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Executive summary  
When it comes to innovation, often only results are reported, framing them as success stories. 
Yet, innovation processes are far less linear and organised than what is suggested by such ex-
amples - or theoretical models and textbooks. The sometimes erratic journeys by which these 
success stories are achieved often remain obscure, just like failures or changes of direction. We 
demonstrate how strategic workshops were used to take decisive steps forward in an innova-
tion process, sometimes leading to unanticipated results. By showing the practical details of 
what happened around the workshops on forest ecosystem services, we hope to use it to pro-
vide practitioners with illustrative material from which they can learn for their own pur-
poses. 

This demonstrator is a kaleidoscope of stakeholder meetings, all of which took place under 
very different circumstances and played different roles in the InnoForESt Innovation Regions, 
each developing their own innovations for forest ecosystem service provision. The analytical 
level of this deliverable is the individual reports on the workshop series in the Innovation Re-
gions – i.e., the respective self-reflection of the teams that have carried out the innovation 
work in these regions. In this framework chapter, we give an orientation about what took place 
where and against what background. The reports on Constructive Innovation Assessment 
(CINA) workshop activities have played a functional role in InnoForESt, because they were a 
tried and tested means of monitoring the progress of innovation efforts in the regions. Various 
other tasks and deliverables have already drawn information from this, and we will continue to 
use it for the next deliverables. The reports were developed as living documents to serve this 
dynamic function, and to encourage reflection on the activities between the workshops.  
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Preface 
This demonstrator is a kaleidoscope of stakeholder meetings, all of which took place under 
very different circumstances and played different roles in the different Innovation Regions that 
took part in the project. We are delighted that the regional teams have documented their work-
shops and other activities before, between, and after these workshops in such detail. We can 
now make it available to the interested public. 

The main focus of this deliverable is the individual reports on the workshop series in the indi-
vidual Innovation Regions – i.e., the respective self-reflection of the teams that have facili-
tated the innovation work in these regions. We give a rough orientation of what took place 
where and against what background of different forest ecosystem services in Part I below.  

The reports on CINA workshop activities have already received a lot of attention in the project 
itself because they were a tried and tested means of monitoring the progress of innovation 
efforts in the regions. Various other tasks and deliverables have already drawn information 
from this, and we will continue to use it for the next deliverables. The reports were designed 
rather as living/developing documents than a set of separated documents. They were also 
meant to encourage reflection on the activities between the workshops. 

Already during the completion of this formal report (formally called a Demonstrator), we 
started to convert the existing texts into an interactive online format, which will represent the 
actual form of deliverable 4.2 in a few weeks from now: a far less linear structure of the texts 
from this deliverable – a kaleidoscope, in fact – that are also mutually linked and also to connect 
previous and subsequent deliverables. We want to increase the accessibility for interested 
readers from practice: simple texts, reading aids, appealing visual design. The whole delivera-
ble 4.2 will be integrated into the existing InnoForESt website. 

This deliverable does not offer an in-depth comparative analysis between the various regional 
innovation processes nor partial analyses of individual processes. These are offered in the fol-
lowing deliverables 4.3 and 5.3. In deliverable 4.3, the series of workshops and other activities 
are initially placed and classified in the context of the respective regional innovation processes. 
In deliverable 5.3, implications for the innovation of the governance of forest ecosystem ser-
vices are derived – against the background of the special InnoForESt approach. 

The report has the following structure. The introduction to this report includes a brief overview 
of the InnoForESt workshop approach. Part I provides a preliminary comparative overview of 
the Innovation Regions and their workshops as well as a portrait of the innovation in question. 
Part II of this deliverable comprises the workshop documentation reports themselves. 

This deliverable would not have been possible without the energetic reporting of the teams in 
the different regions participating in the project. They reported, we commented and asked, they 
replied and added more. 
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Introduction 
When it comes to innovation, often only results are reported, framing them as success stories. 
Yet, innovation processes are far less linear and organised than what is suggested by such ex-
amples - or theoretical models and textbooks. The sometimes erratic journeys by which these 
success stories are achieved often remain obscure, just like failures or changes of direction. We 
demonstrate how strategic workshops were used to take decisive steps forward in an innova-
tion process, sometimes leading to unanticipated results. By showing the practical details of 
what happened around the workshops on forest ecosystem services, we hope to use it to pro-
vide practitioners with illustrative material from which they can learn for their own pur-
poses. 

With this deliverable, we are presenting reports from all six InnoForESt Innovation Regions 
(IRs) that provide insight into some key points of the innovation processes that lead to new or 
modified formats for the governance of forest ecosystem services. The focus here is on a series 
of strategically timed workshops – strategic workshops – that form the landmarks for the in-
novation efforts. The full course of innovation is traced in detail in another publication of the 
project, Deliverable 4.3. To support reading these related deliverables side-by-side and to ena-
ble easy consultation, we will provide these deliverables as online documents, in which relevant 
text passages and examples will be interlinked (https://innoforest.eu/repository/). 

The Innovation Region reports in this document all have the same structure: they show how 
research in all regions has captured the points of departure from which the innovation efforts 
began; then the individual workshops are described; and finally reflect on what can be learned 
for further activities in the regions and for the overall project. However, the reports are not 
limited to the workshops, but also give information about all the work that has been done in 
the meantime in order to be able to conduct a workshop at all. 

Already during the project, the reports enabled a good understanding of what has happened 
and what continues to happen in each region for everyone involved in the project, focusing on 
what direction efforts are taking, where difficulties arose, where additional efforts are being 
made to provide an even more favourable basis for the innovation work. 

Constructive Innovation Assessment 
The workshops adopted a method of workshop design called Constructive Technology Assess-
ment (CTA), which has long been known from the assessment of emerging technologies and has 
been used successfully (Rip & te Kulve 2008; Rip & van den Belt 1986). As forest ecosystem 
service provision and governance involves much beyond technology, we redesigned the ap-
proach. The result is our Constructive Innovation Assessment (CINA; cf. Aukes et al. 2019; 
Stegmaier 2020). 

The strategic workshops dealt with the construction and probing of alternative scenarios for 
the design of forms of governance for forest ecosystem services. The scenarios fed into an esti-
mation of potential effects of activities. Based on this, strategies describing desired outcomes 
and unintended impacts were developed. The strategic workshops provided the collective rea-
soning space, in which crucial issues for the proposed innovation options and pathways can be 
identified together with key actors, in terms of both potential problems and benefits. They also 
showed the stakeholders how ordinarily side-lined actors could indeed be crucial for the ad-
vancement of the innovation. 

https://innoforest.eu/repository/
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The scenarios built on a number of research efforts that were made in the first project year: 
mapping biophysical and institutional conditions for forest ecosystem services across the coun-
tries of the Innovation Regions, stakeholder analysis, and governance situation assessment. As 
the project continued, particularly through the innovation platforms and workshops, the re-
search focused on integrating the new findings from the interactions with stakeholders in the 
innovation regions into the further development of what we called innovation "prototypes", i.e. 
those innovation ideas that were selected in agreement with the stakeholders in order to be 
promoted further. Prototypes represent the actual innovations and "target objects" of the joint 
efforts. The learning curve also links one workshop to the next, as the results of one workshop 
flow into the next innovation campaign and the results of the innovation campaigns into the 
workshop of the next stage and the revised scenarios used there. 

The InnoForESt innovation approach envisaged three types of CINA workshops: 

1. CINA Type 1: The workshop on innovation analysis and vision is about gaining an un-
derstanding of which innovation should be pursued further, how the innovation could 
work and what actual and potential effects and limits it has. The workshop also dealt 
with how innovation coordination could look like or how it could be improved. These 
discussions should take into account the insights into the development of innovation 
related to governance, institutions, economic, environmental, or practical issues. The 
aim was to come up with a series of concrete ideas on how innovation can and should be 
improved and developed. From this it should also be possible to derive what was re-
ferred to in the project as "prototype", i.e., the version of the innovation with which the 
innovation network would like to continue, and which should be followed up until the 
next major strategic workshop. 

2. CINA Type 2: The innovation prototype selected during the first analysis and vision 
workshop was discussed in detail in an early phase of working on it. This includes criti-
cal examination of such questions as: (a) what works and what not, and how, about the 
innovation, (b) what is the reason for this, (c) what are the conditions under which the 
innovation including the adopted approach can continue meaningfully, (d) what current 
and potential economic, social and ecological effects and advantages / disadvantages can 
be expected? A special part of this prototype assessment workshop was an experi-
mental role game (Role Board Game) that examined these questions with a view to se-
lected factors (see Špaček et al. 2019; Kluvánková et al. 2020). 

3. CINA Type 3: The last type of workshops, focusing on road mapping, was dedicated to 
discussing the conditions under which the initiated innovation can continue after the 
end of the project and what needs to be specifically prepared for it. This requires a clear 
idea of the ideal shape of the innovation and of its working in future applications. Based 
on this discussion stakeholders develop an innovation roadmap that shows what needs 
to be changed, who needs to be involved and how all of this can be achieved. We make 
every effort to ensure that all innovation work does not end when the project ends. Oth-
erwise, a lot of effort to mobilize people and topics would go to waste. 

In practice, the three types of workshops were not only implemented once, but also imple-
mented several times, in some cases, especially with regard to type 1, with the help of which 
the further innovation work should get the appropriate focus. Sometimes more than one meet-
ing of this well-organized type was necessary to select the prototype. 
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In principle, all three workshop types were constructed such that everyone involved could 
speak to each other on an equal footing. To a large extent people worked together on the in-
novations and their sub-tasks instead of just brainstorming. With regard to real-life involve-
ment of the participants, preventing language barriers was crucial in all seven Innovation Re-
gions: German, Finnish, Italian, Slovak, Swedish and Czech were spoken at the CINA workshops. 
For this reason, the workshops were not organized by a central team, but were largely in the 
hands of the regional teams, which were able to speak to their stakeholders in the local lan-
guage. Of course, it was also crucial that participants had the opportunity to express themselves 
as effectively and comfortably as possible, as only then the network-building- and policy-rele-
vant nuances could be understood and used. The CINA agents were centrally located in each 
Innovation Region. With CINA agents we mean a group of people from three organisations. 
First, this includes the practice partners on regional level. Second, this involves the scientific 
partners of the regional teams which translated conceptual ideas into the innovation and the 
findings from the innovation process back to the InnoForESt project level. Third, this includes 
the CINA assistance team on project level advising the teams in the regions in preparation, 
carrying out, and analysing the CINA workshops. They also ensured that the events and findings 
in the regions were played back into the overall project using the previous reports and also 
verbally, in numerous meetings.  
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Part I Overview of the innovation projects 
In the following, we give a brief overview over the innovations of the InnoForESt innovation 
regions. First, we characterise the six innovation efforts according to a number of general as-
pects (2.1). Second, we outline the individual innovation projects in brief profiles (2.2). 

I.1 Preliminary comparison of general aspects 
The InnoForESt innovation processes supported by the CINA workshops were stimulated in the 
following Innovation Regions: Eisenwurzen (Austria) along the entire forest-wood value chain, 
the Land Trust Association Čmelak in the surrounding area of Liberec (Czech Republic), the 
compensation schemes of the Habitat Bank based in Southern Finland (Finland) and the forest 
share in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania (Germany), as well as an approach to landscape de-
velopment and value chain integration in the Fiero di Primiero (Trentino, Italy) and the Love 
the Forest educational project at Universeum in Gothenburg (Sweden). The innovation regions 
have a number of specific features (Table 1). The spectrum ranges from new governance inno-
vations to further development of existing ones. At the same time, the kinds of governance 
innovations vary: from compensation-based ecosystem services via value chain foci to educa-
tion on forest ecosystem services. The central actor is alternately in the state, business or net-
works rooted in civil society. Here, "central" means that the other (e.g., business and civil soci-
ety) groups of actors are also present where, for example, the state is the linchpin (and vice 
versa). 

Half of the cases are newly developed initiatives. 'New' means that they were not fully 
functional before in the region the project started. There were first individual attempts in the 
Eisenwurzen (EIS) to promote forest-wood-related value chains, other habitat bank models in 
other locations than in Finland (S-FIN), and historical models for the special pasture 
management in Trentino (PAT). This is different in the three other cases in which an existing 
form of governance of forest ecosystem services should be renewed and the project was used 
as an arena and resource for precisely this purpose – as is the case with the Land Trust Čmelak 
around Liberec (LIB), the forest shares in Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania (MWP), and the 
Gothenburg (GOT) education project. These initiatives were phasing out or had recently lost 
momentum, and the project provided revitalization measures and gave new impetus. 

Table 1: Overview of innovation aspects per InnoForESt Innovation Region/country. 

 EIS/ 
AT 

LIB/ 
CR 

S-FIN/ 
FIN 

MWP 
/GER 

PAT 
/IT 

GOT 
/SWE 

New development of an approach to 
governance of forest ecosystem services x  x  x  

Further development / updating of an 
existing approach to governance of for-
est ecosystem services 

 x  x  x 

Governance focus: value chain x    x  

Governance focus: compensation  x x x   

Governance focus: education x    x x 

Central actor/enactor: state    x x  

Central actor/enactor: businesses x     x 

Central actor/enactor: civic network  x x    
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Besides new or further development of approaches, we also consider the variety of governance 
forms or types dedicated to forest ecosystem service provision. They relate to and focus on dif-
ferent forest ecosystem services (sometimes in a more comprehensive way, sometimes with a 
weight on one particular kind of service or one concrete individual service). The governance 
focus on education comes closest to a focus on one specific ecosystem service, as education 
belongs to the generally accepted ecosystem service category of cultural services. There is a 
broad range of different FES – more or less explicitly – addressed by the innovations under 
scrutiny, resulting in a quite diverse picture. In general, in many cases, the innovations are aim-
ing at balancing provisioning ecosystem services, often linked to extractive use (e.g., timber 
production) of forests and the use and conservation of regulating and cultural ecosystem ser-
vices within the forests, thus trying to balance communal/societal/collective and private (eco-
nomic and other) benefits. However, there are cases where specific FES – individual or at least 
FES categories – are of particular importance. Examples include regulating ecosystem services 
in FIN (biodiversity conservation) and MWP (CO2 emission compensation), and cultural FES in 
GOT (and partly in EIS). In other regions like PAT, LIB, and partly EIS, balancing of timber pro-
duction and other provisioning services with biodiversity conservation and the safeguarding of 
regulatory services like water quality and quantity regulation and protection from avalanches 
is aimed at. 

In addition, we can see that the six Innovation Regions have developed quite different dynam-
ics. All of them put the InnoForESt instruments of the CINA workshops into practice in different 
ways (Table 2). When reading the CINA reports, you can understand these dynamics and vary-
ing framework conditions from the project context. In addition, in the subsequent deliverable 
4.3, we will also interpret the circumstances of the variation analytically on the basis of the 
process analyses to be presented there. Deliverable 4.3 takes a close look at the complete inno-
vation processes. 

Some type 2 (prototyping) or type 3 (road mapping) CINA workshops could not be fully planned 
or were performed with some delay because of Covid-19 restrictions. Instead, the regional part-
ners and the overall project endeavour to set up online workshops that could perform the same 
functions. In two cases, extensive consultations with the stakeholders in the region were nec-
essary in order to work out viable innovation ideas and initiatives (EIS, MWP). In other cases, 
due to local dynamics and organizational circumstances, not many CINA meetings/workshops 
have yet taken place, but innovations have been and are being worked on in other, more infor-
mal or bilateral ways (LIB, PAT). In one case, the Slovak Hybe region pursued in parallel to the 
Czech Čmelak, it was possible to start a parallel or complementary process in a neighbouring 
region with a similar land trust initiative. Although that did not develop as hoped, insights from 
this were also used for the more committed initiative and in general. 

Table 2: CINA workshop types as carried out in practice per Innovation Region. 

 EIS/ 
AT 

LIB/ 
CR 

S-FIN/ 
FIN 

MWP 
/GER 

PAT 
/IT 

GOT 
/SWE 

CINA type 1 (visioning, selection) x, x x, (x) x x, x, x x x 

CINA type 2 (prototype analysis) x (x) x (x) x x 

CINA type 3 (road-mapping) x  (x)  (x) x 
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I.2 Short portraits of the innovation cases 
In the alphabetical order of the countries, we offer brief portraits of the innovation cases that 
outline: 

• What was the innovation at the beginning of InnoForESt? 
• What happened during/due to workshop trajectories? 
• What developments occurred on the regime and landscape levels? 
• What is the state of affairs with respect to the governance innovation? 

