30-006) that quantifies impacts of forest
management on ES every year.
number of agreements
amounts exchanged in the agreements (create new job opportunity in the territory)
Local procurement of FSC wood
presence of a premium price

yes
yes
yes

yes
yes if biodiversity
yes

4
4
5

4
98,705
no
no

1
0
yes
yes

4
4
3
2

Indicator
measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE

yes

yes

4

yes
yes

yes
yes

5
5

Institutional dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)
Principle 8
Criterion 8.1
Criterion 8.2

FSC 6.2.1. Presence of an Environmental Impact Assessment (VINCA) respected by the management plan in
use. The VINCA has been approved because it is coherent with EU Natura 2000 Directives and Regional
protected areas laws.
possession of FSC certification (both for forest management and ecosystem services)
High Conservation Value areas assessment, management and monitoring (FSC Criterion 9.1, Criterion 9.2,
Criterion 9.4)
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Criterion 8.3
Criterion 8.4

Principle 9
Criterion 9.1
Principle 10
Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2
Criterion 10.3

Possession of FSC certification. (Certification is evaluated and renewed every year.)
FSC 8.3. Could you use indicator 8.3.1: Implementation of adaptive management procedures
Presence of planned participatory process preceded by a stakeholder analysis
Each participatory meeting is designed on stakeholders’ expectations and needs.
Number of agreements
Type of agreements (flexibility)

yes
yes
yes
yes
4
private contract

yes
yes
yes
yes
1
simple and light contract

5
5
5
4
4
5

FSC 4.6.1. Presence of the Dispute Resolution Process approved document (Annex D).
Presence of a local reference person always available.
Ratio between received and solved complaints.

yes
yes
0.75

yes
yes
1

5
5
2

compliance with law: DL 228/2001 art. 15; Civil Code for private agreements.
presence of synergistic projects
amount of extra-funding available for Park

yes
yes (7)
98705

yes
yes
0

5
5
5

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering
the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long
terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a
culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
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Keywords
Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions
Holistic approach across scales

Average scoring
4.00
4.00
4.38

Participation and social agreement
Social relations
Equitable solutions

3.75
4.89
4.75

4.46

Economic viability
Integrative, inclusive and iterative
process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic
priorities

3.89
4.67

3.89
4.56
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Peru – Paying for watershed services to cities
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM

•

Name of the innovation action:

PERU: Paying for watershed services to cities

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

Bruno Locatelli, researcher studying the IA

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state: name, location, objectives

The IM is a payment for hydrological ecosystem services in the Piuray watershed, a major
provider of water for the city of Cusco. Using a fee on water bills, the drinking water company of
the city collects money for a PES. This money has been used to improve hydrological services in
collaboration with local communities.

•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).

Implementation

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
- Improve water security (quantity and quality) for the city of Cusco
- Improve water security (quantity and quality) for the local communities
- Ensure good governance of water and ecosystem services
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•

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

Budget is ensured through a fee on water bills.
The IM is a learning site for other PES schemes in the country.

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

The relationships between the drinking water company and the local communities have
sometimes been tumultuous.

Note about the assessment: We propose a scale to assess the indicators (Fig. 1). This scale is
inspired by a recent guidebook we published to assess nature-based projects for water
management (guide in Spanish, whose title in English would be: ”Scaling Effectiveness, Equity
and Sustainability: A Guide for the Evaluation of Interventions in Natural Infrastructure for Water
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Security”)1. We define a common scale with 5 levels, which is adjusted to each criterion or
indicator.

Figure 1. A proposed gradual scale to assess innovative mechanisms in SINCERE
The gradual scale comprises five levels:
•
•

Level 0: Not considered. No element is mentioned in any document and no observation
from the field has been documented to identify that the IM has considered the criterion.
Level 1: Basic practice. There is some evidence that the IM is considering the criterion:
the project documentation mentions that the IM addresses the criterion but substantiation
is weak and it is unclear how the attention given to the criterion is or will be
operationalized in the IM implementation.

1

Cassin J., Locatelli B., 2020. Escala de Efectividad, Equidad y Sostenibilidad: Guía para la Evaluación de
Intervenciones en Infraestructura Natural para la Seguridad Hídrica. Lima, Peru: Infraestructura Natural para la
Seguridad Hídrica, Forest Trends. 88p. https://www.forest-trends.org/publications/guia-ees/
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•

•

•

Level 2: Fair practice. There is evidence that the IM is considering the criterion in a
meaningfully way (e.g., project documents use sound scientific data, expert knowledge or
traditional knowledge; interviews with project developers show that they know what they
are doing) but actual implementation cannot be assessed (e.g., too early, no
documented observation).
Level 3: Good practice. There is evidence that the IM is considering the criterion in a
meaningfully way in documents and in practice. Getting to this level should be a goal for
those designing and implementing IM, although some might be more ambitious and aim
for transformation.
Level 4: Transformative practice. The IM goes beyond good practice by ensuring that
the practice achieved at level 3 is institutionalized and irreversible, and has multiplier
effects (scaling up, out, or deep). This transformative level is putting the bar very high,
and it is not expected that all IM can achieve this level in all criteria. However, many of
the environmental and development problems facing humanity today will require such
transformative practices.

These levels are successive or cumulative: to reach Level 2, an IM needs to comply with Level 1
(or, if an IM does not reach Level 1, there is no need to assess whether its complies with upper
levels). For the assessment, we may want to give some nuance (and justify it) in some cases, by
using plus and minus signs, e.g., L2- (level 2 but with some improvements needed to be
completely at level 2) and L2+ (beyond level 2 but not yet at level 3).
Below we report at what level the IM stands for each criterion. We then convert the level into a
score between 0 and 5, as recommended by the team in charge in the sustainability assessment
in SINCERE. We use the table below for this conversion. This table uses a simple bounded linear
relationship: the score is the lowest (1) for Level 0 (“not considered”) and the highest (5) for Level
3 (“Good practice”) and above.
Level on the gradual scale

SINCERE score (1 to 5)

0 (not considered)

1

0+

1.4

1-

1.9

1 (basic practice)

2.3

1+

2.8

2-

3.2

2 (fair practice)

3.7

2+

4.1

3-

4.6

3 (good practice)

5

3+

5

4-

5

4 (transformative practice)

5
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ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state:

The IM is ecologically sustainable (the assessment shows that both principles are in the
“sustainable” category).
The assessment has reached the following scores:
•
•

Sustainable for Principle 1 (Ecosystem structure and biodiversity)
Sustainable for Principle 2 (Ecosystem functions).