These portraits have been written after most of the innovation work had been done and draw 
on the self-accounts of the CINA reports authored by the Innovation Region teams. 

I.2.1 Eisenwurzen Forest value network (Styria, Austria) 
As a mountainous, forest-rich area in the heart of Austria, the Eisenwurzen region in the border 
triangle of Lower Austria (Mostviertel), Upper Austria (Traunviertel), and Styria (Eastern Up-
per Styria) has a long-standing tradition in forestry, timber production, and woodworking. De-
spite its tradition and forest culture, the region lags behind others in the country in terms of 
socio-economic development. Bearing this in mind, a regional research and development NGO 
called STUDIA strived with some success for drawing together the previously rather frag-
mented regional production chains involving forest products to integrate and thus upgrade 
them. In turn, a more holistic view on forest ecosystem service provision is intended to lead to 
the sustainable supply of provisioning, regulating, regulatory, and cultural ecosystem services 
as well as biodiversity conservation. From the start, the Innovation Team envisioned and ac-
tively encouraged an expansion of the range of actors involved, moving from actors restricted 
to traditional forestry production chains to the inclusion of the tourist sector and local artisan-
ship but also nature conservation – all with an eye on intensifying cross-sectoral collaboration 
and potentially improving the socio-economic situation of the region. 

In this Innovation Region, one workshop of each InnoForESt workshop type was organized. 
After intensive pre-research involving – mostly one-on-one – interviews and focus groups, the 
first CINA workshop encompassed a set of three scenarios revolving around regional furniture 
and design, tiny houses, and experiencing the forest. As envisioned, the Innovation Team man-
aged to attract actors with a wide variety of backgrounds in all parts of the forest value chain. 
Enthusiasm abounded among the participants and a euphoric sense of change characterised 
the spirit. The discussions during this first workshop made clear that the scenarios offered by 
the Innovation Team were appreciated and sparked curiosity, but that there was an elephant 
in the room which was not yet addressed by the scenarios: closer, more structured collabora-
tion. Whereas this was originally thought to come along naturally with the proposed scenarios 
and subsequent concrete manifestations in the form of pilots, the workshop's outcome trig-
gered the Innovation Team to incorporate this as a stand-alone scenario – yet closely related to 
the more topic-/issue-oriented scenarios – in the following workshop: Innovation Platform 
Forest-Wood. As Eisenwurzen is a region composed of various valleys, which the Innovation 
Team thought could be better networked, the second CINA workshop was held in a neighbour-
ing valley to also enthuse and involve the forest sector stakeholders there. While the discus-
sions during this workshop were once again constructive and the potential of closer collabora-
tion in the sector was appreciated, the Innovation Team felt that it was time to transfer part of 
the initiative of developing the forest-wood value chain to some of the local actors. This was 
achieved by constituting a task force consisting of particularly interested and active partici-
pants, which met a couple of months after. 



7 

 

In their efforts of consolidating the progress made in enthusing local actors involved in the sup-
ply of various forest ecosystem services, the Innovation Team turned to proposing different 
collaboration forms as new scenarios expanding on the platform idea for the third CINA work-
shop. Although this workshop involved the participation of a local high school class as a poten-
tial new stakeholder, the Innovation Team could not help but notice the waning excitement for 
the innovation process as the number of already familiar participants was rather low. Never-
theless, many regional forest owners joined a prototype assessment workshop, targeting the estab-
lishment of a beech processing business park that was held around the same time. As those who 
did participate could still be characterised as the core of motivated actors, the Innovation Team 
reinforced its efforts to come to future-oriented solutions for the Eisenwurzen forest-value 
chain. The Covid-19 crisis has obviously put activities to a temporary standstill, but the next 
meetings to organise the legacy of the innovation process after InnoForESt ends at the end of 
2020 are already planned. 

I.2.2 Collective forest self-governance, Land Trust Association Čmelak (Liberec region, Czech 
Republic) 

Collective governance can be a way to make the provision of forest ecosystem services more 
sustainable. In the Czech Liberec region, an association organized as a land trust is exploring 
the potential this governance structure holds for a more sustainable and efficient management 
of their collectively-owned forest areas. Since 1994, the association's main activities comprised 
the restoration of forests degraded by bark beetle infestations, predominantly by diversifying 
the forest stand. To be able to continue these activities, the association has begun selling certif-
icates as a kind of share of what was coined a "New Virgin Forest" - a more diverse and resilient 
forest. The main reason for Čmelak's land trust to remain a pioneer in innovating its forest pro-
tection and conservation practices is their ongoing demand for external funding. 

After thorough pre-research, a set of three scenarios was developed and discussed in two work-
shops. Starting from different types of governance modes, the scenarios revolved around advo-
cacy for compensation through national regulation, a local-market-based scenario and a pay-
ment for ecosystem services scheme. In a prototype development workshop, participants 
agreed that the preferred way to move forward would be by combining state regulatory com-
pensations with a voluntary payment for ecosystem services scheme. This would represent a 
continuation of the existing activities supported by governmental funding to make these activ-
ities cost-neutral. Due to Covid-19 the planned next workshop on developing an implementa-
tion strategy is put on hold, but preparations are ongoing. 

The experiences of the Liberec-based Čmelak land trust are complemented and contrasted with 
a similar region in Slovakia: the forest commons in Hybe. Collective governance has an even 
longer tradition in this area (starting from the 1880s), but is more oriented towards provision-
ing forest ecosystem services. For example, the members of the forest commons have invested 
in the construction of their own sawmill. 
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I.2.3 Habitat Bank of Finland (Finland) 
Ecosystem service compensation schemes often target carbon dioxide. Systems of biodiversity 
compensation are much less developed and have been initiated on much smaller scale. Yet, 
there has been much academic interest in biodiversity compensations, also in Finland. Since 
2015, the Finnish Environment Institute (SYKE) has studied and developed ways to promote 
biodiversity compensation, together with academic partners. In InnoForESt, SYKE started col-
laboration with the Finnish Forest Centre to develop a biodiversity compensation scheme in-
volving forest ecosystems. The “Habitat Bank of Finland” is envisioned to offer biodiverse forest 
areas to be restored and/or protected by actors whose private or business activities deteriorate 
biodiversity. The main challenge for this innovation is finding an acceptable and feasible mech-
anism to gauge the biodiversity value of degraded sites, thus enabling an appraisal of how much 
compensation area must be acquired. Additionally, it is not clear, yet, how the organization of 
this mechanism should look, also taking into account neutrality and legitimacy of a potential 
compensation broker. 

The Finnish Innovation Team has organized two CINA workshops, one of which was a Visioning 
workshop, the other a Prototype assessment workshop. The scenarios discussed during the 
first workshop covered ways of organizing the compensation mechanism, including an author-
ity-driven mechanism, a voluntary contracting mechanism and a mechanism coordinated by an 
independent foundation. An important focus of the workshop involved ensuring sufficient in-
centives for both sides of the compensation transaction. Although participants generally agreed 
that the Habitat Bank should follow a voluntary contracting mechanism, suggestions of who 
could take up the role of broker were received cautiously. Another outcome was that the mech-
anism should be tested in a pilot environment before being implemented as a full-scale com-
pensation scheme. While participants singled out the voluntary contracting mechanism as way 
forward, some aspects of other scenarios, e.g., an intermediary organization with the role of 
marketplace, were requested to be included as well. During the second workshop, it became 
clear that comparisons with carbon compensation cannot be expected to be clear to everyone 
and needs to be included in pro-active communication. Besides, the discussion about which ac-
tor should assume the intermediary role or which actor should be created to do so remained 
intractable. At the time of writing, the Innovation Team is concretising the compensation mech-
anism, including defining the intermediary organisation, the negotiation mechanism, the offset-
granting authority and future of offset sites. The Innovation Team’s efforts may well fall on fer-
tile ground as ecological compensation are rising on the national political agenda. 
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I.2.4 Forest Share payment scheme (Mecklenburg-Western Pomerania, Germany) 
For more than 10 years already, there is an established payments-for-ecosystem-services-
scheme in Germany’s North-eastern federal state Mecklenburg-Vorpommern called the ‘Wal-
daktie’ or ‘Forest Share’. Overall, the scheme has two target groups. First, it aims at tourists 
voluntarily compensating the CO2 emissions arising from their travels to holiday destinations 
in the federal state. Second, companies can invest in the scheme to improve their climate foot-
print. Compensation is achieved by afforesting government-owned forest areas. For making 
this compensation process tangible, the Waldaktie organisation frequently arranged tree plant-
ing events, in which tourists could participate right from the beginning of the scheme. During 
InnoForESt, the Waldaktie Innovation Team aims for an overhaul of the PES scheme. First, there 
is the opportunity to expand the range of ecosystem services included in the scheme, as there 
are related schemes targeting other ecosystems in the region, too. This option refers to the suc-
cess of two other ecological securities in the innovation region: (a) the “MoorFutures”, a volun-
tary payment scheme for re-wetting peatlands and (b) the “Streuobstgenussschein”, a volun-
tary payment scheme for the re-cultivation of old orchard meadows. Second, the Innovation 
Team concluded that an overhauled version of the forest share scheme should include incen-
tives for tourists and businesses to reduce CO2 emission before resorting to CO2 compensation 
through payment schemes, such as the Waldaktie. 

Besides frequent bilateral talks, the Innovation Team has organized two CINA workshops, one 
on innovation visioning and one on innovation prototype assessment. In the visioning work-
shop, participants discussed two scenarios. The first scenario added full cost accounting to the 
existing scheme. The second expanded the ecosystem services range targeted and aimed for a 
more educational approach. The discussion resulted in the rejection of the first scenario, as full 
cost accounting would not lead to a satisfactory increase of the payment scheme’s profile. Ra-
ther, a combination of the two scenarios should result in a scheme incorporating a more eco-
system aware educational approach that reflects the transformation in public opinion about 
climate compensation, while the revenue from the scheme should even exceed full cost account-
ing. Besides these conclusions from the CINA workshop, other developments on the regime and 
landscape level influenced the further specification of the scenarios. First, as CO2 accounting 
climbed the political agenda in Germany, there was an opportunity to discuss the Waldaktie as 
a mandatory scheme for climate compensation. Additionally, the governmental forest areas 
available for afforestation began to deplete reducing the availability of forest shares to be sold. 

During the second CINA workshop, the cost accounting method became a central issue once 
more, however to no avail. The issue was postponed to a future workshop to be organised, while 
political urgency increases and an introduction of the revamped payment scheme is pushed for. 
The InnoForESt CINA process has recently come to a standstill due to organizational and finan-
cial uncertainties. Support from the state government for the forest shares may be revoked. The 
Innovation Team is feverishly looking for ways of getting back on track and creating a situation 
in which the promising development can be picked up again. 
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I.2.5 Fiera di Primiero forest-pasture management (Autonomous Province Trentino, Italy) 
Primiero is a mountainous, forest-rich area in the Trento region in North-Eastern Italy. Forest 
management in this area traditionally involved a combination of forestry and grazing, captured 
in the term ‘forest-pasture management’. In the past few decades this traditional way of man-
aging agriculture and silviculture has somewhat gone out of fashion due to outmigration. As a 
result, the uncontrolled growth of forest reduced the open areas and it became increasingly 
hard to find the traditional cultural landscape of forest pastures. The InnoForESt Innovation 
Team of the Trentino Provincial Forest Management Agency took up this tradition and attempts 
to re-establish forest-pasture management as a landscape management method. As a poten-
tially more biodiverse management method, it figures as an interesting innovation for forest 
ecosystem services. Modernisation of forest-pasture management would also entail maximiz-
ing sustainability benefits and possibly a stronger integration of the increasing tourism pres-
sure into the innovation process. 

At the time of writing, two large-scale CINA workshops were organized by the Trentino Inno-
vation Team. The orientation of the first CINA workshop involved scenarios discussing the res-
toration of neglected mid-elevation forest-pastures and different forms of public and private 
shared management of those areas. Main outcomes of the workshop were an activation of rel-
evant stakeholders and ways forward in further developing the governance innovation scenar-
ios. 

After the first workshop, the region was hit by a natural disaster – the storm Vaia – which de-
railed the innovation process for a while. At the time, priorities of the Provincial Forest Man-
agement Agency rightly lay with restoring forest infrastructures, mapping damages and clear-
ing deadwood left behind by the storm. Due to this incisive landscape event, the Innovation 
Team had to temporarily stop their efforts of platform building for the governance innovation. 
Fortunately, the storm has increased the urgency of rethinking the provincial forest manage-
ment practice. Once the Team was able to pick up the work on forest-pasture management, one 
of the first things was contacting the regional tourism marketing organization to explore col-
laboration potentials. These talks to involve the regional tourism marketing organization failed 
due to different priorities. It also turned out that wood processing businesses had become much 
less interested in participating in the innovation process of the Provincial Forest Management 
Agency due to the consequences and shifts of priorities in the aftermath of storm Vaia. 

Discussion and results of the first CINA workshop were the foundation for two scenarios pre-
sented to stakeholders in a second workshop dedicated to further develop the governance in-
novation prototype. It was now clear, that it made sense to focus on pasture restoration in one 
scenario and on tourism development in the other scenario. Based on this workshop the Inno-
vation Team has chosen to focus on discussing the scenarios and possible implementation in 
sub-groups, as it seemed not yet useful to continue elaboration in a larger workshop. The Inno-
vation Team will remain supportive and facilitative where possible for these sub-groups. 

This Innovation Region is a case in point of the InnoForESt approach to FES governance inno-
vation, seeing innovations as journeys embedded in and influenced by changes or events in 
their external environment. Consequentially, time is not a suitable dimension for measuring 
progress of an innovation, as it is without question that there was quite some progress in the 
redevelopment/reestablishment of the forest-pasture management system. Rather, a more 
flexible approach is called for that takes into account changes of orientation and other process 
categories of an innovation process. 



11 

 

I.2.6 Älska Skog educational competition (Gothenburg, Sweden) 
Gothenburg-based educational institute Universeum is running annual design competitions on 
forest topics for primary school pupils, starting in 2016. Based on various activities in which 
pupils gain knowledge about forest-related challenges and opportunities as well as forestry, 
they would design plans to deal with those problems. After a first setup which ended in 2018, 
an evaluation and potential redesign of the competition was desired. This is where the Inno-
ForESt approach came in to structure and guide the innovation process of this educational pro-
gramme. The aim of the innovation process was to update the competition programme to con-
temporary complexities and explore new actor and contributor constellations. 

At the time of writing, the Innovation Team has organized four workshops of different kinds, 
differing in distribution and number of stakeholders participating. A first workshop discussed 
a wide variety of scenarios which took up current topics of sustainability/climate and using 
forests as a means of integration. This meant a potential broadening of the previous range of 
topics which revolved specifically around forest management topics. However, this potential 
broadening was not without risk. Private forestry actors were strongly tied into the previous 
institutional arrangement of the educational competition and a critical view on climate activi-
ties in forests could result in their withdrawal from cooperation. Hence, any scenario that 
would involve climate change would need to be formulated very carefully. 

Nevertheless, during a second workshop the Team focused more on climate as a topic and pre-
sented the participants with three further developed scenarios fleshing out the contents of cli-
mate-focused educational competitions. The choice to intensify work on climate as a topic for 
the educational programme was reaffirmed by an increased awareness for climate change fol-
lowing the 2018 extreme drought and heatwave, which in turn spurred Greta Thunberg, the 
Swedish high school student turned global climate champion. Interest of high school students 
in the problematic surged along with Greta’s impact on global environmental policy and media. 
Afterwards, the Team planned to present the new direction to the private forestry actors. This 
was not yet successful, partly because they could not participate in subsequent workshops. In 
lieu of developments on that front, the Team picked up the further didactical development of 
the programme and met up with the Universeum in-house pedagogues. They discussed how the 
eventually chosen climate scenario could be implemented from a didactical perspective. 