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.

•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 1.1: Level 3+. IM documents describe reforestation in details. Activities are visible in the
field and aligned with the plans. No leakage is observed. The “plus” is justified because the IM
has been part (but not lead) of campaigns on green infrastructure for water security (thus hinting
at L4).
Criterion 1.2: Level 3. IM documents insist on using only native species for tree plantations and
grassland restoration. There is evidence from the scientific literature that monospecific
plantations with exotic species (Pine and Eucalyptus) have negative impacts on biodiversity. Field
observations confirm the use of native species.
Criterion 1.3: Level 3-. The IM considers geophysical and hydrological risks associated with mud
flows, landslides, and extreme rainfall. There is a detailed assessment of such risks. Several
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measures are planned to reduce them (e.g., infiltration trenches, stone walls, 20 check dams for
gully control). Their implementation is observed in the field. There are also measures to deal with
droughts (infiltration trenches for conserve soil moisture near the plantations, but scientific
literature does not provide evidence for this). Several other risks are overlooked (fires, pests)
(thus the “minus” in L3).

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 2.1: Level 3+. The IM aims at improving ecosystem functions related to hydrological
regulation (increasing infiltration, reducing runoff and erosion). Most measures proposed by the
IM are aligned with this aim. Although the IM does not provide clear evidence of expected
improvements in ecosystem functions, a systematic literature and a modelling study on the IM
case have provided evidence. Observations in the field confirm the implementation of the
proposed measures to improve ecosystem functions. The “plus” level is justified because a
hydro-meteo station has been installed in the site by the IM promotors to monitor results and
provide more evidence.

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
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Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 3.1: Level 3-. The IM has designed actions in key providing areas (i.e. areas that provide
hydrological services such as water regulation and soil protection) to key beneficiaries (the lake
and the local communities around the lake). The IM provides a good justification of the site
selection based on hydrogeological studies. The measures have been implemented in the
identified sites. The “minus” is justified by the fact that local people question the choice of the site
(according to them, the water from this site does not flow to the lake, but more research is
needed).
Criterion 3.2: Level 2. The main IM stakeholder (the drinking water company) has invested in
improving water distribution infrastructure and finding new water sources for the city, which
reduces water losses and the pressure on the Piuray lake. However, these investments are
defined by their overall operational plan (which the IM is part of), they are not a consequence of
the IM, which is not directly concerned by ecological sustainability in the water supply chain (but
why should the IM be?). The IM considers ecological sustainability in agriculture, e.g. by
supporting the reduction of agrochemicals in local agriculture, but implementation is slow.
Criterion 3.3: Level 3. The IM recognizes critical thresholds for water quality in the lake. Water
quality indicators are showing a worsening trend and there have been lake eutrophication events
(with the water turning green and smelling bad). IM proponents explain this problem by the
practice of fertilized agriculture at the edge of the lake, population growth around the lake and the
increase of wastewater discharge (some villages around the lake do not have sewage systems
nor wastewater treatment plants). For this reason, the IM invests in sanitation systems and the
protection of the lake edges. Sanitation systems are currently built (nov 2020)
Criterion 3.4: Level 2. The IM has realized an impact assessment considering possible negative
impacts of the actions on soils, water, vegetation, habitats, fauna, and scenic beauty. The
substantiation is weak (simple matrix with values that are based on the best judgement of one
expert) but the assessment is sound and existing scientific knowledge could easily substantiate
the assessment (thus Level 2 is accepted). Level 3 is not acceptable because field observations
show negative impacts (for example, the IM aims at reducing erosion but has built a road that
generated erosion and the mitigation measures have been limited and inefficient)
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•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

The assessment confirms the adequacy of the choices made by the IM (e.g., working with native
species)

SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:

The IM does not score high on the social dimension of sustainability, in part because of the lack
of participation of local communities in decision-making.
The assessment has reached the following scores:
•
•
•
•

Rather sustainable for Principle 3 (Holistic approach across scales)
Slightly unsustainable for Principle 4 (Participation and social agreement)
Neutral for Principle 5 (Social relations)
Rather sustainable for Principle 6 (Equitable solutions).

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 4.1: Level 1. The IM design document mentions participation (“The objective of the
citizen participation mechanisms is to make all the information concerning the project activities
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available to the population involved, as well as to promote dialogue, learn the opinions and points
of view”). However, the document describes only one informative workshop during which opinions
and suggestions were collected. This seems weak. In addition, this workshop took place after
decisions were made about the activities, with limited participation of local communities in the
decision process.
Criterion 4.2: Level 1. There are some statements about the IM contributing to the common goals
of the main stakeholders (communities, drinking water company, local authorities) but it is unclear
what is common among the diverging objectives of the stakeholders, given the past conflicts.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 5.1: Level 1 (see 4.1: The IM design document mentions participation (“The objective of
the citizen participation mechanisms is to make all the information concerning the project
activities available to the population involved, as well as to promote dialogue, learn the opinions
and points of view”). However, the document describes only one informative workshop during
which opinions and suggestions were collected. This seems weak. In addition, this workshop took
place after decisions were made about the activities, with limited participation of local
communities in the decision process).
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Criterion 5.2: Level 1. Despite the mention of the importance of communication in several
documents related to the IM, there is no clear mechanism in place. In practice, communication is
inefficient. There is supposedly a platform (implemented by a NGO, rather than the IM promotors)
to facilitate communication among stakeholders but its functioning is challenging.
Criterion 5.3: Level 1 (see 4.2: There are some statements about the IM contributing to the
common goals of the main stakeholders (communities, drinking water company, local authorities)
but it is unclear what is common among the diverging objectives of the stakeholders, given the
past conflicts).
Criterion 5.4: Level 3-. There is recognition of the roles of different actors (e.g., the drinking water
company, the local communities or the local authorities). Actors have different roles in the field
(e.g., local communities are paid for their labour). However, the recognition of the different roles
does not mean that there is an adequate distribution of responsibilities (thus the “minus”)

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 6.1: Level 1. An IM document (“plan for water security in the watershed”) aims to work in
the lands or micro watersheds of most communities but it is not clear whether this will be
achieved (interventions have occurred in only a few communities). Some communities will still
stay out. There is no consideration of equity at household or individual levels.
Criterion 6.2: Level 1-. The issue of equity in access to ES is considered but not adequately. For
example, IM leaders assume that the loss of pasture in sites used for reforestation and infiltration
trenches will have almost no negative effects. Actually a few families were still using those
pastures. There is a limited understanding of who in the communities would benefit from
improved water regulation.
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Criterion 6.3: Level 1-. There is limited consideration of a fair distribution of the costs and benefits
among stakeholders. It is unclear who will benefit from the improved water regulation from the IM.
Direct monetary benefits for the local communities include their salaries for fieldwork (planting
trees, digging trenches) but this is a marginal income. Regarding costs, most are supported by
the drinking water company. The communities support the opportunity costs of the land lost for
productive purposes. There are some discussions on the fairness of the deals (or lack of) but no
information is available to start a discussion on this topic (thus the “minus” in L1)

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining
doubts or questions, etc.)