In what has been the last workshop for now the Team convened teachers to discuss the current 
scenario and hear their opinions on different possibilities regarding the didactical setup of the 
programme now targeting the older age group of high school students. In InnoForESt terms, 
the Team has reached far into the prototype development process and is already on the verge 
of mapping the road ahead. It seems that the governance innovation is heading towards a new 
content and a new target group. 
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Abbreviations 
FES Forest Ecosystem Services 

IR  Innovation Region 

LTSER platform  Long-term social-ecological research platform 

MHC Möbel-Holz-Cluster Oberösterreich/Furniture and Wood Construction Clus-
ter, Upper Austria 

SPES Studiengesellschaft für Projekte zur Erneuerung der Strukturen / Study 
association for projects to renew structures AND ‚Spes‘ – lat. ‚Hoffnung‘/Hope 

STUDIA Studiengruppe für internationale Analysen / Study group for international 
analyses 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Overall case description 
The governance innovation in the Innovation Region (IR) is expected to better capture the value 
of forests and concrete Forest Ecosystem Services (FES) in the mountainous and densely-forested 
areas of Eisenwurzen (Austria). The aim is to build up a network of innovative collaboration in 
order to improve sustainable use of forest-and wood-related resources with improved and sus-
tainable benefits for the region and the people living and working there. In particular, regional 
value chains for timber and forest-products are to be created in order to secure local artisanship 
and create future-oriented sustainable solutions for forest management. Stakeholders from dif-
ferent sectors are hoped to become involved in the network, including representatives from two 
National Parks as well as economic and administrative actors. The innovation is in an early stage 
of identifying and linking stakeholders. 

The Austrian case study focuses on value creation from forests and wood processing. On a regional 
level, the innovation is expected to lead to a more sustainable forest management and an in-
creased collaboration of stakeholders from forestry, public administration, regional planning, 
tourism, and traditional craftsmanship in order to create value and support local jobs. The relation 
to Forest Ecosystem Services (FES) is dominated by – but not restricted to – the extractive use of 
regional timber. The process of innovation is still in an early stage. So far, three options have been 
formulated:  

• Furniture, design & region  
• Mobile wooden houses & tourism  
• Experiencing forest and wood (e.g., for hiking, recreation, or education) 

While timber and (furniture) wood is the major focus for stakeholders representing especially 
interests for the economic valorization of natural resources, biodiversity conservation, erosion 
and water protection or climate regulation are FES which are considered as important, too, by 
stakeholders such as the National Park administrations or the regional forest department. De-
pending on the final character of the innovation, it is likely that aesthetic values and a certain 
experimental and sensual interaction with forests, wood, and timber (e.g., in the context of forest-
related educational programs or activities) will feature more prominently. 

1.2 Problem background 
The aim of the IR Eisenwurzen is to build up a network of innovative collaborations in order to 
improve options for sustainable use of forest and wood-related resources with improved benefits 
for the region and its inhabitants. The region encompasses a high share of forest area; protected 
areas are of relevance. As many other comparable rural regions, the Eisenwurzen is confronted 
with an increasing loss of population. 
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2 Case overview 
2.1 Case history 
Table 1 Brief history of the Eisenwurzen innovation. 

Period Description 
Mid-End 1980s Kirchdorf an der Krems is one of the districts with the highest share of organic agri-

culture (in the upper quartile in terms of cultivated area and produce) in Austria. In 
the 90’s, the district is in the top position in regional agricultural marketing initia-
tives per inhabitants, see Baaske (2002, p.117). 

1990 The Austrian district Kirchdorf an der Krems has become a pioneer in organizing a 
self-driven process of regional development characterized by involving stakehold-
ers. A survey in general local public (E. Brunmayr 1991: "Kirchdorf Szenario 2010") 
showed high acceptance for developing the region towards living and performing 
economic activities in a nature-friendly way; environment and economics are not 
perceived as contradiction. This process supported the idea of a National Park 
Kalkalpen, which was established in 1996.  

1994 The region Steyr-Kirchdorf elaborated a development strategy, in which both na-
ture conservation and value creation in agriculture, forestry, and tourism have been 
a substantial focus (ÖIR, FAZAT, STUDIA (1994): Regionalwirtschaftliches 
Konzept). Joining the EU in 1995, Austria starts to participate in EU co-financed re-
gional development programmes (Leader, 5b-programmes, Interreg).  

Ca. 2000 Following regional representatives, the regional development slogan "From forest 
to wood" ("Von der Wald- zur Holzregion") was coined. The focus on value creation 
in the forest-wood chain remains vivid in later concepts up until now (e.g., Regio-
plan (16.5.2003): Regionales Entwicklungskonzept Steyr-Kirchdorf; Lokale 
Entwicklungsstrategie Leader Region Nationalpark Oö. Kalkalpen). 

2004 Eisenwurzen becomes an LTSER platform (Long-term social-ecological research) 
with manifold research-related activities (inter- and transdisciplinary), but also 
with an established and extensive network of local, regional, and national stake-
holders (including forest-related ones), rather research-supported initiatives/pro-
jects in areas including regional development, agriculture, forestry, tourism, and an 
impressive set and range of social-ecological data and monitoring systems. 

2011-2013 Interreg-Project project ‘Modular furniture from National park regions’, financed by 
the European Regional Development Fund under the European program ‘Eu-
ropäische Territoriale Zusammenarbeit, Grenzübergreifendes Förderprogramm In-
terreg Bayern-Österreich 2007 – 2013’. This project was developed and led by the 
InnoForESt practice partner STUDIA Schlierbach, and co-operated with the ‘Furni-
ture-wood-construction cluster Upper Austria’ (MHC) and the ‘Network Forest and 
Wood’ (Bavaria). 

2017/18  The idea of developing, constructing and deploying tiny houses for use in the region 
emerged, and local constructors, tourism actors and model developers started to 
work on implementation plans. In cooperation with the Furniture and Wood Con-
struction Cluster (MHC) Upper Austria and the SPES Future Academy in the ‘Wood 
Theme Network’, an idea for a mobile, modular accommodation in wood construc-
tion was developed. As a basis, a container-shaped modular timber construction 
that can be configured variably, developed by the company Wolfthal, was used. 

2017 Integrating modular-furniture idea as governance innovation in InnoForESt project 
March to May 
2018 

Qualitative survey amongst former participants of Interreg Project and further re-
gional stakeholders (semi-structured interviews with individual or small groups of 
stakeholders) mainly conducted by scientific partner UIBK (see Topic 1) contrib-
uting to the Stakeholder Analysis and the Governance System Assessment. 

May 2018 Decision to pursue further the (modular)-furniture idea as one governance innova-
tion idea/scenario, yet linking it more to design and regional issues rather than the 
‘modular’ aspect (Furniture, Design & Region). Further, two other governance inno-
vation ideas/scenarios ‘Mobile wooden houses and Tourism’ and ‘Experiencing For-
ests and Wood’ were added. 
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2.2 Brief stakeholder constellation 
List and typology of relevant stakeholders (as of July/August 2018: Stakeholder analysis report) 
including actor-network mapping separate for the three innovation ideas addressed by the focus 
groups in October 2018): 

24 October 2018 Focus group discussions on three governance innovation scenarios (Furniture, De-
sign & Region; Mobile wooden houses & tourism; Experiencing forests & wood) 
with selected stakeholders initiated and organized by IR team 

7 February 2019 First CINA (Scenario Selection) Workshop, Kirchdorf/Krems 
16 May 2019 Second CINA Workshop, Reichraming 
17 July 2019  1st Task-Force-Group Eisenwurzen meeting with five external regional stakeholders 

on further developing the idea of an innovation platform 
30 October 2019 ‘Market place’ during InnoForESt-Consortium Assembly in Schlierbach: enabling ex-

change, mutual knowledge and understanding between InnoForESt-project part-
ners and local actors of the forest-wood value-chain 

31 October 2019 Excursion ‘Forest-wood-value-chain Eisenwurzen’ in the context of the InnoForESt-
Consortium Assembly in Schlierbach: a) giving the InnoForESt members insights 
into the forest-wood value chain of the Eisenwurzen region; b) local stakeholders 
have the opportunity to communicate innovative approaches to and to exchange ex-
periences with an international community 

November 2019 Launching Digital Platform ‚Innovationsplattform Wertschöpfungskette Wald-Holz‘ 
(https://eisenwurzen.innoforest.eu/de/start/) 

23 January 2020 Third CINA Workshop, Schlierbach 
25 March 2020 2nd Task-Force-Group Eisenwurzen meeting (cancelled/postponed due to COVID-

19) 

https://eisenwurzen.innoforest.eu/de/start/
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Table 2 List of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (A) 'Furniture, Design & Region' (* SME (Small and medium enterprises) // ** PR (Private), PU (Pub-
lic), PU-PR (Public-Private), C (Collective) // *** L (Local), R (Regional), N (National), I (International) // **** L (Low), A (Average), H (High)) 

 Stakeholder (UIBK, STUDIA) Stakeholder category 
(UIBK)* 

Spher
e** 

Business type Scale
*** 

Openness to in-
novation1 **** 

Regionalforum Steyr-Kirchdorf / state 
deputy / mayor 

Public administration PU Rural regional development, cooperation and 
knowledge exchange 

R H 

WKO (chamber of commerce) Public administration PU Chamber of commerce L H 
LAG LEADER-Region Traun4tler Al-
penvorland 

Public administration PU Rural regional development, cooperation and 
knowledge exchange 

R H 

LAG LEADER-Region Nationalpark Oö. 
Kalkalpen 

Public administration PU Rural regional development, cooperation and 
knowledge exchange 

R H 

Nationalpark Gesäuse Protected areas organizations PU Forest and natural resource management R A 

Nationalpark Kalkalpen  Protected areas organizations PU Forest and natural resource management R L 

MHC – Furniture and Wood business 
cluster Upper Austria  

Cooperation network and con-
sulting cluster 

PU-PR Furniture and wood business cluster R H 

Baumfreund SME PR Joinery L H 
Pastarro  SME PR Joinery L H 
Bezirksinnung Steyr-Kirchdorf  SME C Joiner‘s guild L A 
Tischlerei M. SME PR Joinery L H 

Wood Designer A. G.  SME PR Wooden design L A 
Forstbüro R. (Forest office) SME PR Forestry service and consulting R A 

University of Innsbruck Scientific organization PU Research, knowledge exchange, innovation net-
work 

I H 

STUDIA Schlierbach Civil society actor PR Regional development, research and consulting N H 

Sawmills and timber merchants SME PR Sawmill and timber merchants L A 

 
1 ‘Openness to innovation’ can be described as the willingness towards the ‘New’ or readiness to embrace new thinking and change. This is the assessment of the 
Austrian IR team (see InnForESt D5.2 ‘Stakeholder Analysis’). 
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Table 3 List of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (B) 'Mobile wooden houses & Tourism' (* SME (Small and medium enterprises) // ** PR (Private), PU 
(Public), PU-PR (Public-Private), C (Collective) // *** L (Local), R (Regional), N (National), I (International) // **** L (Low), A (Average), H (High)) 

Stakeholder name (UIBK, STUDIA) Stakeholder category 
(UIBK)* 

Sphere** Business type Scale*** Openness to in-
novation **** 

SPES Zukunftsakademie  Cooperation network and 
consulting cluster 

PR Training and research center R H 

Regionalforum Steyr-Kirchdorf / state 
deputy / mayor  

Public administration PU Rural regional development, cooperation 
and knowledge exchange 

R H 

WKO (Chamber of commerce)  Public administration PU Chamber of commerce L H 
LAG LEADER-Region Traun4tler Alpen-
vorland 

Public administration PU Rural regional development, cooperation 
and knowledge exchange 

R H 

LAG LEADER-Region Nationalpark Oö. 
Kalkalpen  

Public administration PU Rural regional development, cooperation 
and knowledge exchange 

R H 

MHC – Furniture and Wood business 
cluster Upper Austria  

Cooperation network and 
consulting cluster 

PU-PR Furniture and wood business cluster R H 

Tourismusverband (tourism associa-
tion) Nationalpark Region Ennstal 

Tourism industry PR Tourism and travel related services R A 

Tourismus Region Oberes Kremstal  Tourism industry PR Tourism and travel related services R A 
Tourismusverband (Tourism associa-
tion) Gesäuse  

Tourism industry PR Tourism and travel related services R L 

Nationalpark Gesäuse  Protected areas organizations PU Forest and natural resource management R A 
Nationalpark Kalkalpen  Protected areas organizations PU Forest and natural resource management R L 

Zimmerei W. SME PR Carpentry L H 
Biomasseverband ÖÖ. (bBomass associ-
ation Upper Austria) ( 

Cooperation network and 
consulting cluster 

C Consulting service on bioenergy R A 

Forstbüro R. (forest office)  SME PR Forestry service and consulting R A 
University of Innsbruck Scientific organization PU Research, knowledge exchange, innova-

tion network 
I H 

STUDIA Schlierbach Civil society actors PR Regional development, research and con-
sulting 

N H 

Sawmills and timber merchants SME PR Sawmill and timber merchant L A 
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Table 4 List of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (C) ‘Experiencing Forests & Wood‘ (* SME (Small and medium enterprises) // ** PR (Private), PU 
(Public), PU-PR (Public-Private), C (Collective) // *** L (Local), R (Regional), N (National), I (International) // **** L (Low), A (Average), H (High)) 

Stakeholder name (UIBK, STUDIA) Stakeholder category 
(UIBK)* 

Sphere** Business type Scale*** Openness to in-
novation **** 

Regionalforum Steyr-Kirchdorf / state dep-
uty / mayor  

Public administration PU Rural regional development, coopera-
tion and knowledge exchange 

R A 

LAG LEADER-Region Traun4tler Alpenvor-
land 

Public administration PU Rural regional development, coopera-
tion and knowledge exchange 

R H 

LAG LEADER-Region Nationalpark Oö. Kalk-
alpen 

Public administration PU Rural regional development, coopera-
tion and knowledge exchange 

R H 

SPES Zukunftsakademie  Cooperation network and 
consulting cluster 

PR Training and research center R A 

MHC – Furniture and Wood business cluster 
Upper Austria 

Cooperation network and 
consulting cluster 

PU-PR Furniture and wood business cluster R H 

Tourismusverband (Tourism association) 
Nationalpark Region Ennstal 

Tourism industry PR Tourism and travel related services R A 

Tourismus Region Oberes Kremstal Tourism industry PR Tourism and travel related services R A 

Tourismusverband (Tourism association) 
Gesäuse 

Tourism industry PR Tourism and travel related services R L 

Nationalpark Gesäuse  Protected areas organiza-
tions 

PU Forest and natural resource manage-
ment 

R H 

Nationalpark Kalkalpen  Protected areas organiza-
tions 

PU Forest and natural resource manage-
ment 

R H 

Stift Admont (Abbey Admont) Land- and forest owner PR Forest and natural resource manage-
ment / Forestry service 

L-I L 

Biomasseverband ÖÖ. (Biomass association 
Upper Austria)  

Cooperation network and 
consulting cluster 

C Consulting service on bioenergy R A 

Bezirksbauernkammer Kirchdorf Steyr (Dis-
trict chamber of agriculture) 

Public administration PU Forest and natural resource manage-
ment / Forestry 

L A 
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Table 4 cont’d: List of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (C) ‘Experiencing Forests & Wood‘ (* SME (Small and medium enterprises) // ** PR (Private), 
PU (Public), PU-PR (Public-Private), C (Collective) // *** L (Local), R (Regional), N (National), I (International) // **** L (Low), A (Average), H (High)) 

Stakeholder name (UIBK, STUDIA) Stakeholder cate-
gory (UIBK)* 

Sphere** Business type Scale*** Openness to in-
novation **** 

Bezirksbauernkammer Kirchdorf Steyr (District chamber 
of agriculture), Forstberatung (forest consultancy) 

Public administra-
tion 

PU Forest and natural resource man-
agement / Forestry 

L H 

R. Waldschule (forest school) SME PR Environmental education L H 
Forstbüro R. (forest office) SME PR Forestry service and consulting R A 
University of Innsbruck Scientific organiza-

tion 
PU Research, knowledge exchange, 

innovation network 
I H 

STUDIA Schlierbach Civil society actors PR Regional development, research 
and consulting 