There is room for improvement in the social aspects of the IM. There is a need to improve the
communication among stakeholders, to involve local communities in decision-making, and to
increase the benefits they receive from the IM.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:

The IM has a fair score on the economic dimension of sustainability.
The assessment has reached the following score:
•

Neutral: Principle 7 (Economic viability)

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
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Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 7.1: Level 1. The IM design document shows (in the section on social-environmental
impacts) that local population would benefit from employment (during the implementation phase)
and additional incomes but the substantiation is weak (simple matrix, with values that are based
on the best judgement of one expert). There are no direct payments for ES.
Criterion 7.2: Level 1. Funding for PES is ensured by a fee on the water bills in the city, which
ensures permanence of funding. The budget has been used to start the activities (planting trees,
digging trenches) but there is no budget planned for maintenance. The funding currently collected
will be used in another watershed. There is limited consideration of cost-efficiency. The costs of
the interventions (e.g., reforestation, grassland restoration, infiltration trenches) have been
calculated but nobody has assessed the benefits and the benefit/cost ratio
Criterion 7.3: Level 2. There have been considerations of synergies between the interventions
(aiming at improving hydrological ES) and other ES (scenic beauty, pasture production, soil
fertility, microclimate, wood production, non-timber forest product). Although hard evidence is
missing in the IM documents, local stakeholders generally agree with the idea of synergies with
other ES, according to our interviews in the field. Scientific literature also agrees with the
identified synergies.
Criterion 7.3: Level 3. The IM claims that the interventions will attract tourists. For this reason, it
created a scenic trail (“Ruta del agua”) and supported handicraft and rural tourism associations.
The IM also contributed to improving living conditions with a program to create sanitation
services.
•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

There a need to better conceptualize the financial flows in the IM and to understand better the
costs and benefits for different stakeholders.
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INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

The IM has a fair score on the institutional dimension of sustainability. Legal compliance is good
but the IM suffers from the lack of a platform for interactions among stakeholders.
The assessment has reached the following scores:
•
•
•

Neutral for Principle 8 (Integrative, inclusive and iterative process)
Slightly unsustainable for Principle 9 (Sustainability risks management)
Sustainable for Principle 10 (Legal compliance and democratic priorities)

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 8.1: Level 2. Even though there is little said or written about cross-sectoral, territorial
and cultural coherence, the IM proponents know the institutional and cultural context very well.
However, there is no enough reflection on this coherence to deserve L3.
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Criterion 8.2: Level 1. Value plurality is definitely there and actors know how to navigate this
plurality but there is not enough reflection on the differences of values, which lead to differences
in expectations and also to misunderstandings and conflicts.
Criterion 8.3: Level 1+. There is no evidence of a formalized learning mechanism within the IM.
Internal learning is limited to some exchanges of information (e.g., workshops, meetings).
However, some external actors (NGOs, Universities) are active in the learning process (thus the
“plus” in L1). In addition, there is an interest of many actors in documenting the processes and
working with students
Criterion 8.4: Level 1. See 4.1 (The IM design document mentions participation (“The objective of
the citizen participation mechanisms is to make all the information concerning the project
activities available to the population involved, as well as to promote dialogue, learn the opinions
and points of view”). However, the document describes only one informative workshop during
which opinions and suggestions were collected. This seems weak. In addition, this workshop took
place after decisions were made about the activities, with limited participation of local
communities in the decision process)

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 9.1: Level 1. By law, there should be a platform for good governance in the IM but its
functioning is challenging because of multiple conflicts.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
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Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Criterion 10.1: Level L3. The IM design documents describe the compliance with existing laws
and regulations. No deviation has been observed in the field.
Criterion 10.2: Level L3. The IM follows the rules defined by the PES mechanism at the national
level. The IM is scrutinized by a national organization (SUNASS).
Criterion 10.1: Level L3+. The activities implemented by the IM would not have taken place
without the IM. As this project has been a pilot PES in Peru, it has faced many challenges but has
also provided examples to many other cases (testing of the national law on PES), thus the “Plus”
in Level 3

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

A working platform is necessary to improve the institutional sustainability of the IM (and would
contribute to solve other problems related to social sustainability)
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OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.
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•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

The chart clearly illustrates the strengths and weaknesses of the IA: the ecological aspects and
the legal compliance are strong, whereas the social aspects and some institutional aspects are
weak.

•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?

The goal of ensuring good governance will not be reached unless social and institutional aspects
are improved. All the weaknesses of the IM are related to the lack of good relationships and
dialogue among stakeholders and the lack of inclusiveness in decision-making and benefitsharing.
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•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

The IA will continue with new activities programmed in other sites of the watershed. The lessons
learned from the first phase have shown the need to strengthen the social and institutional
aspects. There is a need to change the mindset: the IM was designed mostly by engineers with
expertise in water management or ecosystem restoration. The IM needs to be improved by the
involvement of experts in social and institutional aspects.

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions:
- Hire an expert in social and institutional aspects
Medium-term actions:
- Reinitiate interactions among stakeholders and create a governance platform
Long-term actions:
- Document lessons learned

•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

SINCERE Innovating for Forest Ecosystem Services

info@sincereforests.eu
497

www.sincereforests.eu

D3.3 Synthesis of IA implementation report

The assessment is definitely useful and could have an influence. But we need first to discuss this
assessment with relevant stakeholders.

•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

The tool could be improved. It could have a shorter list of criteria (if it is too complicated or too
long to apply, it won’t be used). There could be less redundancy (some criteria are similar), a
better coherence and organization (some criteria are not related enough to their principle), and a
more balanced structure (there could be a similar number of principles within each of the 4
dimensions and a similar number of criteria within each principle).
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Peru – Indicators
Ecological dimension of sustainability
Name of the IA:
Peru

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures /
values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Consideration of forest and biomass change (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of biodiversity protection (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of landscape resilience (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

3.33
3
2.67

1.5
1.5
1.5

5
5
4.6

Criterion 2.1

Consideration of ecosystem functions (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

3.33

1.5

5

Principle 3
Criterion 3.1
Criterion 3.2
Criterion 3.3
Criterion 3.4.