N H 

Tourists and leisure users Recreational users PR Tourism and local recreation L-I A 
WKO (District chamber of commerce) Public administra-

tion 
PU Chamber of commerce L H 

Waldbauernvereinigung (farmers forest association) Land- and forest 
owner 

C Forest and natural resource man-
agement / Forestry service 

L A 

Large forest owners Land- and forest 
owner 

PR Forest and natural resource man-
agement 

L-I L 

State forest owner Public administra-
tion 

PU Forest and natural resource man-
agement 

N L 
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Table 5 List of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (D) ‘Establishing innovation-platform forest-wood’ (* SME (Small and medium enterprises) // ** PR 
(Private), PU (Public), PU-PR (Public-Private), C (Collective) // *** L (Local), R (Regional), N (National), I (International)) 

Stakeholder name (UIBK, 
STUDIA) 

Stakeholder category (UIBK)* Sphere** Business type Scale*** 

Regionalforum Steyr-Kirchdorf Public administration PU Rural regional development, cooperation and 
knowledge exchange 

R 

Chamber of commerce (WKO) Public administration PU Chamber of commerce L 
LAG LEADER-Regions Public administration PU Rural regional development, cooperation and 

knowledge exchange 
R 

National Parks Protected areas organizations PU Forest and natural resource management R 
Furniture and Wood business clus-
ter Upper Austria (MHC) 

Cooperation network and consulting clus-
ter 

PU-PR Furniture and wood business cluster R 

Joineries SME PR Joinery L 
Furniture Designers SME PR Furniture designer L 
Forest Management SME PR Forestry service and consulting L-R 
Sawmills SME PR Sawmill and timber merchant L 
SPES Future Academy  Cooperation network and consulting clus-

ter 
PR Training and research center R 

Tourism Associations Tourism industry PR Tourism and travel related services R 
Carpentries SME PR Carpentries L 
Biomass Associations Cooperation network and consulting clus-

ter 
C Consulting service on bioenergy R 

Chamber of Agriculture Public administration PU Forest and natural resource management / For-
estry 

L-R 

Forest Education SME PR Environmental education  
Tourists Recreational users PR Tourism and local recreation L-I 
Community Civil Society Actors (non-profit) PU Community L 
Forest Farmers Association Land- and forest owners C Forest and natural resource management / For-

estry service 
L 

Forest Owners Land- and forest owners PR Forest and natural resource management L-R 
Energy Consultancy SME PR Consulting N 
Firewood Community Association SME C Firewood Community Association L 
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Table 5 cont’d List of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (D) ‘Establishing innovation-platform forest-wood’ (* SME (Small and medium enterprises) // 
** PR (Private), PU (Public), PU-PR (Public-Private), C (Collective) // *** L (Local), R (Regional), N (National), I (International)) 

Stakeholder name (UIBK, 
STUDIA) 

Stakeholder category (UIBK)* Sphere** Business type Scale*** 

Agricultural School Scientific organizations PU Research, knowledge exchange, innovation net-
work 

R 

University of Innsbruck Scientific organization PU Research, knowledge exchange, innovation net-
work 

I 

STUDIA Schlierbach Civil society actors PR Regional development, research and consulting N 
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Figure 1 Typology of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (A) 'Furniture, Design & Region' 
according to stakeholder category and geographical aggregation. 

Figure 2 Relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (B) 'Mobile wooden houses & Tourism' accord-
ing to stakeholder category and geographical aggregation. 
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Figure 3 Typology of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (C) ‘Experiencing Forests & Wood‘ 
according to stakeholder category and geographical aggregation. 

Figure 4 Typology of relevant stakeholders for innovation idea (D) ‘Establishing innovation-plat-
form forest-wood’ according to stakeholder category and geographical aggregation. 
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Participants in focus group discussions who are not mentioned in the lists above: 

1. Franz Reiterer (Forest management) 
2. Alexander Gebeshuber (Design student) 
3. Cosima Öllinger (SPES) 

In preparation of the ‘Market Place’ event at the InnoForESt Consortium Assembly in October 
2019 in Schlierbach, stakeholder information (including lists of stakeholders and mappings) was 
updated and complemented with the innovation idea (D) ‘Establishing innovation-platform for-
est-wood’. For this ‘new’ innovation idea, the stakeholder lists for the other three innovation ideas 
were merged and modified: several individual stakeholders were clustered into stakeholder 
groups (e.g., National Parks, LAG-LEADER-Regions, Joineries, Tourism Associations, Chambers of 
Agriculture). Newly added were stakeholders particularly from the business types of forest and 
natural resource management, wood processing, consulting as well as science and education. 
Stakeholders that were only mapped once in the course of the interview and had no participation 
in previous workshops were left out in this illustration. We also decided to skip the category 
‘Openness to innovation’. 

2.3 Reflection: overall governance situation before workshop 
Many of the issues identified in the Austrian Innovation Region should be seen in the light of the 
emergent character of the forest ecosystem services governance innovation. Many explorative is-
sues – some more, some less concrete – were reported. They are a mixture of moderately struc-
tured issues in the dimensions of knowledge and norms and values.  

The following can be distinguished as overarching issues: 

1. Knowledge gaps with respect to legal frameworks, regional planning policies, intellectual 
property rights, and commercial aspects. The three innovation scenarios proposed in the 
Austrian Innovation Region – tiny houses, design furniture, and forest experience and ed-
ucation – are for now in their early stages of development, both regarding to specific con-
tent as well as the institutionalization thereof. 

2. Fair division of labor and financial compensation. Neither of the innovation scenarios 
builds on existing production processes or organizational infrastructures. While there are 
already commercial valorization processes for forest ecosystem services in the Innovation 
Region, these are all characterized by fragmented value chains. It will be one of the chal-
lenges for the Innovation Team to produce an innovation narrative shaping a common 
identity for the innovation stakeholder platform and for opening up avenues for structural 
support with respect to knowledge and funding. 

3. Stakeholder openness to innovation. It is, as yet, unclear how stakeholders can be inspired 
to keep an open mind for new ideas and system transformations. While the solution to this 
issue may perhaps be found in relevant social-scientific literatures ranging from inclusive 
innovation to nudging or forms of social learning, it is still uncertain, which (combina-
tions) of these fit the situation in the Innovation Region. 
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The Innovation Team also distinguished a set of unstructured core issues: 

4. Definition of the region. The ‘Eisenwurzen’ as a region is very broadly defined, with which 
the stakeholders usually cannot identify socio-culturally. The emotional bond is expressed 
more strongly on smaller scales (community, district, valleys) and is mostly limited by the 
respective federal state borders. The topography of the region, in particular the long travel 
distances between villages also limits the opportunities for networking and contributes to 
practical problems (attendance) in the promotion of events. 

5. Fragmented and globalized forest-wood value chains. Although for all stages of the forest-
wood value chain there are enterprises working within the region, including wood pro-
cessing, trading, handcrafting, forest protection and forest-related tourism, these compa-
nies are hardly connected to each other. In several cases, stakeholders know the direct 
business partner in a sense of input-output-chains, but in most cases, needed raw material 
as well as processed goods are bought and sold on the global market (guided by efficiency 
and profitability criteria). This leads to a high volatility of prices (price dumping by (usu-
ally foreign) companies with lower environmental protection laws or more favorable har-
vesting conditions; price decline after storm events) and a difficult situation for locally 
embedded traditional small-scale businesses. 

6. Definition of Eisenwurzen Design. It is uncertain whether there are craft and design tradi-
tions in the Innovation Region which could be rightfully characterized as ‘Eisenwurzen 
Design’. Traditionally, wood was used to build or stabilize iron ore mining tunnel, there-
fore the wood handicraft tradition is less developed. Even if it does exist, the stakeholder 
network needs to find a consensus on whether it is necessary to define such an Eisen-
wurzen Design and how to do so. 

7. Bringing together a variety of interests and forming a functioning innovation network and 
platform. This is a complex process. On the one hand, it very much depends on the precise 
contents of those diverging interests. On the other hand, a promising consensus about the 
objectives of the innovation network and platform still needs to be identified. 

The explorative, emergent character of the forest ecosystem services governance innovation in 
the Austrian Innovation Region means that many of the distinguished issues cut across the niche, 
regime and landscape levels. The process of defining the innovation niche also relates to exploring 
‘what is’ in the surrounding regime and landscape, not only to find out what kind of forest ecosys-
tem services governance innovation could have potential, but also to gauge the societal, economic, 
legal and political possibilities and frameworks for the proposed, still rather fluid innovation 
niches ‘in-the-making’. Patterns of problem-solving strategies have not yet developed in this 
young Innovation Region. If they exist at all, they are organized and implemented on an ad-hoc 
basis. 
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3 Overall approach 
3.1 Innovation strategy of the case study 
The aim is to establish a network of innovative cooperation in order to combine forest, forestry, 
and wood resources with improved and sustainable benefits for the region and the people living 
and working there. In this way, regional value chains for wood and wood products are expanded 
and new ones created. Local handicrafts are thereby promoted and future-oriented, sustainable 
solutions for forestry are made possible. New synergies with sectors such as tourism or forest-
related education can be expected.  

As of April 2019, the governance innovation and the respective governance innovation scenarios 
are still in an early stage. The first CINA workshop encompassing all three focus group topics took 
place on 7 February 2019. The idea was to keep those stakeholders involved who are already ‘ac-
tivated’, motivated, and connected, and to open-up the process to a broader group of stakeholders. 
Therefore, stakeholders from sectors that did not participate so far, were encouraged to get in-
volved, for example, the regional tourism association or forest owners. The objectives were three-
fold:  

Table 6 Initial multi-level perspective analysis of Eisenwurzen Innovation Region (cf. D5.1). 
Category Emergence in Eisenwurzen 
Current regime Fragmented stakeholder landscape/FES value chain 
Incumbent Decentralized, incumbent exists 
Innovator Private civil society actor 
Niche maturation Orientation/exploration phase 
Origin of 
innovation vis-à-vis govern-
ance structure 

Outside 

Dominant 
interactions 

Newly established and partly pre-existent 

Changes in actor constella-
tions across project lifecycle 
stages 

Broadening of range of (potentially) cooperating stakeholders; emerging 
network 

Governance process mecha-
nisms 

Regime: Business as usual, decentralized market dynamics;  
Niche: stimuli to construct new FES value chains 

Character of core issues Niche: what will the niche be precisely?  
Niche-regime: how do niche ideas fit into current practices, laws and 
regulations?  
Niche-landscape: can the niche link up with usually FES-unrelated sec-
tors? 

Character of external devel-
opments 

Climate and demographic change impacts viability of FES sector, might 
open up new opportunities; rural development funding is an oppor-
tunity; natural disasters and pests 

Governance-ecology inter-
actions 

Direct: educational trips into forest 
Indirect: new ways of processing existing forest products being devel-
oped 
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• To keep stakeholders involved who already participated in the focus group discussions 
(or showed interest to join but could not participate due to, for example, time restrictions); 

• To activate stakeholders to convince peers and partners to join the innovation plat-
form/the workshop; 

• To contact stakeholders from other sectors (along the value chain of forest and wood 
products and related organizations and associations) that have not been involved so far. 
In particular, we aimed at those actors known as ‘open to innovation’. 

For the first CINA workshop on 7 February 2019, we were planning to cover all three innovation 
ideas/scenarios. The discussions and the analysis of the inputs made by the stakeholders before 
the workshop indicated that none of the three innovation ideas seemed to be obsolete or without 
interest and potential. All innovation ideas seemed to be able to offer a solution for the aims 
brought forward by the stakeholders. On the other hand, the aims and expectations raised to-
wards the respective innovation options proved to be quite overlapping amongst the three 
groups. 

The three innovation ideas were perceived to be able to complement each other and the stake-
holders interested partly overlap. When preparing the workshop, the innovation options seemed 
to work with different velocities or where at different stages of development. Stakeholders were 
found to invest/dedicate different amounts of bargaining power and resources (time, networks, 
and money) in the three innovation ideas. Therefore, the first workshop in February 2019 was 
planned to be of integrative character, i.e. to capture all three innovation ideas identified so far 
and to discuss and further them. 

Several activities took place after – and because of – the first CINA workshop, including:  

• Call for master theses and real-life cooperation on topics of innovation ideas: ‘Tiny houses 
and wall thickness’ (University of Arts Linz, Veronika Müller and carpentry Wolfthaler); 
‘Furniture, Design and Region’ (HTL 1 Robert Kurzmann). 

• Planning of a ‘community-building’ excursion in September 2019 to the Bregenzerwald in 
Vorarlberg on the topics of design and forestry (silver fir); establishing contact with the 
Werkraum Bregenzerwald. 

Based on the positive perception of the first CINA workshop, the high participant turnout, and the 
requests to include also stakeholders from the Enns valley, the IR team decided to organize the 
second CINA workshop in the Enns valley in order to make the distances to come to the workshops 
being distributed in a fair manner among stakeholders in region. We further hoped to encourage 
other stakeholders (in particular from or nearby the Enns valley) to join the workshop. Con-
tentwise, we reiterated the aim to fostering networking of stakeholders in the forest-wood value 
chain in the Eisenwurzen and to enable knowledge exchange, in particular learning from other 
regions. In particular for the latter purpose, we invited Gabriel Gruber (ARGE s’Hoiz, MHC) to give 
a keynote/input on ‘Networking along the forest-wood value chain’ using the ARGE s’Hoiz project 
as a best practice example and we were planning an excursion to the Bregenzerwald in the time 
after the workshop. In contrast to the first CINA workshop, however, the exchange and discussions 
were not structured according to the initial three innovative ideas (with the exception of the ‘Tiny 
Houses’ idea) but where more focusing on the design and future of the innovation platform (based 
on a respective input provided and presented by the IR team on a ‘Innovation Platform Forest-
Wood’ as a fourth, integrative innovation idea). 
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Against the background of the rather meagre results of the second CINA workshop, it was sug-
gested by the IR team to have a smaller, more targeted meeting of very active/motivated regional 
stakeholders before the next ‘inclusive’ CINA workshop. This Task-Force-Group Eisenwurzen was 
expected to more effectively discuss the purpose, objectives, principles, and organizational forms 
of the innovation platform both for the remainder of the InnoForESt project and beyond 2020.  

The first Task-Force-Meeting took place on 17 July 2019 in Schlierbach with five regional stake-
holders. The main objective of setting up a Task Force for the establishment of a platform was 
achieved. A number of thematic priorities for the platform were collected and discussed (e.g., 
origin of wood – ‘wood from the region; wood from here’ –, potential of beech wood, awareness 
raising for ecosystem services and climate protection). 

The results of this Task-Force-Meeting were finally entering the planning of the third CINA work-
shop which took place in January 2020. However, right after the Task-Force-Meeting the work of 
the IR team focused on the preparation of two events during the InnoForESt-Consortium Assem-
bly in Schlierbach in October 2019: a ‘Market Place’ and an ‘Excursion’: 

‘Market place’ during InnoForESt-Consortium Assembly in Schlierbach: enabling exchange, mu-
tual knowledge and understanding between InnoForESt-project partners and regional stakehold-
ers of the forest-wood value-chain on 30 October 2019 in Schlierbach. 

Excursion ‘Forest-wood-value-chain Eisenwurzen’ in the context of the InnoForESt-Consortium 
Assembly in Schlierbach on 31 October 2019: a) giving the InnoForESt members insights into the 
forest-wood value chain of the Eisenwurzen region; b) local stakeholders have the opportunity to 
communicate innovative approaches to and to exchange experiences with an international com-
munity. 

The third CINA-Workshop took place on 23 January 2020 and focused on speeding up the platform 
building process, working on organizational issues (legal form, responsibilities, decision making, 
representation, distribution of risks, funding options) of the stakeholder network/platform, and 
enabling the stakeholders to operate as a network in the time after the end of InnoForESt. 

3.2 Platform and network process 
Since the start of InnoForESt, several meetings of the IR team and with selected regional stake-
holders have taken place. The most important meetings/talks, in the sense that they helped us in 
the process of building and establishing the platform and stakeholder network, are listed below. 
These activities have received large attention as building the platform and connecting different 
stakeholders is a major activity in the innovation region. This mainly includes stakeholders along 
the value chain of forests and wood production as well as going beyond to other sectors related to 
the process, such as administration, energy, mobility, and NGOs.  