Consideration of landscape configuration (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of ecological sustainability (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of critical thresholds (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of negative environmental impacts (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

2.67
2
3
2

1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5

4.6
3.7
5
3.7

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures /
values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Principle 4
Criterion 4.1
Criterion 4.2

Consideration of participation (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of common goal (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

1
1

1.5
1.5

2.3
2.3

Principle 5
Criterion 5.1
Criterion 5.2
Criterion 5.3

Consideration of diversity in involvement (associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of communication (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of common understanding (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

1
1
1

1.5
1.5
1.5

2.3
2.3
2.3

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1
Criterion 1.2
Criterion 1.3
Principle 2

Social dimension of sustainability
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Criterion 5.4.

Consideration of role recognition (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

2.67

1.5

4.6

Principle 6
Criterion 6.1
Criterion 6.2
Criterion 6.3

Consideration of equity in access to IM (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of equity in access to ES (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of equity in costs/benefits (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

1
0.67
0.67

1.5
1.5
1.5

2.3
1.9
1.9

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures /
values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Consideration of new incomes (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of cost-efficiency (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of synergies and trade-offs (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of local livelihoods (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

1
1
2
3

1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5

2.3
2.3
3.7
5

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures /
values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

2

1.5

3.7

Criterion 8.2
Criterion 8.3
Criterion 8.4

Consideration of cross-sectoral, territorial and cultural coherence (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from
level 0 to level 4
Consideration of value plurality (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of learning (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of inclusiveness (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

1
1.33
1

1.5
1.5
1.5

2.3
2.8
2.3

Principle 9
Criterion 9.1

Consideration of a governance body (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

1

1.5

2.3

Economic dimension of sustainability

Principle 7
Criterion 7.1
Criterion 7.2
Criterion 7.3
Criterion 7.4

Institutional dimension of sustainability

Principle 8
Criterion 8.1

Principle 10
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Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2
Criterion 10.3

Consideration of law compliance (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of funding rules (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4
Consideration of added value (and associated substantiation or field evidence), from level 0 to level 4

3
3
3.33

1.5
1.5
1.5

5
5
5

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.

Keywords
Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions

Average scoring
4.87
5.00

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering the
appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.

Holistic approach across scales

4.25

Participation and social agreement

2.30

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a
culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.

Social relations
Equitable solutions

2.88
2.03

Economic viability

3.33

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Integrative, inclusive and iterative process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic priorities

2.78
2.30
5.00
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Russia – Providing multiple ecosystems services by forest
renters
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM

•

Name of the innovation action:

Providing multiple ecosystems services by forest renters. Club GREY HORSE, Russia

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:
• Daria Tebenkova, Anton Kataev, Natalia Lukina
• Project moderators CEPF RAS

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state : name, location, objectives

Name:
A legislative initiative for the multipurpose forest use.
Location:
Case study area is located in Voskresenskoe forest unit in Nizhegorodsky region, on a territory
rented by «Plemzavod Gray Horse». Some of the leased plots are located on the territory of the
natural park of regional (regional) significance "Voskresenskoe Povetluzhie". Its main activities
are logging, recreational activities, including hunting, farming. The object of the research is
located in an industrially developed region with high transport accessibility, where timber
harvesting is one of the main sources of income for the local population.
Objectives:
Multipurpose forest use implies a thorough utilization of forest values – ecosystem services,
provided the ecosystem balance remains preserved. At the moment there is hard for a tenant to
officially utilize several ecosystem services at once, because to do so, he needs to win a tender
for each. There are also numerous conflicts between forest tenants that have the same area
rented for different purposes. Besides, Russian Federation’s Forest Law doesn’t have any
regulations for some ecosystem services (mostly regulating ones).
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The IM thus has to fulfil the following objectives:
1) To allow forest renters to utilize several ES on their plot within the terms of a single rent
agreement.
2) To ensure the balance between providing FES and biodiversity preservation (species,
structural and ecosystem diversity)
•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).

The current stage of our IA is design and preparation. Scientific Council On Forest Issues of
RAS, including the CEPF RAS group has developed the concept of a new Forest Code. The
concept has been presented to scientific society (within the framework of an extended session
of the Scientific Council On Forest Issues of RAS; also in a form of reports on scientific
conferences), business community (the Committee on Enterprise in Forest Industry of the
Chamber of Commerce And Industry Of Russian Federation) and governmental bodies
(Federal Council of Russian Federation, Ministry of Natural Resources of Russian Federation,
Federal Forest Agency of Russian Federation). The concept is also available in free access on
http://jfsi.ru/3-3-2020/.

•

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
- Sustainable long-term use of forest ecosystems based on eliminating the trade-offs
and facilitating the synergy between various ES provision by forests.
- Legitimate recognition of the non-monetary ES values aimed at creation of markets for
said ES.
- Elimination of conflicts between the forest stakeholders and ensuring the regional
economic development.

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

IM suggests creation of a legislative basis for ecological sustainability, balance between the
ecosystem services and biodiversity preservation. Socio-economic development is in turn
driven by ecological sustainability, since it’s the first order sustainability element. Forest
ecosystems’ efficient functioning ensures the environment preservation, and beneficial
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environment increases well-being of local citizens, increasing cultural and aesthetic value of
the land.

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

Due to a high degree of centralisation in Russian governing and managing systems, the risk of
certain stakeholder groups’ interests prioritisation is always present. The suggested IM cannot
guarantee a complete protection of locals’ and small businesses’ interests. The development of
a legislative basis outside the framework of this project is deemed necessary to ever achieve
this goal.

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state:

Since our IM implies a draft law creation, and at the moment the said draft law is still being
discussed in the government, in its current state it lacks any impact on ecology whatsoever.

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
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Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

Being an institute mostly focused on studying trees and other flora, we haven’t really added any
indicators for biodiversity of any organisms except plants. However now we will attempt to at least
include bird species into our assessment.

SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:

Presenting our Forest Code concept helped to somewhat raise awareness about ESs and
multifunctionality in forest management.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
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Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.
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Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining
doubts or questions, etc.)