Initial meetings and other interactions include: 

On 6 November 2017, Christian Schilcher and Felix Fößleitner, the managers of the LEADER re-
gions ‘Traunviertler Alpenvorland’ (region in the Lower Alps, closer to the cities of Linz and Wels) 
and ‘Nationalpark Kalkalpen’ (more mountainous region) have been informed face-to-face.  
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Regional management and LEADER local action groups (LAG) are important regional organiza-
tions to promote regional innovation and create regional awareness. The ‘Regionalforum’ com-
prises all 44 mayors of the related Upper Austrian districts of Steyr-Land and Kirchdorf an der 
Krems, plus other political and sectoral representatives. In Austria, mayors play a significant role 
in building confidence and as regional multipliers. In the area of the Upper Austrian region Eisen-
wurzen, there are one Regional management, two LEADER LAGs, and two regional energy man-
agement groups. Four of these organizations had been informed on InnoForESt’s activities and 
participation opportunities well in advance of the focus group discussions/the first CINA work-
shop. 

On 19 December 2017, Christian Wolbring, CEO of the Bürgerenergie (citizens’ energy) associa-
tion, which is an important promotor of environment-friendly mobility solutions and resource 
efficiency, has been informed face-to-face. They provide a link to the ’Netzwerk Zukunftsraum 
Land’ (network future space countryside).  

Alois Aigner, CEO of the ‘Regionalforum Steyr-Kirchdorf’ has been informed on InnoForESt via 
phone on 12 January 2018. Mr. Wolbring and Mr. Schilcher both attended the first CINA workshop. 

1. First meeting of IR team in the region on 29 January 2018 
2. STUDIA and UIBK partner meeting in Schlierbach: selection of interview partners for the 

stakeholder analysis and activation 
3. Stakeholder interview series – gaining information, communicating aims of InnoForESt, 

motivate stakeholders to involve in activities (see tables in Section 2.2) 
4. Talks to representative of National Park Gesäuse as an important affiliated project partner 

in the Styria state to help us activate Styrian stakeholders 
5. Talks to representative of LTSER-platform Eisenwurzen head (also affiliated project part-

ner), connect with Umweltbundesamt (UBA) and BOKU university, Vienna 
6. Visit of opening of newly build chamber of agriculture, to promote and inform about Inno-

ForESt, use the event to contact potential stakeholders 
7. Contacts with the neighboring Lower Austria part of Eisenwurzen have been started, for 

example by visiting Franz Handler, researcher at the agricultural research (Höhere Bun-
deslehr- und Forschungsanstalt BLT) in Wieselburg on 2 July 2018, and visiting the re-
gional management of Amstetten, Rosamunde Pichler and Clarissa Schmitz on 11 October 
2018. 

8. Series of one-to-one phone calls before the focus group discussions in October 2018 (to 
activate stakeholders and invite them to participate, also to inform and exchange ideas, 
answer questions) 

9. Focus group discussions – three discussions on one afternoon (24 October 2018) 
10. Series of one-to-one phone calls before the first CINA workshop (to activate stakeholders 

and invite them to participate, also to inform and exchange ideas, answer questions) 
11. One-to-one meeting with head of economic chamber of district 
12. One-to-one meeting with representative of SPES (mainly on mobile wooden houses inno-

vation idea) (proHolz)  
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13. Meeting with proHolz Tirole (Philipp Zingerle, Eva Moser, Simon Holzknecht) in Inns-
bruck: to learn from other regions, to discuss platform building activities (e.g., contribu-
tion of universities for project funding applications, identification of key stakeholders tak-
ing responsibility in the platform building process), to learn and discuss projects fostering 
innovations in the forest and wood sector (e.g., InnoWood, Holzolympiade, genialer 
Holztag, Barcamp), and to share experiences regarding stakeholders opinions on the fu-
ture of the wood industry, digitalization, and the sustainability of ‘short’ product chains 

14. First CINA Workshop on 7 February 2019, Kirchdorf/Krems 

In addition, mass media communication means have been an important activity in order to pre-
pare for focus group discussions and the first CINA workshop. STUDIA developed communication 
designs for reaching the regional public. Several activities have been launched, one of them in 
synergy with the LTSER platform. In 2018, one focus of the LTSER platform has been set on com-
municating socio-ecologic research that involves regional actors. 

STUDIA created a communication design for free-of-charge weekly newspapers, which has been 
filled with contents of the first CINA workshop on 7 February 2019. The communication design 
consists of a quarter page paid advertisement plus a half page content-related journalistic article. 
They have been published in “Tips” 2019/3th week, p. 10 and 2019/4th week, p. 13, the latter con-
taining all information concerning the upcoming CINA workshop and the procedure for registra-
tion. 167,000 readers (many of them local stakeholders) have been reached twice with this infor-
mation. 

Franz Reiterer, who attended one of the focus group discussions, published an article on “Forestry 
know-how” in the regional weekly newspaper ‘Kremstaler Rundschau’ (2018/52nd week). This 
article used the communication design of STUDIA. The article contributed to awareness building 
concerning forest ecosystem functions. Reiterer told STUDIA via phone in January 2019, that he 
had received much positive feedback on that article. 35,000 readers (many of them local stake-
holders) have been reached with this information. 

STUDIA adapted the German version of the InnoForESt flyer to become an instrument for local 
communication. University of Innsbruck and HNEE designed and translated the folder into Ger-
man; STUDIA included the regional contact information and procured printing. STUDIA distrib-
uted the folder on local events. One presentation has been at the annual General Assembly of the 
Regionalforum on 6 November 2018 in Steinbach an der Steyr. 

In general, there is a strategy that helped us to bring the network building process further: The IR 
team, including the practice partner team (STUDIA) and the scientific partner team (UIBK), regu-
larly sits together or communicates via Skype and exchanges ideas about which stakeholder cat-
egories or specifically important individual stakeholders have been missing in the last meeting or 
need to be involved for further meetings in the region.  

In the course of the discussions, the practice partner team brings in their longstanding experience 
in working together with partners in the region. The scientific partners are able to include a more 
objective analysis of the compilation and characteristics of stakeholders and think beyond the 
boundaries of sectors or existing networks. By regularly recursive analysis of the current situa-
tion, in particular the discussions of and about the respective innovation ideas, new actor groups 
can be, have been and will be involved.  
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In addition, the stakeholders themselves have already been suggesting to stakeholders in order to 
involve additional stakeholders they know to the project activities, or have encouraged them do 
join by directly speaking with them. 

15. Second CINA workshop on 16 May 2019 

A very rudimentary presentation of the digital platform did not find much resonance at first, but 
instead the desire for a 'concrete' idea to continue meeting was revealed. In this sense, the for-
mation of an 'analogue' platform or one or more small interest groups or task forces plays a more 
important role. 

Meetings and other interactions relevant for platform and network building processes that took 
place after the second CINA workshop include 

16. Presentation of ideas for Business park wood in Weyer (Wirtschaftspark Holz in Weyer) 
– Satellite event featured/supported by InnoForESt with 24 participating regional stake-
holders including Wolfgang Baaske and Eva Seebacher on 12 June 2019 

17. 1st Task-Force-Group Eisenwurzen meeting with five regional stakeholders on further de-
veloping the idea of an innovation platform on 17 July 2019 in Schlierbach 

18. Excursion to Vorarlberg was planned to take place in September/October 2019 or early 
2020 to support exchange and social contacts between stakeholders. This could not be 
realized but stakeholders were encouraged to join similar excursions lead by MHC Upper 
Austria (MHC On-Tour: Holzbau.Architektur.Reise) in April 2020 and proHolz Steiermark 
(Holzbau-Exkursion Vorarlberg) in March 2020. 

19. ‘Market place’ during InnoForESt-Consortium Assembly in Schlierbach: enabling ex-
change, mutual knowledge and understanding between InnoForESt-project partners and 
regional stakeholders of the forest-wood value-chain on 30 October 2019 in Schlierbach 

20. Excursion ‘Forest-wood-value-chain Eisenwurzen’ in the context of the InnoForESt-Con-
sortium Assembly in Schlierbach on 31 October 2019: a) giving the InnoForESt members 
insights into the forest-wood value chain of the Eisenwurzen region; b) local stakeholders 
have the opportunity to communicate innovative approaches to and to exchange experi-
ences with an international community 

21. Launching Digital Platform ‚Innovationsplattform Wertschöpfungskette Wald-Holz‘ 
(https://eisenwurzen.innoforest.eu/de/start/) in November 2019  

22. Meeting of the IR team on 16 December 2019 in Salzburg: a) to reflect and discuss progress 
of the InnoForESt project and the cooperation between UIBK and STUDIA over the last 
two years, b) to receive an update from STUDIA on the status of contacts and requests 
discussed with regional stakeholders from the Eisenwurzen, c) to develop an overall pro-
ject strategy for 2020 (and post-2020), including the future of the innovation platform and 
the opportunities for continued science-practice collaboration between UIBK and STUDIA, 
and d) to discuss concept and organizational arrangements for the third CINA workshop 
on 23 January 2020 (objectives, format, invitations, etc.) and the planned excursion with 
regional stakeholders to the Bregenzerwald in Vorarlberg. 

23. Third CINA Workshop on 23 January 2020 in Schlierbach 

https://eisenwurzen.innoforest.eu/de/start/


37 
 

24. The third CINA workshop focused on furthering the development of ideas for networking 
and platform organization. Based on an input presentation by Gabriel Gruber on the best 
practice example of ARGE s'HOIZ and on fact sheets prepared by UIBK before, three or-
ganizational forms were discussed in detail with respect to pros and cons as well as fit to 
the needs of the ‘Innovation Platform Forests-Wood’: Work Group (ARGE), Association, 
and Cooperative. 

25. 2nd Task-Force-Group Eisenwurzen meeting on 25 March 2020 in Schlierbach (can-
celled/postponed due to COVID-19) 

For this Task Force meeting we had planned to prepare an input from UIBK compiling and reflect-
ing on previous general and detailed objectives articulated and partly discussed previously. This 
would have been followed by a plenary discussion with the participants focusing on ‘What aspects 
are relevant and interesting for us? What aspects are interesting for us but not relevant’. Subse-
quently, we would have worked with the participants on the formulation of objectives using pre-
formulated text modules, participant’s inputs, semantic analysis, and testing the SMARTness of 
these objectives. Finally, we would need to address the question on how to achieve these objec-
tives/how to proceed. 

3.3 Overall CINA workshop strategy 
Focus group discussions Date: 24 October 2018 Place: Schlierbach 

Three pre-workshops (focus groups) held in SPES Schlierbach. They served as exploratory work-
shops. For the first time, the stakeholders related to the three innovation topics, which were com-
piled from the interview outcomes, discussed these innovation topics sitting on one table. There-
fore, these discussions did not only serve to further elaborate challenges and chances related to 
the topics, but also served at bringing different stakeholders into first contact. In the focus group 
discussions, the stakeholders also discussed, which further stakeholders could and should be in-
cluded. A few stakeholders did participate in more than one focus group; some more had been 
invited to do so when inviting them. Thus, we accounted for the fact that some stakeholders were 
actually – likely to be interested in and important for – more than one innovation idea.  

23 participants, > 30 stakeholders actively involved in the preparation time (were contacted via 
e-mail and phone calls, gave feedback on expectations hindering factors or motivation to join or 
not). 

1st CINA Workshop  Date: 7 February 2019 Place: Kirchdorf/Krems 

The 1st CINA Workshop was held to discuss the three innovation ideas in a larger stakeholder 
round. Three scenarios focusing on one of the three innovation ideas were compiled, based on the 
knowledge gained so far. A fourth scenario was suggested, that tried to strengthen the inter-link-
ages between the three innovation ideas and encouraged to think them in an integrated way.  

39 participants (29 regional stakeholders plus 1 external input and 9 IR team), > 47 persons in-
vited 
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2nd CINA Workshop  Date: 16 May 2019  Place: Reichraming /Enns Valley 

The 2nd CINA focused on fostering networking of stakeholders in the forest-wood value chain in 
the Eisenwurzen, to enable knowledge exchange, in particular learning from other regions (Best 
practice example as keynote speech by Gabriel Gruber (ARGE s'Hoiz, MHC) on ‘Networking along 
the forest-wood value chain’; planning an excursion to the Bregenzerwald workshop), to exchange 
and develop concrete, innovative ideas and to discuss design and future of the innovation plat-
form. Three smaller working groups took place on a) ‘Innovation Platform Forest-Wood’, b) Re-
gion + common identity + logo/symbol, and c) Tiny Houses. 

29 participants (not all who were contacted participated at the workshop) 

1st Task-Force-Eisenwurzen  Date: 17 July 2019  Place: Schlierbach 

This meeting aimed at further developing the idea of an innovation platform in a smaller group of 
stakeholders (Task-Force-Group Eisenwurzen). Among others, purpose, objectives, and princi-
ples of such an innovation platform were discussed as well as the option to develop a ‘Memoran-
dum of Understanding’ for all interested regional stakeholders to sign. Further, the first rough 
mock-up of the regional InnoForESt digital platform was presented. Finally, options were dis-
cussed on how the platform could be continued after 2020. 

8 participants (5 regional stakeholders plus 3 IR team) 

3rd CINA Workshop  Date: 23 January 2020  Place: Schlierbach 

The third CINA workshop focused on furthering the development of ideas for networking and 
platform organization. Based on an input presentation by Gabriel Gruber on the best practice ex-
ample of ARGE s'HOIZ) and on fact sheets prepared by UIBK before, three organizational forms 
were discussed in detail with respect to pros and cons as well as fit to the needs of the ‘Innovation 
Platform Forests-Wood’: ARGE, Association, and Cooperative. 

47 participants (14 regional stakeholders plus 6 IR team plus 25 Matura students at Raumberg-
Gumpenstein LFS plus 2 teachers) 

4 Type 1 workshop(s): Innovation analysis and visioning 
4.1 Visioning workshop 1 
4.1.1 Scenarios used 
The scenarios used in the first CINA workshop had already been prepared as inputs to the three 
focus group discussion on the respective topics carried out in October 2018. They reflect the main 
lines of interests and ideas identified during the stakeholder interviews in spring/summer 2018. 
The discussions during the focus groups showed that all three broad innovation ideas were suffi-
ciently interesting and relevant for the regional stakeholders, though individual stakeholders 
were prioritizing the innovation ideas differently (see 3.1, the differentiated stakeholder mapping 
for each innovation idea, and the thematic findings of the first and second CINA workshops). 
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Innovation idea 1 

FURNITURE, DESIGN & REGION 
⮊ What is the purpose of innovation? 
The development of an "Eisenwurzener design" pursues the goal of establishing a platform for better linking of the 
fields of wood, craftsmanship and design. The focus is on using the identity of the Eisenwurzen region to communi-
cate sustainable forest and wood use potentials. In this way, a strategy is to be developed that both encourages local 
companies to cooperate more closely and across disciplines and conveys the traditional craft as a creative career 
perspective with an opportunity for self-employment. 

⮊ What has happened so far? 
Between 2011-2013, the INTERREG project "Modular wooden furniture from the national park regions (Kalkalpen 
and Bayerischer Wald)" was implemented to promote cross-border cooperation and innovation in the traditional 
timber trade. Based on the results of a market potential study (https://issuu.com/studia-austria/docs/vollholz-mod-
ulm__bel_aus_nationalpa), the project slogan "International design meets local craftsmanship" was combined with 
a competition of ideas for high-quality solid wood furnishing modules. Sixteen concepts submitted by young design-
ers from renowned universities were reviewed and presented by an international jury of experts. Discussions resulted 
above all in questions of the quality of design and craftsmanship, the need for design furniture (market situation), 
the regional networking of companies and the development of future-oriented strategies. The project was initiated 
by STUDIA Schlierbach, the Bavarian Forest and Wood Network and the Upper Austrian Furniture and Wood Con-
struction Cluster (MHC). As within the InnoForESt project, the innovative idea of furniture and design was taken up 
again. Interviews and focus group discussions with regional stakeholders showed that there is still interest in explor-
ing and implementing the innovation potential of this idea. 