Since the social side is not normally our field of expertise, we can’t completely ensure the
correctness of our assessment. However, after receiving feedback from SINCERE, we’ve revised
this part. In particular, we have decided to conduct a survey, regarding whether the stakeholders
acknowledge their responsibility for the future of the forests and feel that their role in forest
relations is recognized.

ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:

IM’s impact can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into action yet.
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Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

Economic sustainability of our IA can’t be assessed on the current stage. This part of the draft
law is still subject to possible alterations in the process of discussion.

INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

IM’s impact can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into action yet.
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Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

As far as the implementation goes, IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the
draft law hasn’t been put into action yet. As for the design and development, we have been
working with various stakeholder groups to obtain data that allowed us, for instance, to assess
values of different ESs and thus create scenarios and models used in the project.

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

IM’s performance can’t be assessed at the moment, since the draft law hasn’t been put into
action yet.

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

Since high centralisation of Russian governing and managing systems is currently one of the
biggest challenges for our project, we have certain concerns about this part. Only time will tell if
our IA will be able to change it for good.
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OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

Overall our IA seems to be designed with a reasonably high level of sustainability in mind.
However, the various dimensions appear to be performing unevenly. While the ecosystem
functions sustainability is seen as being the most sustainable part of the IM, sustainability risk
management is clearly lacking. Economic viability is hard to assess on current stage, however it
seems to be at least slightly improving.

•

In conclusion, do the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?
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As it was mentioned earlier, overall our project has a reasonably high sustainability score and we
find that its strongest parts match our goals and expectations. Institutional sustainability is harder
to achieve within the framework of current system of forest management, but we hope the
suggested changes will have a positive impact on it still.
Besides, being still to a certain degree a work in progress, our IA can further develop to achieve
even better results.

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

It will hopefully be implemented after a period of discussions, and possibly amendments. We’ll
work further on social sustainability assessment and other issues that have been found via the
discussion of this report.

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions:
- Conducting surveys among stakeholders and experts about possible solutions for sustainability
issues
Medium-term actions:
- Raising awareness and popularisation of the ES concept and multifunctional forest use among
the forest stakeholders to ensure their understanding
- Development of economic evaluation of non-monetary FES techniques and methods
Long-term actions:
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- Implementation of the forest lands zoning in accordance with the ES
-

•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

As it was mentioned before, we have decided to add some elements lacking in our sustainability
assessment. We’ve deepened our understanding of such a procedure and will be able to employ
this method in our further projects.

•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

We’ve had lots of issues with our IA being non-standard and the forms being not fit for the
specifics of legislative initiative format. Perhaps some variety for different classes of IA could be
of some help? Or simply more freedom in choosing or maybe even creating the criteria.
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Russia – Indicators
Ecological dimension of sustainability
Russia

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1
Criterion 1.2

Criterion 1.3
Principle 2
Criterion 2.1

Principle 3
Criterion 3.1
Criterion 3.2
Criterion 3.3
Criterion 3.4

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1
to 5

Forested area percentage
1. Species diversity of vascular plants
2. Landscape (ecosystem and structural diversity in landscapes) diversity
3. Functional (eco-coenotc groups) diversity

Percentage of forested area
1. Vascular plants species number
2.1 Number of forest types in landscapes
2.2 A ratio between the single-layer stands to double-layer ones
(concerning tree layers)
3. Eco-coenotc groups number
1. Persentage of forested area;
2. Rate of forests, damaged by pests, diseases, windfall or fires

>70% (current value)
1. ≥ 76
2.1. ≥ 46
2.2. < 13.5
3. ≥ 9

4
4

1. >70% (current value)
2. <1% (current value)

3

Wood and non-wood products supply, carbon sequestration capacity and
various recreational services
The ratio of utilized allowed cutting volumes
Fire hazard class

1. ES:
1.1.Wood supply, m^(3) per year
1.2. Non-wood products supply (berries/ mushrooms, t/ha; kg/ha
1.3. Carbon sequestration capacity t/ha
1.4. Recreation (recreation potential index, 0-2)
2. The ratio of utilized allowed cutting volumes
3. Fire hazard class

1.1. >1138
1.2. >65/7,6
1.3. >130
1.4. >1,28
2. ≥ 87%
3. 3rd class of fire
hazard

5

Assessment of ES correlations based on a multicriterial approach
N/A
N/A
Assessment of ES balance based on a multicriterial approach.

Multicriterial integral index, 0-1

> 0,5

5

Multicriterial integral index, 0-1

>0,5

3

Continuity/discreteness of a forest cover; rate of forests damaged by pests,
diseases or fires
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Social dimension of sustainability

Principle 4
Criterion 4.1
Criterion 4.2
Principle 5
Criterion 5.1

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1
to 5

Questionnaires distributed after MAG meetings asking to rate participants ability to freely
participate in the meeting and to express their opinion
Different stakeholder groups survey, showing whether the majority of the participants agrees
with the proposed IM

On a scale from 1 to 5

>4

5

Percentage of people who agree with the proposed
IM

>50%

3

Ensured participation of the main stakeholder groups

Percentage of the main stakeholder groups
engaged
On a scale from 1 to 5;
Existence of the public tender procedure that
allows free access of all the stakeholders to the ES
production
Percentage of people who agree with the proposed
IM with the way of its implementation
Percentage of people who acknowledge their
responsibility for the future of the forests and feel
that their role is recognized

>80%

5

>4;
True

5

>50%

3

Criterion 5.2

During the development process: MAG meeting surveys showing whether the participant felt
free to express their opinion and agreed that the participants composition was representative;
Afterwards: the public tender procedure with consideration of local population's interests

Criterion 5.3

MAG meeting surveys showing whether participants on the meeting agree with the concept of
the IM and with the way of its implementation.
MAG meeting surveys showing whether the participants on the meeting acknowledge their
responsibility for the future of the forests and feel that their role is recognized (planned)

Criterion 5.4

>50%

Principle 6
Criterion 6.1

IM includes a public tender procedure with consideration of local population interests

Existence of the public tender procedure that
allows free access of all the stakeholders to the ES
production

True

4

Criterion 6.2

IM includes a public tender procedure with consideration of local population interests

True

4

Criterion 6.3

IM includes a public tender procedure with consideration of local population interests

Existence of the public tender procedure that
allows free access of all the stakeholders to the ES
production
Existence of the public tender procedure that
allows free access of all the stakeholders to the ES
production

True

3
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Economic dimension of sustainability