⮊ Who is involved? 
Joineries, design experts, sawmills, chamber of commerce Kirchdorf (WKO), Upper Austrian Furniture and Wood Con-
struction Cluster (MHC). For further networking should be integrated: Steyr-Kirchdorf district guild, Steyr-Kirchdorf 
regional forum and LEADER associations, national parks, other sawmills and timber dealers, universities with a focus 
on design and timber construction. 

⮊ Which opportunities and obstacles are emerging? 
In the region no independent "Eisenwurzener-Design" in wood and furniture construction can be detected so far. 
The high potential for embedding and valorising this regional design strategy in tourism significantly increases the 
opportunity to communicate the sustainable use of forests and wood. Obstacles to the implementation of the inno-
vation idea can be seen in the currently very high production workload of local joineries and the lack of a choice of 
innovative marketing and sales strategies. At the same time, it is precisely these problem areas that offer many op-
portunities to make companies more internally diverse and to make the "Eisenwurzener design" known across bor-
ders. 

⮊ Where is the future?  
The region tries to create an Eisenwurzen identity which is reflected in all phases between cultivation, processing and 
marketing of regional wood products. The aim is to create a diversified network that promotes cooperation between 
the actors involved and provides a regular platform for both internal and external specialist impulses from the crafts 
and design (for example from WERKRAUM Bregenzerwald or proHolz Tirol). By creating a higher awareness of re-
gional wood, traditional crafts and modern design, the region will be able to position itself beyond its borders. 
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Innovation idea 2 

MOBILE WOODEN HOUSES & TOURISM 
⮊ What is the purpose of innovation? 
A mobile wooden house in modular construction is to be developed and connected with the development in tourism. 
An ecological building method from regional wood mediates a connection between contemporary living and tradi-
tional handicraft. Through the touristic use an experience is created and ecological timber construction from the 
Eisenwurzen is known supra-regionally. The accommodations are mobile, less invasive and can therefore be set up 
at different locations according to seasonal needs, e.g., in summer on a cycle/hiking trail and in winter near a ski 
resort. Alternatively, several houses can be set up in one place. Other craftsmen's activities can be included in the 
equipping and thus many jobs can be maintained. The wooden houses could become the new showpiece of the 
region. 

⮊ What has happened so far? 
The company Wolfthal has developed a container-shaped modular timber construction that can be configured vari-
ably. In cooperation with the Furniture and Wood Construction Cluster (MHC) Upper Austria and the SPES Future 
Academy in the Wood Theme Network, an idea for a mobile, modular accommodation in wood construction was 
developed. It could contribute to filling gaps in overnight accommodation in tourism in the region and to creating 
new capacities at seasonal peak times. In addition, it could be used to equip regions that so far have been insuffi-
ciently served regarding the tourism infrastructure. The framework plan for regional development provides for the 
linking of tourism and timber construction as well as the promotion of modern rural living.  

⮊ Who is involved? 
The Wolfthal company, SPES Future Academy, Upper Austrian Furniture and Wood Construction Cluster (MHC), 
Chamber of Commerce. Further partners that should be involved: Tourism associations and national parks, which are 
interested in the use; forestry companies and sawmills, which provide the wood; regional furniture and timber con-
struction enterprises, which would like to bring themselves into the development and arrangement of the timber 
houses; further crafts enterprises for the equipment, for instance with water and electricity, as well as for the regional 
integration of the Regional Forum Steyr-Kirchdorf and further Regional forums and LEA-DER associations. 

⮊ Which opportunities and obstacles are emerging? 
An ecologically sustainable construction method in wooden construction would be more strongly promoted and be 
made visible. Regionality is integrated into tourism development, and at the same time tourism supports regional 
timber construction. This creates awareness for the wooden construction and is combined with an adventure – the 
wooden construction can be experienced. Mobility enables seasonal use. An attractive offer will direct visitors to new 
"hot spots". Small-scale structures promote gentle tourism that requires little space and does not impair the soil. 

It remains to be clarified which specific sites are to be planned in the first stage and thus questions of land zoning, 
accessibility as well as supply and disposal which are directly related to the respective sites. In addition, the intellec-
tual property rights to the innovation ideas must be defined and, if necessary, a consortium of several partners must 
be formed. 

⮊ Where is the future? 
Mobile wooden houses could make ecological wooden construction made in the Eisenwurzen region known beyond 
the borders by allowing people to spend their holidays here and take home a positive experience with wooden con-
struction in the nature. On existing and planned long-distance hiking trails, new overnight accommodations will be 
created that can be flexibly placed at idyllic locations. Above all, areas with a weak tourist infrastructure could be 
strengthened as a result. New tourist groups are addressed. How booking and supply or infrastructure connectivity 
could be arranged is still open, initial ideas have been collected for this. With an appealing architecture and furnishing 
made of regional wood as well as an innovative approach to operating the wooden houses, new visitors can be ad-
dressed. 
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Innovation idea 3 

EXPERIENCING FORESTS & WOOD 
⮊ What is the purpose of innovation? 
Forest and wood should be perceived more consciously in society. This increases the appreciation of the forest, its 
protection and sustainable use. People are given positive associations with the forest and future decision-makers are 
sensitized. The vision is for more people to develop a feeling for the necessary cooperation between forestry, recre-
ation, nature conservation and hunting. Municipal buildings can use sustainably produced wood more frequently as 
a building material and thus create visible and tangible examples, such as the fire station in Steinbach or the National 
Park Centre in Molln. The result can be higher regional added value in the forestry sector and in forest education and 
tourism. Positive effects on health through the forest experience are expected. 

⮊ What has happened so far? 
As early as 1990, the Kirchdorf/Krems district launched a self-organized regional development initiative that devel-
oped a "Kirchdorf scenario 2010". The process demonstrated the high level of acceptance for ecological economy in 
the region and supported the establishment of the Kalkalpen National Park. The "Regional Economic Concept" (1994) 
focused on nature conservation and value creation from agriculture, forestry and tourism. The regional development 
motto "From forest to wood region" has since been alive in numerous regional development concepts. Since 2004 
the Eisenwurzen is LTSER-Region (Long-Term Socio-Economic and Ecological Research); a platform for research ac-
tivities was established. The Eisenwurzen project region is part of the EU project InnoForESt. Interviews and focus 
group discussions with regional actors revealed several innovation approaches. 

⮊ Who is involved? 
Forest pedagogy, municipalities with their mayors, Chamber of Agriculture, Economic Chamber. As important part-
ners should be involved: National parks (Kalkalpen with the UNESCO natural heritage Buchenwald and Gesäuse), 
tourism associations of the districts, mobility providers for improved local transport connections, the Climate Protec-
tion Forest Association, sawmills, forestry enterprises. 

⮊ Which opportunities and obstacles are emerging? 
Forest nature is a free good, access should be open to all. At the same time there can occur conflicts between forest 
management and nature experience, e.g., through allotted forest roads or different expectations of forest on the 
part of recreational sportsmen and forest owners. Public transport connections, which can be part of the solution, 
do not yet meet the requirements.  

Opportunities arise from the increased integration of forest education in order to be able to offer concrete adventure 
opportunities for locals and day/several-day tourists. Knowledge about forest functions and regional forestry and 
wood economy should be anchored among children and young adults. Forest owners who ensure the maintenance 
of forest protection functions (e.g., water protection, avalanche protection), as well as national parks and near-nat-
ural forestry enterprises, are more highly respected for their work. 

⮊ Where is the future? 
The "experiencability" promotes regionality in handicraft wood products and the use of regional wood species. The 
awareness of the benefits of forest ecosystem services and the appreciation of the forest as a natural space, as well 
as the regional handicraft products created from it, can be experienced through innovative educational measures 
and concepts for different age groups in the communities and also for day and multi-day tourists. A brand for regional 
wood could be part of the result and can create added value. 

It remains to be clarified what the concrete innovative design looks like and how the relationship between the ben-
efits and risks of such a measure for forest managers will be optimized. For this purpose concrete places such as 
forest educational trails, popular hiking areas or the new long-distance hiking trails such as the "Luchstrail" could 
serve. 
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4.1.2 Setting 
The workshop was held at the Technology Centre in Kirchdorf/Krems. The location is easy to 
reach from the Upper Austrian part of Eisenwurzen and also accessible for the stakeholders com-
ing from the Styrian part. The Technology Centre is located close to a main federal road; but also 
public transport services are available within a reasonable distance. The Technology Centre is 
well known as a place fostering innovation and new technologies on the regional scale. 

The workshop took place in a separate workspace, a medium-sized room, including parts of the 
foyer for the welcoming buffet and coffee breaks. The room itself turned out to be a little bit too 
small for the number of stakeholders attending the workshop. Due to organizational communica-
tion problems, it was not possible to occupy an additional working space or other rooms for the 
group work.  

Following an introduction round, brief introductory statements on the workshop objectives by 
the IR team as well as some short input presentations on each of the three innovation ideas by 
both a member of the IR team and a regional stakeholder, respectively, workshop participants 
were divided in smaller groups (4-6 persons). Every group moved to topic-related tables, which 
were hosted by members of the IR team. It is important to note that when switching tables partic-
ipants did not have to stay in ‘their’ group. However, each participant was asked to join a different 
topic each time. Workshop materials (colored cards, markers, and tablecloth) to summarize dis-
cussion results and other outcomes were provided and presented later by the table hosts in the 
plenary using posters on walls. For the Workshop-part after the break, the tables and chairs still 
where placed in the room in the same way. For the discussion (General, open, moderated plenary 
discussion about how to transfer ideas to Eisenwurzen and to express how we should go on) some 
participants slightly re-placed their chair opening up in a round. 

Further, stakeholders could lay out own informational material at a separate table and thus pre-
sent their own work to all participants. Additionally, we had a table to grab drinks and finger food 
during the whole afternoon. 

Workshop program 
13:00 Come together, buffet 
13:20 Welcome, short presentation of InnoForESt project 
13:45 Presentation of three scenarios (by IR team members), followed by short expert inputs by three young 
stakeholders representing each scenario topic 
 “Café” – parallel discussions on six small tables – always two tables with the same scenario 
 Questions for discussions an each table:  

1) What attracts me to this topic? What can I contribute? 
2) What challenges and opportunities do I see with regard to implementation? 
3) What would bring the idea / the topic further? 

 Tablecloth method – discussion themes can be written on a paper “table cloth”. 
15:20 Break 
15:55 Short presentations of outcomes of the “café” 

Input of Veronika Müller of wood design training course, Linz, about the exemplary case of ‘Werkraum 
Vorarlberg’ 
Linking of innovation scenario topics, expression of interest of all stakeholders to one or more topics (a 
graphic with three overlapping circles) 

16:20 General, open, moderated plenary discussion about how to transfer ideas to Eisenwurzen and to ex-
press how we should go on. 

17:00 End 
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4.1.3 Participants 
List of Participants: 

1. Franz Achathaler (Agricultural technical school Schlierbach, teaching subject: forestry) 
2. Alexander Ahrer (Coaching, Supervision, Consulting; managing director of ‘TEAMVision’) 
3. Franz Bammer (Timber construction enterprise Holzbau Bammer) 
4. Hartmut Beham (Forest management at Drehers Forstamt) 
5. Regina Buchriegler (Kalkalpen National Park) 
6. Thomas Dickbauer (Sawmill & timber trade enterprise Dickbauer) 
7. Maria Dieterstorfer (Citizen Service Micheldorf) 
8. Felix Fößleitner (LEADER Region Nationalpark Kalkalpen, LAG-Manager) 
9. Alexander Gebeshuber (Designer) 
10. Georg Habacher (Model region for climate and energy ‘Pyhrn-Priel’) 
11. Gabriele Hebesberger (Chamber of Agriculture Upper Austria, district office manager 

Steyr-Kirchdorf) 
12. Alexander Kirnbauer (Chamber of agriculture Kirchdorf-Steyr, forestry consultant) 
13. Sabrina Leitner (Entrepreneur) 
14. Veronika Müller (Scientific director of course ‘Überholz’ at University of Art, Linz) 
15. Christa Öhlinger-Brandner (Project manager Waldness) 
16. Cosima Öllinger (SPES Zukunftsakademie) 
17. Siegfried Pramhas (Chamber of Commerce, district office manager Kirchdorf/ Krems) 
18. Gerald Putz (Forest administration Weyer) 
19. Christian Redl (Forest administration Schaumburg-Lippe, Steyrling) 
20. Franz Reiterer (Engineering office for forestry) 
21. Martin Riesenhuber (Forest-related education, Riesi´s Waldschule) 
22. Stefan Schimpl (Tourism association Almtal) 
23. Franz Schmeißl (Baumfreund) 
24. Gabriel Schwarzmann (ProHolz Upper Austria) 
25. Christian Weixlbaumer (Agricultural community Kirchdorf/ Krems) 
26. Christian Wolbring (Model region for climate and energy ‘Traun4lter Alpenvorland’) 
27. Fritz Wolf (Forest-related education, Waldschule Almtal) 
28. Markus Wolfthaler (Carpentry & Timber construction enterprise, managing director) 
29. Josef Wolfthaler (LEADER Region Traun4tler Alpenvorland, LAG-Manager) 
30. Herbert Wölger (Gesäuse National Park, managing director) 

Project participants: 

31. Ewert Aukes (University of Twente, NL) 
32. Peter Stegmaier (University of Twente, NL) 
33. Christian Schleyer (University of Innsbruck) 
34. Michael Klingler (University of Innsbruck) 
35. Jutta Kister (University of Innsbruck) 
36. Wolfgang Baaske (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
37. Hannah Politor (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
38. Eva Seebacher (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
39. Veronika Gaube (Institute of Social Ecology, University of Applied Life Sciences (BOKU), 

Vienna) 
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Excused participants: 

40. Ludwig Mayrhofer (Biomass association) – had another appointment that could not be 
postponed 

41. Julia Kienbacher (Tourism association Oberes Kremstal) – previous appointment lasted 
longer, so she couldn´t make it any more 

42. Andreas Weissensteiner (Weissensteiner company – forest management and consultancy, 
Bergholz Admont) – was ill 

43. Daniel Kreiner (formerly: National Park Gesäuse – now: Protected area supervisor for the 
state of Styria) – several other appointments 

44. Roman Winter (carpenter) – doctor`s appointment 
45. Stephan Hölzl (MHC – Furniture and Wood business cluster Upper Austria) – another ap-

pointment at short notice  
46. Erich Gaffal (MHC – Furniture and Wood business cluster Upper Austria) – no information 
47. Klaus Gassner (carpentry Gassner) – could not come but wants to be kept informed  

Several additional persons have been contacted beforehand via e-mail. Some of them called in at 
STUDIA and said that they are not interested (one person), too busy at this time (five persons), 
the own enterprise is too small to participate in such activities (one person), on holidays (one 
person). Others said that they will send a colleague or informed other colleagues that might be 
interested (5 persons). 

More information on the participants: 

At the beginning of the workshop, we did a little get-to-know-each-other exercise: The stakehold-
ers and IR team members were asked to introduce themselves and tell us, to which part of the 
forest-wood value chain they would count themselves. We had provided a respective large graph 
showing the value chain with suggestions for respective categories. Additionally, also categories 
that are overarching the entire value chain or are closely related to the chain were given. The 
stakeholders were able to select by themselves and could choose more than one category. 

Figure 5 Stakeholders' "location" on the forest-wood value chain. Result of the 
1st CINA workshop. 
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English translation of wall graph: Forest-wood value chain: 

• Professional associations / chambers / clusters 
• Education / schools / pedagogics 
• National park / protection – forest owner / forestry – sawmills – handcraft businesses – 

commercialization – consumption (the last category was intended to be inclusive for eve-
rybody) 

• Design / Architecture 
• Tourism / recreation / health /sports 
• Regional development 
• Society / NGOs / clubs 
• Scientific institution 
• Mobility provider 
• Financial institution / subsidies 

We noticed, on the one hand, that there was a quite good distribution of stakeholder types with 
respect to the elements of the forest-wood value chain. Some stakeholders put themselves in more 
than one category. We noticed that some categories were missing so far, such as: (local) politics/ 
local communities and energy sector. In fact, representatives of the municipalities, such as mayors 
or employees of municipal administrations were not attending and should be better encouraged 
to join more the next workshop. Some stakeholders named an affiliation with the energy sector 
and could not mark this in the exercise poster. Forestry-related stakeholders, forest owners and 
national park stakeholders as well as handcraft businesses, regional development and cham-
bers/clusters were participating in a quite nice number and were relatively well represented at 
the workshop. 

4.1.4 Key thematic findings 
Generally speaking, stakeholders showed great interest in working on the overarching topic of 
networking with all stakeholders of the forest and wood processing and the marketing sector but 
also from other relevant sectors such as tourism, administration, energy, local rural development. 
Additionally, more stakeholders that work on/are involved in one of the innovation ideas ex-
pressed interest in building synergies with one of the other innovation idea. Stakeholders strongly 
expressed, that they prefer to initialize a new mode of working in that area which should include 
all three innovation ideas and which should also be open to and for other/new innovation ideas. 
Therefore, they clearly emphasized to think and work topic-wise in a crosscutting manner. 

Specific remarks / comments made during the workshop: 

• To unveil what is already here: exchange experiences made by particular persons; ex-
change expertise (e.g., on use of local wood types or on construction of public buildings). 

• Identify interesting activities and initiatives in other Austrian regions or neighboring 
countries. – Learning from others’ experiences. 

• Some successful and strong ideas have already been realized in the region in the past, but 
repetition and further dissemination has not been possible (e.g., alternative wood con-
struction methods by Holzbau Bammer). There is a need for analyzing the obstacles which 
have prevented a further progress or continuation of some of these projects.  

• Mostly ‘solitary’ work as a daily working practice but strong desire to feel more like being 
part of a bigger network. Need for stronger relationships within the region as well with 
external experts and manufacturers has been stated. 
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• Wish to talk to each other, to exchange ideas, experiences and most of all: to build up trust 
between stakeholders! 

• A platform, once built up, will support every participating stakeholder by means of:  
o Motivation and feeling stronger, while knowing to have the network supporting 

his or her ideas and activities.  
o Better access to public funding. 
o Convince policy makers to support the particular project/idea. 

• A platform needs an organizational structure, rules and methods on how to work and in-
teract together. A ‘Memorandum of Understanding’ is needed. The protection of intellec-
tual property rights needs to be discussed. Experts regarding these topics should be in-
vited for future workshops and meetings. 

What exactly should we do? 

• Look up ‚Holz von hier‘- Initiative in Baden-Württemberg, Germany 
• Strengthen trust within region 
• Rules, protection of ideas 
• Present own work to each other 
• Present own innovations at a public event 
• Analyze the current status: What is already existent in the region? 
• Inform and gain support from policy makers 
• Make contacts and build up a network 
• Share information about other InnoForESt Innovation Regions 
• Organize a field excursion to the Vorarlberger ‘Werkraum Bregenzerwald’ 

The input talk on the project ‘Werkraum’ in Vorarlberg stimulated the discussion in the second 
part of the workshop and prompted reactions on challenges that we should overcome in the Ei-
senwurzen region: 

• ‘Change of perspectives’ by visiting projects in Vorarlberg 
• Seek new contacts, especially with actors outside the daily routine. 
• Similar to the idea of the Vorarlberg example, in Eisenwurzen we should improve and ex-

tend the use of beech wood – this would probably support the whole region 
• Include professionals into the work (not only to work low budget), to intentionally include 

local partners, as well as those from outside the wood value chain (e.g., professional pho-
tographer, web-designer) in order to commit everyone to the innovation platform and/or 
respective innovation idea 

• Keep up the interdisciplinary/-sectoral platform, develop ideas, include external experi-
ences 

• Bring the potential to “light” – construction of a website with photos and explanation of 
existing cases would help here 

• Develop trust. InnoForESt is able to give a support and to facilitate. We cannot improve 
the ‘situation’ by working alone. When we expose us to the region or beyond, we need a 
trustful group to support every one of us.  

• Observe, perceive and appreciate positive examples already existent in the region 
• We should be better in avoiding obstacles (by analyzing and exchanging experiences) 
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4.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
Scenario 1: Furniture, design & region  

Findings on the scenario in the ‘café’-discussions: 

Questions:  

1. What attracts me to this topic? What can I contribute? 
2. What challenges and opportunities do I see with regard to implementation? 
3. What would bring the idea / the topic further? 

From the region, for the region 

Stakeholders expressed that it is crucial to reflect the use of regional resources. The pattern “From 
the region, for the region” were stated several times. It emerged from this discussion that the re-
gional identity does not explicitly/exclusively derive from wooden resources but rather from the 
connection between iron and wood/timber. Historically, the region is known for the mining and 
trading of iron. Wood has been used as an essential material to extract and process iron (see name 
‘Eisenwurzen’). A new production idea could emerge from a (new) combination of iron and wood 
and in this way might develop/create a very singular characteristic for the region. So far, a com-
mon regional design has not been identified but could be a chance for the region – also the tourism 
sector could benefit from a regional design. 

Figure 6 Brown paper notes on Scenario 1 from 1st CINA workshop. 
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Networking 

Regional actors need to be better connected within and across the value chain. A new platform for 
regular information exchange should take into account already existing networks (e.g., Tischler 
Stammtisch der Bezirksinnung [‘Regular table of carpenters, organized by the respective district 
guild]). Financial initiatives, such as crowdfunding or the founding a cooperative could turn out 
interesting assets for realizing new and innovative projects, for example, wooden houses. Publicly 
funded construction projects (e.g., Chamber of Commerce Kirchdorf Steyr) should assign espe-
cially local manufacturers to provide regionally produced wood items in order to practice and 
educate the idea of “regionality”. Production of furniture should consider intensively regional 
markets as target groups. Design should be useful and functional for everyday purposes. 

Awareness raising 

Overall, there is a great demand for raising the awareness for regional materials (wood, timber) 
and handcraft know-how. The region should be definitely more the focus, on producer’s as well 
as on consumer’s side. The idea of certification and labelling adequate regional products could 
strengthen the valorization, which encourages in the end also producers to realize innovative de-
sign ideas for niche products and beyond.  

Further issues identified by Ewert Aukes (UT) while attending smaller group discussions on this 
scenario: 

• Product value: According to forest owners/timber producers, they do not benefit from the 
fact that their product is a wanted commodity. The returns they receive on the wood they 
sell is low. They seem to feel that there is an imbalance in the production chain which 
favors later stages. Some express that they feel remotely steered by industrial actors. They 
claim they cannot live from the product anymore. It is proposed that the whole production 
chain should remain in the region instead of exporting half-products. Another aspect is 
that the durability and sustainability of wood products could be emphasized more in com-
munication with consumers. 

• Specialist knowledge: Some participants fear that local specialist knowledge concerning 
the wood craft may disappear soon. Now, there are still people who can recognize wood 
suitable for very specific uses, such as window frames. 

• Design, not design:  
o The concept of design is ambivalent. On the one hand, it expresses an added-value 

of unique products which are of high quality, as opposed to mass-produced prod-
ucts. On the other hand, it conveys an air of expensiveness, which may scare off 
less-earning consumers. It is not clear to everyone what “design” as a concept is.  

o Some proposed to think in terms of functionality instead of design. 
o Durability of wood products (see above) also has implications for design: if the 

product has a long lifetime, it should not follow design fashions but it should be 
timeless. 

o While it was not clear to all, what an ‘Eisenwurzen-Design’ could look like, due to 
not being able to identify typical characteristics of the region, one participant had 
a precise description: ‘Eisenwurzen-Design’ should be close-to-nature, untreated, 
or only with natural substances, it should be edgy (“kantig”) and rugged 
(“schroff”)” 

• Wood type: not all kinds of wood are the same in terms of their application. Distinctions 
are made between fir and spruce on the one hand, and beech on the other. 
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• Organization of the production chain: several alternatives for the production chain were 
mentioned, including thinking in terms of cooperatives as in agriculture, or alternative 
ways of funding (pre-funding, crowdfunding). There seems to be the conviction that the 
way to the consumer is not clear enough and messages of the artisanal craft existing in the 
wood production chain are not heard. Difficulty of conveying messages would relate to 
many projects. Based on the experience of the previous project on modular furniture, it 
was said to be advisable to involve few actors at first. The large-scale inclusion of stake-
holders was identified as one of the barriers for success in the previous project. 

• Alternative activities: it could also be interesting to look into the refurbishment of tradi-
tional, old buildings with wood details that are typical for the region 

Scenario 2: Mobile wooden houses & tourism 

Findings on the scenario in the ‘café’-discussions: 

Questions:  

1. What attracts me to this topic? What can I contribute? 
2. What challenges and opportunities do I see with regard to implementation? 
3. What would bring the idea / the topic further? 

Stakeholder suggested to use beech and fire wood for constructing tiny houses. It should be looked 
at all kinds of tiny houses that already exist in the region. Some stakeholders mentioned tiny 
houses that they have seen.  

Figure 7 Brown paper notes on Scenario 1 from 1st CINA workshop. 
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Mobile wooden houses can take very different forms and sizes, can have different purposes and 
can come as singular objects (e.g., a small wooden house close to a hiking path) or as agglomera-
tions/settlements (e.g., providing temporary accommodation for visitors of an event or for con-
struction workers). In particular, mobile wooden houses as ‘stand-alone’ accommodation in a pic-
turesque countryside or forest, used for touristic purposes, were considered to be ‘romantic 
places of yearning’. They can be perceived as wooden ‘chalets for the not-so-well-off tourist’ and 
give the tourists – mostly coming from urban areas – a feeling of ‘living with wood’ and thus ad-
vertise the attractiveness of this material. Due to their relatively small, yet compact size that may 
be able to carry the notion of ‘space as luxury’ (also the experience to temporarily living within a 
much less spacious ‘roofed environment’ compared to ‘home’).  

Some participants noted critically that (mobile) wooden houses would not be suitable solutions 
for housing problems (i.e. providing sufficient and adequate housing for all – “Woh-
nungsnot”/housing shortage) and should not perceived as such. Among others, in particular as 
singular constructions, the overall sustainability of mobile wooden houses would not be very high 
in terms of using space and energy efficiently. Further, supply with water and other essentials as 
well as disposal of waste/faeces could be a problem as well as ‘transporting’ them from one place 
to another.  

In practice, a reliable and consistent legal framework for these kind of mobile wooden houses 
seems to be missing. This includes questions on the ‘level of permanence’ (e.g., if construction law 
would be the adequate legal framework, or not) and if they could be placed in areas where con-
struction activities are forbidden otherwise (e.g., nature protection areas, landscape protection 
areas).  

Stakeholders suggested using regional beech and fire wood in for constructing the tiny house, to 
make use of the locally available material, and to advertise the attractiveness of these wood types. 
Further, furniture and other (wooden) elements in those mobile wooden houses could be leaning 
on an ‘Eisenwurzen-Design’. 

Scenario 3: Experiencing forests & wood 

Findings on the scenario in the ‘café’-discussions: 

Questions:  

1. What attracts me to this topic? What can I contribute? 
2. What challenges and opportunities do I see with regard to implementation? 
3. What would bring the idea / the topic further? 
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Figure 8 Flipover notes on Scenario 3 from 1st CINA workshop. 
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The stakeholders where bringing up quite a wide range of arguments in this group in this group. 
Important statements include: 

• Forest education should include a lifelong perspective and people should visit the forest 
repeatedly at all phases of life. 

• Forest education should not be divided into ecology and economy of the forests. Currently, 
the protected areas have different topics than the education programs of the forest own-
ers. Others are more willing to keep up with this division.  

• There was a consensus about education on sustainable development that is “on the right 
place” when carried out in the forests.  

Figure 9 Collection of outcomes as collected by workshop table hosts. 
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Some quite concrete innovation ideas have been brought to the discussion: 

• We should strengthen local sawmills. 
• It would be good to formally implement hiking trails in the forests with educational pur-

pose. By doing so potential conflicts of forest use for recreational purposes could be re-
duced.  

• Maybe a recreational map would be of advantage to guide visitors to specific paths for 
hiking and mountain biking. 

Background for these ideas is the fact that legally the forest owner is responsible for the forest 
visitor when the visitor is on his/her territory. The forest owners are concerned about this legal 
responsibility for the visitor, they cannot guide, as usually the forest is used for economic activity. 
Therefore, there is a need to avoid conflicts between recreational use and commercial use; and 
maybe even the rights of the game have to be considered.  

• There is a need for compensatory payment for the management activities that is helpful 
to mitigate climate change. 

• Managing forests has to get more economically/commercially viable. Otherwise, forest 
owners employ subcontractors to manage the forest. As a consequence, weak human-na-
ture-relationship of forest owners towards their owned forest nature are observable in 
the region. Additionally, it is perceived that subcontractors do not care much about avoid-
ing collateral damage of their work in the forests. Damaged forests do not help enabling 
better connection or experience of local people in and with forests. 

• Generally, more buildings that are public should use local wood, thus people can experi-
ence wood while looking at or visiting the buildings. Further, local connection and a posi-
tive view of the local forests could be improved. 

4.1.6 Process 
Overall structure and setting of the workshop ‘worked’, no major deviations were necessary; not 
the least, since most parts of the program allowed for sufficient flexibility to account for specific 
topics/issues for discussion. 

• Physical setting (building, room) (see also above): Building was reasonably well-located 
and well-equipped (though not a wooden construction). Size of room was rather small for 
the number of people attending, so group work was a bit difficult – OK for group discus-
sions, yet difficult for recording discussion on individual tables). Tables were placed sep-
arately to realize the discussions in smaller working groups. 

• The workshop was video- and audio-recorded. Several photos were taken during the 
workshop. The identified innovation ideas were presented by the InnoForESt team as 
short inputs; key insights were shared as handouts. Each innovation idea was supported 
by a 5 min. presentation of regional and thematic ‘experts’. Three young and active per-
sons were selected after the focus-group discussions to fulfil this task. Overall, it worked 
quite well. The idea of integrating persons external to the InnoForESt project has turned 
out very positive. Especially the input of Veronika Müller about experiences made with 
the platform building process ‘Werkraum Vorarlberg’ has proven to stimulate the follow-
ing group discussion. 
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4.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
Most participants, engaged quite actively in the group and plenary discussions. Longer break with 
dining options also provided opportunity to exchange between stakeholders, but also between 
stakeholders and members of the IR team.  

Group discussions indeed enabled and encouraged all participants to exchange perspectives and 
to ‘voice opinions’. Yet, quite some ‘loss of information (depth/detail) when reporting essentials 
from topic tables back to the plenary). 

In general, plenary discussions took place in a civilized manner and in an ‘open atmosphere’, yet 
with some (slightly) provocative statements that, however, did not dominate or ‘hijack’ the overall 
discussion and its constructive and forward-looking notion. 

Potentially problematic interactions – noted by Ewert (UT) (on substantial grounds, not so much 
personal characteristics): 

• Economy-ecology tension: forest owners fear unjustified interventions into their work 
and livelihood by nature protection or sprawling educational visits. 

• Changing all kinds of existing processes: We need to avoid that our activities change their 
existing and proven processes. That could feel like an “uncalled-for intervention”. We need 
to prepare the conditions under which they can change/adapt/innovate their product and 
processes themselves (notion of meta-governance). 

• The role of designers: the presence of designers may be felt as alien and uncomfortable. 
Their value needs to become self-evident. Who of the woodworkers has already worked 
with designers? What were their experiences? How can their presence be made produc-
tive? 

4.1.8 Lessons learnt 
a) For the IR:  

• Innovation ideas presented have shown to be important points of departure for stakehold-
ers for thinking about and discussing innovation and collaboration in the wood and forest 
value chain and beyond – it has concrete and practical ‘touch’ that many of the stakehold-
ers can relate to. 

• There are hardly any stakeholders who seem to be exclusively interested in one of the 
presented innovation ideas. Instead, most stakeholders located themselves in the ‘over-
lapping areas’ between two of the innovation ideas, or even in the ‘overlapping area’ be-
tween all three ideas (see Graph X).  

• At least equally important – or even more important – for most stakeholders seems to be 
the building of a ‘platform’ as new and innovative mode of interaction that a) allows to 
draw on the existing activities and experiences in the field by a broad range of stakehold-
ers within the wood-forest value chain (and beyond), b) facilitates systematic and rela-
tively frequent exchange, c) might support the development of trust among larger groups 
of stakeholders and eventually practical projects and activities providing commercial or 
other added-value for the stakeholders, d) might contribute to supporting/(further) de-
veloping a regional identity. 