Principle 7
Criterion 7.1

Criterion 7.2
Criterion 7.3
Criterion 7.4

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1
to 5

Involvement of all the ES into market relations
In the future we may be able to track this by either:
1) Checking the reports from forestry departments
2) Questionnaires for forest renters
Employment of the ES with the highest market values , including the new ES, introduced to the
market
Possibly - a questionnaire aimed at assessing cost-efficiency and economic viability
The level of introduction of currently non monetized ES into legislation concerning forest lease
contracts
Taking into consideration the interests of the local population concerning the non-commercial
non-wood products gathering and personal recreation

Profits after the inclusion of all the ES into market
relations

>100%

3

On a scale from 1 to 5

>3

4

On a scale from 1 to 5

>3

3

On a scale from 1 to 5

>3

3

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1
to 5

The Forest Code's correspondence with the Land Code; bringing forest, ecological, climatic
and energy policies into accordance. Species, functional and structural diversity should be
maintained on certain levels on forest territories, allocated to multifunctional forest use. Oldgrowth forests of the corresponding region will be used as a standard for comparison.
An assessment of trade-offs and synergies between the different ES based on a multicriterial
approach
N/A

The degree of accordance, on a scale from 1 to 5;
1. Vascular plants species number (V)
2. Number of forest types in landscapes (N)
3. Eco-coenotc groups number (n)
Multicriterial integral index, 0-1

4
V ≥ 76
N ≥ 46
n≥9
>0,5

4

Institutional dimension of sustainability

Principle 8
Criterion 8.1

Criterion 8.2
Criterion 8.3
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Criterion 8.4

Principle 9
Criterion 9.1

Principle 10
Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2
Criterion 10.3

Inclusion of various stakeholder groups into assessment of various ES relative value and the
integral index of multicriterial approach; number of participants from various groups was taken
into account to avoid asymmetry.

Percentage of the main stakeholder groups
engaged;
Even distribution of participants among different
stakeholder groups

>80%
~even percentage of
each group
participants

4

Collaboration with the representatives of the existing institutions in the IM development and
afterwards

Degree of collaboration with the dedicated
governmental bodies, on a scale from 1 to 5

>3

2

Legal assessment of consistency based on an expert opinion
Amendments, in accordance with the proposed recommendations, to the state program of
forestry development, which is in turn the main source of funding for the forestry.
Multicriterial assessment of the discrepancy between the Business As Usual and Multipurpose
Use scenarios' indicators, more specifically the index for the latter exceeding the index from
the former.

On a scale from 1 to 5
On a scale from 1 to 5

>3
>3

5
5

Integral index of MU exceeds BAU

>0

4

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.

Keywords
Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions

Average scoring
3.67
5.00

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase, considering the
appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.

Holistic approach across scales

4.00

Participation and social agreement

4.00

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a culture of
negotiation including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.

Social relations
Equitable solutions

4.33
3.67

Economic viability

3.25

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Integrative, inclusive and iterative process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic priorities

4.33
2.00
4.67
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Switzerland – Spiritual Forests and Forest Kindergartens
IDENTITY OF THE INNOVATION ACTION AND MECHANISM

•

Name of the innovation action:

Funeral Forests (CH)

•

Name of the person(s) filling this document and role in the IA:

Andreas Bernasconi (Project leader)

•

Brief description of the selected IM in its current state : name, location, objectives

Funeral Forest
Lenzburg CH
Providing places to bury ashes of beloved people in the forest

•

What is the current stage of your IM? Design and preparation phase OR implementation
phase? (NOTE: If you are in the implementation phase then you need to include all
selected indicators in the excel sheet; if you are in the design or preparation stage, then
you include general indicators and process indicators, and you exclude specific outcome
indicators).

Implementation phase (see excel)

•

What are your sustainability targets? Please cite here which are the 3 most important
sustainability goals or principles for your innovation action.
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-

•

Preserve ecosystem structure (P1)
Holistic approach (P3)
Economically viable (P7)

What do you consider as the strongest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

Synergies between different dimensions and interests.

•

What do you consider as the weakest point of your IM in terms of sustainability?

Marketing.

ECOLOGICAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall ecological impact of your IM in its current state:

Thanks to contracts with clients, individual trees and individual ecosystems can be preserved for
a long time.

Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including
stand structure and biodiversity.
Criterion 1.1: The IM maintains or restores forest cover and standing stock of biomass (= zero
deforestation and sustained level of living biomass).
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Criterion 1.2: The IM maintains and protects biodiversity in its widest sense, including gene
diversity, species diversity and landscape diversity.
Criterion 1.3: the IM maintains and enhances forest vitality, including increased resilience to
drought, fire, storm, pests and diseases and other disturbances.

•

Please describe and analyse here the performance of your IM in its current state of
development, based on your assessment of the different criteria in Principle 1. Reflect as
well on possible ways to improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The contracts are for 30 years or more. During this period, the trees are protected. The negative
effects of forest visits can be managed through appropriate accompanying measures.

Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.
Criterion 2.1: The IM preserves/enhances the ecosystem functions that are ensuring its long-term
vitality and productivity, and its flow of ecosystem services, including closed biogeochemical
cycles, continued carbon sequestration, erosion control, control over water fluxes, pollination, etc.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 2. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The influences are very low and no impacts are evident within the scope of the project.

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation
and monitoring phase, considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and
considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on short and long terms.
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Criterion 3.1: The IM favours landscape approaches with a harmonious integration of different
land uses (different forest types, agriculture, wetlands) in the provision of the targeted ES within
the focal area.
Criterion 3.2: The IM also ensures ecological sustainability along the further value chain (e.g.
carbon balance of the further product cascade).
Criterion 3.3: The IM should identify, keep a close eye, and report critical ecological indicators
and thresholds.
Criterion 3.4: The IM should identify and avoid any potential negative environmental impact inside
or outside the focal area, on short term or long term.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 3. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Negative effects could arise from additional forest visits. However, in relation to the already
existing uses such as recreation and leisure in this forest, there are no impacts detected.

•

What lessons can be learnt from the integration of ecological sustainability concerns in
your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

the synergies are considerable and, through skilful formulation of the contract content, a
significant positive effect is created for the ecological goals.

SOCIAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall social impact of the IM in its current state:
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The offers make a direct contribution to the identity of the population with nature. Places are
created that allow a connection between the local population and their forest for a long time.

Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.
Criterion 4.1: Participation is ensured at all stages of the IM development process to strengthen
its legitimacy and relevance. Priority setting and assessment of ecological, cultural, social and
economic values are done in a participatory way, agreed with the stakeholders.
Criterion 4.2: The IM strives to meet a defined goal that is understandable and acknowledged by
all stakeholders.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 4. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The message associated with the offer is very well understood. It is a contribution to cultural
development.

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance
social capital in the region.
Criterion 5.1: The IM development process enables and ensures the involvement of a diversity of
actors and values.
Criterion 5.2: The IM includes mechanisms to ensure efficient, free and fair communication
between stakeholders, taking into account the potential impacts of power relations within and
between stakeholder groups on the deliberations as well as on access to them. The IM identifies,
prevents and when necessary addresses tensions or conflicts.
Criterion 5.3: The participatory process aims at fostering the emergence and sharing of common
understanding and common values, and ensure a coherence between those values and the
actions planned in the IM.
Criterion 5.4: The IM includes the recognition of each actor’s role in forest and ES governance
and strive for awareness and recognition of co-responsibility.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 5. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

On the one hand, the offer creates new contacts and reaches new target groups. A new type of
relationship is created between the forestry enterprise/forest owner and the customers and thus
also new perspectives.

Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate
new forms of coordination and a culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Criterion 6.1: The IM aims at realizing equity in access to the IM (e.g. between big and small
forest owners).
Criterion 6.2: The IM aims at equity in access to the enhanced ES provision or quality, and
maintains or enhances access to the other products/services the forest provides.
Criterion 6.3: The IM aims at equity in the distribution of (economic) benefits/income and costs. It
aims at a balanced delivery of both public and private benefits.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 6. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

Given the skilful embedding of the offer in the overall management of the forest, there are no
trade-offs or direct competition with different uses and interests. Due to a very reserved labelling,
the offer is – out in the forest - also not directly recognisable as such.

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of social sustainability concerns in your
innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found, remaining
doubts or questions, etc.)

The new customer group and the associated new needs require new skills and approaches.
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ECONOMIC DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall economic impact of the IM in its current state:

The product is an economic strengthening of the portfolio. The return on investment is very good.

Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term
Criterion 7.1: The IM creates new sources of income for forest ES provision (quality and quantity).
Criterion 7.2: The IM is cost-efficient, economically viable and, when possible and relevant,
profitable.
Criterion 7.3: The IM aims at synergies and avoids or reduces harmful trade-offs between the
targeted ES and other ES. It aims at creating bundles of ES including those that are not easily
quantified and monetized.
Criterion 7.4: IM contributes to the local economy and improves the conditions of local
communities, by supporting local economy’s development, diversification and resilience.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 7. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

From an economic point of view, there are no trade-offs, provided that the operational processes
can be organised accordingly and there is a minimum forest area with a minimum supply.

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of economic sustainability concerns in
your innovation action? (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)

There needs to be a solid record of the actual costs. All preparatory work and risk must also be
included in the cost calculation.
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INSTITUTIONAL DIMENSION OF SUSTAINABILITY
•

Please describe the overall institutional impact of the IM in its current state:

On an institutional level, the offer creates a new area (a separate business case within the
existing company).

Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive
and iterative process.
Criterion 8.1: The IM aims at cross-sectoral coherence, by embedding it in a broad territorial
vision and plan, that matches local history and culture.
Criterion 8.2: The IM is based on an integrated assessment of all environmental, social and
economic values. It builds upon a strong scientific basis that combines a set of appropriate
methods and disciplines to obtain comprehensive and acceptable valuation results. It considers
how decisions will accommodate incomplete valuations of ES.
Criterion 8.3: The IM includes a learning mechanism, which feeds the outcomes of this analysis
back into the implementation process.
Criterion 8.4: The IM design and implementation process is characterized by inclusiveness. The
IM achieves inclusion of stakeholders in knowledge production and IM design, to include hidden
social-ecological values, deal with power asymmetries and improve societal relevance of the
valuation and the IM.
•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 8. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The integrative process was a prerequisite for its realisation.

Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing
institutions.
Criterion 9.1. A dedicated governance platform/committee/representation is operational to review
the process, manage sustainability risks or tensions, and address complaints from concerned
stakeholders.
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•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 9. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The embedding in the internal processes has been done.

Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.
Criterion 10.1: The IM complies with existing laws, and where relevant, with customary and
traditional rights.
Criterion 10.2: The activities carried out through the IM are consistent with the rules and targets
of the (public) funding which it uses (conditionality criteria are met). It aims as well at synergies
with other public funding efforts mobilized in same the area and domain.
Criterion 10.3: The IM demonstrates added-value or an improvement beyond current practices
and context and when necessary a discontinuation of “business-as-usual”.

•

Please describe and analyse here the actual “performance” of your IM based on your
assessment of the different criteria in Principle 10. Reflect as well on possible ways to
improve your IM, based on this analysis.

The legal framework conditions have been complied with and the corresponding permits have
been obtained. Because it is a private and very sensitive offer, no official democratic process
could be undertaken for its development.

•

What lessons can be learned from the integration of institutional sustainability concerns
in your innovation action (challenges, opportunities, solutions that you have found,
remaining doubts or questions, etc.)?

The establishment of a new service within an existing institution requires an adapted approach.
Especially with smaller actors, where the innovation process is not institutionalised as such, new
offers can trigger fundamental resistance. here, an adapted approach is very important.
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OVERALL SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENT
•

Please copy-paste here the visual representation of your sustainability self-assessment,
i.e. the spider web chart that is included in the last sheet of the Excel report.

•

Please analyse the chart that you have pasted above representing your self-assessment
visually. How do you qualify the overall sustainability reached by your IA? Are the
different sustainability dimensions evenly performing? Why or why not?

All in all, the offer can be described as very sustainable. There is a certain weakness in the
"holistic approach", which has to do with the fact that the offer is very delicate and cannot be
developed in a broad public.

•

In conclusion, does the results of this sustainability assessment match the goals and
expectations you had for your IM? Explain by referring to fulfilled and unfulfilled goals
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and expectations. Which unexpected results or impacts (positive or negative) resulted
from the sustainability self-assessment?
Yes, the results reflect the IM objectives well. It is important to remember that the trigger for the
offer came from the idea in the narrow sense and was not derived from an ideal of sustainability.

•

Based on your sustainability assessment and the potential improvements that you have
reflected upon in the previous sections, how do you foresee the evolution of your IA?

Further development depends heavily on the goals of the enterprise and the future focus. two
scenarios are conceivable: (A) Continuation of operations at the current level or (B) Expansion of
services to other forests and forest areas.

•

Referring to your analysis above, which actions should be implemented to improve its
sustainability? Make an action list here and indicate the time-frame (short- / mid- / longterm) and expected outcome for each action.

Short-term actions:
- Analysis of trends and state of interest.
- Interviews with clients.
Medium-term actions:
- middle-term-strategy for the future development of the offer.
- adaptation and further development of the business model.
Long-term actions:
- additional offers
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- upscaling of offer and activities.

•

How did the process of self-assessing your sustainability (from the screening list until this
report) influence your IA? If you think that this process did not have an influence, could
you identify the reasons why?

The drivers are decisive for the IM: who has which interests? which customers are the focus and
how can they be reached? How exactly should the offer be designed? The sustainability
assessment was a supplementary examination of the offer.

•

How can the SINCERE sustainability self-assessment tool (from the screening list until
this report) be improved in order to play a stronger role in bringing more sustainability
into future innovation actions?

The tool is too long on the one hand and there is too much overlap between the different criterion
on the other. An improvement could be achieved through condensation.
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Switzerland – Indicators
Ecological dimension of sustainability
Switzerland

Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability
SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

111: Standing stock of the forest of Lenzia;
112: forest area

Standing stock, forest area; Forest inventory

no decrease of standing stock

5

Criterion 1.2
Criterion 1.3

121: shift in amount of giant trees
131: forest vitality & resilence

A2: Inventory of giant trees
Y1: qualitative annual visit of the funeral forest

no decrease of no.
no specific changes

5
4

Principle 2
Criterion 2.1

121: ecosystem functioning

Y1: qualitative annual visit of the funeral forest

no specific changes

4
3
5

no specific changes

5

Criterion 3.4

341: traces and negative impacts

other landuses in the forest are forebidden by law
signs of negative impacts; Y1: qualitative annual visit of the funeral
forest
signs of negative impacts;Y1: qualitative annual visit of the funeral
forest
signs of negative impacts; Y1: qualitative annual visit of the funeral
forest

no specific changes

Criterion 3.3

no indicator
321: Avoidance of negative impacts,
damages or artificial material
331: impact on ecological thresholds

some impacts due to other activities not
linked with the IA (COVID)

2

Principle 1
Criterion 1.1:

Principle 3
Criterion 3.1
Criterion 3.2

Social dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE
On a scale of 1 to 5

Principle 4
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Criterion 4.1
Criterion 4.2

no indicator
421: understandable goal

The IM development is done by the forest enterprise.
goal is easy to understand; P1: specific overall-analysis

Principle 5
Criterion 5.1

511: Events with SH involvement

number of events; Y2: yearly reporting

Criterion 5.2

521: interactivity of SH events

fair communication (part of SHA); Y2: yearly reporting

Criterion 5.3
Criterion 5.4

531: shared common values
541: clients co-responsibility

common understanding (part of SHA); Y2: yearly reporting
contract with clients

no. Of events as foreseen in the yearly
planning
the key element are the visits and
discussions with the clients
common understanding in the contract
contracts

Principle 6
Criterion 6.1
Criterion 6.2
Criterion 6.3

no indicator
621: access to other services
631: restriction of public benefits

Equity is given by law
restrictions; P1: specific overall-analysis
restriction to other services; specific overall-analysis

no restrictions to other services
no restrictions to other services

3
5
5

Indicator measures / values

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE

goal is easy to understand

3
5

4
4
5
5

Economic dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

On a scale of 1 to 5
Principle 7
Criterion 7.1
Criterion 7.2.
Criterion 7.3
Criterion 7.4

711: additional contracts since 2018
721: profitability
731: Multifunctionality
741: contribution to local economy

contracts; P2: final reporting
relation between income and costs; P2: final reporting
multiple FES; P1: specific overall-analysis
local workplace; P2: final reporting

at least 10% more contracts
income is higher than costs
At least 3 FES supported
30% workplace

5
5
5
5

Threshold

Sustainability SCORE

Institutional dimension of sustainability
Selected indicator(s)

Indicator measures / values

On a scale of 1 to 5
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Principle 8
Criterion 8.1
Criterion 8.2
Criterion 8.3
Criterion 8.4
Principle 9
Criterion 9.1
Principle 10
Criterion 10.1
Criterion 10.2
Criterion 10.3

811: cultural-historic meaning
821: value-integration
831: knowledge transfer
no indicator

local embedding; P2: final reporting
integrative assessment; P2: final reporting
measures of knowledge transfer: Y2: yearly reporting
business perspective; continuous contact with clients

locally embedded
integrative assessment done
appropriate knowledge transfer

5
5
5
3

911: integration in managementsystem

Integration of IA in management system; P1: specific overall-analysis

integration of IA in Mgt Syst realized

5

1011: compliance with law
no indicator
1031: overall-addes-value of the offer

compliance; P1: specific overall-analysis
It is a private offer, which respects all given legal compliances
added value; P2: final reporting

IA is compliant

5
3
5

existing added value

Overall SSA (spiderweb copy-pasted in the questionnaire)
Principles
Principle 1: The IM shall preserve and/or enhance the ecosystem structure, including stand structure and biodiversity.
Principle 2: The IM shall preserve and/or improve the ecosystem functions.

Keywords
Ecosystem structure and biodiversity
Ecosystem functions

Average scoring
4.67
4.00

Principle 3: The IM shall have a holistic approach for its design, planning, implementation and monitoring phase,
considering the appropriate spatial and temporal scales, and considering impacts inside and outside the area of focus, on
short and long terms.
Principle 4: The IM shall be broadly accepted.

Holistic approach across scales

3.75

Participation and social agreement

4.00

Principle 5: The IM shall contribute to improve community relationships and enhance social capital in the region.
Principle 6: The IM shall promote equitable solutions or alternatives, that trigger/stimulate new forms of coordination and a
culture of negotiation including all relevant actors.
Principle 7: The IM shall be economically viable in the long-term.
Principle 8: The IM shall be designed and implemented through an integrative, inclusive and iterative process.
Principle 9: The IM shall deal with sustainability risks internally or through existing institutions.
Principle 10: The IM shall align with democratically set priorities and legal frameworks.

Social relations
Equitable solutions

4.50
4.33

Economic viability
Integrative, inclusive and iterative process
Sustainability risks management
Legal compliance and democratic priorities

5.00
4.50
5.00
4.33
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