• Both elements, content/ concrete innovation ideas and platform development (organiza-
tional or even legal structure, digital and physical features, etc.) need to be pursued in 
parallel or – if possible – in an integrated manner. 
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• There is some sort of ‘thirst’ on taking stock of and learning from success and failure of 
relevant regional activities/projects, but also from those beyond Eisenwurzen (e.g., Vor-
arlberg, but even from international examples). Thus, consolidating existing regional 
knowledge in a systematic way (and facilitating exchange between stakeholders for that 
purpose) as well as ‘importing’ knowledge and inspiration should feature prominently. 

b) For the InnoForESt project: 
• Rather high effort for talking with a broad range of regional stakeholders (in particular, 

semi-structured interviews in the context of the stakeholder analysis and the Governance 
system assessment, but also the frequent and systematic communication by phone with 
individual stakeholders) really paid off: it seems that stakeholder get the impression that 
the IR team is really interested in (understanding) their challenges and ideas and to let 
those guide the process and development of the innovation ideas. To varying extent, stake-
holders start to develop ‘trust’ to the IR team. 

• Using smaller focus groups (as an intermediate step before or between CINA workshops) 
to learn more about the respective innovation ideas and the thoughts of a broader range 
of regional stakeholders was important to make sure that identified innovation ideas are 
sufficiently attractive and relevant for stakeholders. The focus groups may have also con-
tributed to the rather high outcome in terms of participants at the first CINA workshop.  

• Sometimes, there is only a fine line between the IR team’s intention to get the process 
going and to ‘steer it in a way’ to keep the process alive, and to be too prescriptive or dom-
inant. Shifting perceived and actual ownership of the innovation process and the platform 
to the stakeholders is likely to be a challenge. Concretizing the physical and digital ele-
ments of the platform will be important and perhaps decisive for this. 

4.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
Difficult to say at this stage, not the least because there are different innovation ideas (still) on the 
table each depending on their own – yet, partly overlapping – sets of contextual factors (e.g., the 
legal situation – and changes thereof – might be very important for pursuing the idea of mobile 
wooden houses for touristic purposes in the National parks; capacity problems ‘too much work’ 
on part of many carpenters limit feasibility and attractiveness of some of the innovation ideas 
depending on wood processing). Additionally, the latest innovation idea (platform) has not been 
discussed sufficiently to contribute with further details on factor reconfiguration. Further, contex-
tual factors are certainly also relevant for discussion on the organizational or even legal form of 
the platform and future collaboration. Yet, here we are only very much at the beginning of explor-
ing and (pre-)selecting options – this will be one core topic of the 2nd CINA workshop which is 
planned for 16 May 2019. Discussions on what actually the prototype is are still ongoing: likely 
the platform as means of collaboration/exchange but incorporating several ‘practical’ innovation 
ideas. 

Governance modes 
See 4.1.9 on organizational and other issues around the establishment of the innovation platform. 
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5 Type 2 workshop(s): Prototype assessment 
5.1 Prototype workshop 1 
5.1.1 Scenarios used 
All three original innovation ideas were briefly presented again and latest developments pre-
sented and/or identified during the discussion. They include: 

Innovation idea 1 ‘Furniture, Design & Region’ 

• Robert Kurzmann from the HTL 1 Building and Design, Linz, suggested a competition for 
regional furniture design ‘Eisenwurzen’ in the winter term 2019/20 or later. 

• Robert Kurzmann from the HTL 1 Building and Design, Linz, suggested to encourage a di-
ploma thesis about furniture, design and region. 

• MHC/Gabriel Gruber is preparing a ‘digital furniture cluster’: digitalisation would be pos-
sible in all processes of furniture making: planning, production, logistics, distribution. 
Thus, potential customers can configure furniture online and could use the ‘Innovation 
Platform Forest-Wood’ to identify carpenters in the region can produce it for them. 

Innovation idea 2 ‘Mobile wooden houses & tourism’ 

• For the diploma thesis of a student (of Veronika Müller, University of Art, Linz, course 
‘Überholz’) the carpentry Markus Wolfthaler was contacted on ‘Tiny houses and wall 
thickness’. 

• Markus Wolfthaler (carpentry) reports a great demand for so-called ‘Tiny houses’ (see 
group work 3). 

Innovation idea 3 ‘Experiencing Forests & Wood’ 

• No update – see presentation by Martin Riesenhuber at first CINA workshop. 

Based on the results of the first CINA workshops and subsequent individual discussions with re-
gional stakeholders as well as in the IR team, it was decided to frame the attempts to establish an 
‘Innovation Platform Forest-Wood’ as a fourth innovation idea/’scenario’. However, it aims at in-
tegrating the other more content-/topic-related innovation ideas, rather than be an alternative or 
substitute to them. See also the respective discussion on the Innovation Platform in one smaller 
group at the second CINA workshop. 
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Innovation idea 4 

ESTABLISHING INNOVATION-PLATFORM 

FOREST-WOOD 
⮊ What is the innovation for? 

The ‘Innovation Platform Forest-Wood’ is expected to make better use of the value of forests and forest eco-
system services in the Eisenwurzen region. The focus is on the sustainable provision and use of forest ecosys-
tem services, which are promoted, on the one hand, by innovations in the regional value creation for forests 
and wood. On the other hand, this supports a conscious perception and increased appreciation of forests, 
forestry and wood in society.  

The aim is to establish a network of innovative cooperation in order to combine forest, forestry and wood 
resources with improved and sustainable benefits for the region and the people living and working there. In 
this way, regional value chains for wood and wood products are expanded and new ones created. Local hand-
icrafts are thereby promoted and future-oriented, sustainable solutions for forestry are made possible. New 
synergies with sectors such as tourism or forest-related education can be expected.  

The ‘Innovation Platform Forest-Wood’ provides the necessary framework for direct exchange, networking, 
and cross-sector cooperation. The exchange is made possible both through personal meetings and workshops 
and through a digital platform. In this way, concrete innovation ideas can be brought together, exchanged and 
discussed at regular intervals. 

⮊ What has happened so far? 

Within the InnoForESt project, the potentials, opportunities, and obstacles for three innovation ideas were 
initially explored and discussed with regional stakeholders via interviews and focus group discussions: 

• Furniture, Design & Region;  
• Mobile wooden houses & tourism;  
• Experiencing forests & wood  

In a first workshop, these innovation ideas were discussed with a large number of stakeholders from different 
fields of work in the Eisenwurzen region. Some participants saw great potential for their own companies and 
regional development, with the intention to continue working on one or more of these innovation ideas. It 
was also shown that a stronger networking and cooperation between the actors of the forest-wood value 
chain is considered to be particularly important for a successful implementation of innovative projects.  

⮊ Who is involved? 

National parks (Kalkalpen and Gesäuse), forest enterprises, forest management, forest education/forest 
schools, sawmills, timber merchants, joineries, timber construction companies, district guilds, SPES Future 
Academy, MHC Upper Austria, Pro-Holz, municipalities with mayors, Chamber of Agriculture, Chamber of 
Commerce, Regional Forum Steyr-Kirchdorf and LEADER associations, agricultural school, tourism associations 
of the districts, mobility providers, other handicraft enterprises, Climate and Energy Model Region Pyhrn-Priel 
and Traun4tler Alpenvorland, the climate protection-forest association, creative entrepreneurs, design ex-
perts, universities with a focus on design and timber construction. 

⮊ What opportunities and obstacles are emerging? 

Many stakeholders from the region show great interest in working together more intensively both on concrete 
innovation projects and as a network. Although there are already numerous initiatives and experiences in the 
region in the fields of wood processing, timber construction, near-natural forest management, sustainable 
provision of ecosystem services and forest-related education, their own experiences are often not shared 
enough with others. Successful projects do not automatically lead to repetition, and ‘setbacks’ cannot be 
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absorbed in further attempts. Many people often feel like ‘lone fighters’ here. At the same time, cross-industry 
exchange is perceived as particularly profitable.  

A platform can show what is already happening in the region, make successful ‘lighthouse’ projects more 
visible, highlight good ideas and offer opportunities to exchange specific know-how with others. A platform 
creates space for new contacts, gathering of experience, building of trust, and prepares the ground for coop-
eration and innovation. 

A platform supports individuals in their activities, creates a common identity and can make demands on poli-
ticians and obtain funding. Together, networking is successful in strengthening regional cooperation and pro-
moting an awareness of forests and wood in one of the most densely forested regions of Austria.  

Obstacles are, for example, the long transport routes between the provinces/federal states and central places 
in the region, which often makes personal exchange difficult. Since the network ultimately lives from the in-
volvement and commitment of the individual actors their often-limited time resources presents the platform 
with further challenges. Furthermore, questions of intellectual and other property rights remain unresolved. 
⮊ Where does the future lie? 

The digital platform can be used to: 

• show what is happening with regard to local crafts and the sustainable use of forests, wood and 
timber resources in the region. Lighthouse projects and joint actions to promote regional forest-wood 
value chains are to be made accessible online and presented in an attractive way.  

• to better communicate from the region to the outside world and increase its visibility. 
• to establish contacts, promote direct exchange, and build a network of increased cross-sector coop-

eration. 
• to present information on the history, the origin, and the objectives of the ‘Innovation Platform For-

est-Wood’ as well as on current innovation ideas and analyses of potentials. 
• to announce further meetings and workshops as well as interesting external events. 
• to possibly provide an additional (password protected) area for members of the platform for internal 

communication. 

Together with the workshop participants, it is necessary to clarify which tasks and objectives the ‘Innovation 
Platform Forest-Wood’ should pursue, which processes should be supported and how, and – subsequently – 
which form of organization the platform should take. 

With regard to the latter point, the following organizational forms have already been explored which the ‘In-
novation Platform Forest-Wood’ could adopt:  

1. Irregular meetings in loose rounds promote exchange, networking, and cooperation; sector associa-
tions and chambers already existing and active in the region take over the coordination for network-
ing meetings and project promotion.  

2. A joint declaration of principles, a Memorandum of Understanding or a commitment to regional tim-
ber lays the foundation for cooperation. Signatories are entitled to use and vote for a specific logo or 
trademark. 

3. The members of the ‘Innovation Platform Forest-Wood’ found/establish an association with statutes, 
which regulates the cooperation, decision-making, distribution of tasks, and exchange of information 
as well as the protection of intellectual property rights. This association would have the goal of pro-
moting innovations for sustainable, regional value creation for forests and wood.  

4. Likewise, a cooperative or cooperative structure would also be a good way to integrate active mem-
bers and interested parties and to promote or develop specific innovation ideas. 
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5.1.2 Setting 
The second CINA Workshop was held at the Technology and Service Centre (TDZ) Enns valley in 
Reichraming. The location was chosen, on the one hand, to better reach potential stakeholders 
from the province of Styria and, on the other hand, to support the Enns valley region affected by 
major restructuring. The workshop activities were held in a large seminar room, with light atmos-
phere through bright colored wood and large windows. The buffet was located in the entrance 
area of the center. 

Table 7 Workshop Program Prototype Workshop Reichraming. 

5.1.3 Participants 
List of Participants: 

1. Franz Achathaler (Agricultural technical school Schlierbach, teaching subject: forestry) 
2. Helmut Auer (Planungswerkstatt Ennstal/Planning workshop Enns valey) 
3. Felix Fößleitner (LEADER Region Nationalpark Kalkalpen, LAG-Manager) 
4. Martin Großauer (Joinery Grossalber) 
5. Gabriel Gruber (MHC Linz, ARGE s’Hoiz Sauwald) 
6. Georg Habacher (Model region for climate and energy ‘Pyhrn-Priel’) 
7. Josef Lumplecker (Lumacon) 
8. Veronika Ploner (State chamber of agriculture Upper-Austria) 
9. Gerald Putz (Forest administration Weyer) 

Time Agenda item Presenter/Moder-
ator 

14.00 Welcome and short presentation of InnoForESt Wolfgang 
14.05 Introduction to workshop 

Housekeeping (e.g., Participation board) 
Eva 

14.10 ARGE s´Hoiz 
(10 min. presentation, 10 min. discussion) 

Gabriel Gruber 

14.30 What can we learn from ARGE s’Hoiz approach? Eva 
14.45 Round of introduction: Name, position at Forest-Wood Value chain, fa-

vorite tree/wood species 
Eva 

15.00 Reports on Innovation ideas 1-3 
What are options for participation?  

Jutta, Michael, Eva 

15.15 Presentation of Innovation idea 4 (Platform organization) Jutta, Michael 
15.25 Discussion and feedback to platform organization (Goals and benefits 

for participants, opportunities and obstacles, process organization, for-
mal structures) 

Eva 

15.55 Coffee break  
16:20 Further development of the various networking ideas: 

• ‘Innovation platform Forest-Wood’ 
• Region + common identity + logo/symbol 
• Tiny Houses 

Group work 

17.00 Presentation of group results and discussion Eva 
17.15 Planned Activities 

• Excursion Vorarlberg (September 2019?) 
• InnoForESt Consortium Assembly + regional excursion 
• Innovation Day Forest & Wood (November 2019) 

Wolfgang 

17.30 Outlook / Feedback forms / Closing (Participation board) Eva & Wolfgang 
17.45 End Wolfgang 
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10. Werner Ratzberger (Joinery Ratzberger Reichraming) 
11. Franz Reiterer (Engineering office for forestry) 
12. Stefan Schimpl (Tourism association Almtal) 
13. Markus Schlöglhofer (Firewood association) 
14. Norbert Schmidthaler (Stovewood supplier) 
15. Thomas Watzl (Joinery Watzl) 
16. Andreas Weissensteiner (Weissensteiner company – forest management and consul-

tancy, Bergholz Admont) 
17. Fritz Wolf (Forest-related education, Waldschule Almtal) 
18. Markus Wolfthaler (Carpentry & Timber construction enterprise, managing director) 
19. Josef Wolfthaler (LEADER Region Traun4tler Alpenvorland, LAG-Manager) 
20. Herbert Wölger (Gesäuse National Park, managing director) 

Project participants: 

21. Peter Stegmaier (University of Twente, NL) 
22. Michael Klingler (University of Innsbruck) 
23. Jutta Kister (University of Innsbruck) 
24. Wolfgang Baaske (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
25. Eva Seebacher (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
26. Hannah Politor (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
27. Carolin Meier (FVA Forest Research Institute Baden-Württemberg) 
28. Veronika Gaube (Institute of Social Ecology, University of Applied Life Sciences (BOKU), 

Vienna) 

Excused participants: 

29. Franz Bammer (Timber construction enterprise Holzbau Bammer) 
30. Regina Buchriegler (Kalkalpen National Park) 
31. Klaus Gassner (Carpentry Gassner)  
32. Alexander Gebeshuber (Designer) 
33. Stephan Hölzl (MHC – Furniture and Wood business cluster Upper Austria) 
34. Christa Öhlinger-Brandner (Project manager Waldness) 
35. Christian Schleyer (University of Innsbruck) – India  
36. Franz Schmeißl (Baumfreund) 
37. Gabriel Schwarzmann (ProHolz Upper Austria) 

We noticed, not very surprisingly, that more stakeholders from Enns valley attended the work-
shop, probably due to the closer location of the workshop. In turn, however, there were fewer 
regional stakeholders that had attended events close to ‘Schlierbach’ – probably due to the now 
rather ‘remote’ location of the workshop. Further, still not many forest owners attended the work-
shop. In a call previous to the workshop, a forest worker complained about the low income situa-
tion threatening his enterprise as forest owners postpone assignments for forest management 
work orders due to low wood prices. Felix Fößleitner presented his successor Josef Wolfthaler in 
the LEADER Manager position. Josef Lumplecker joined for the first time and offered his large 
experience in business consultancy and setting up innovative businesses to the network. 
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5.1.4 Key thematic findings 
In general, on the one hand, we sensed a greater skepticism about the project's/platforms sustain-
ability – which may be a consequence of the ‘euphoria’ of the first CINA workshop. Some state-
ments in the plenary discussions were aimed at what happens after the project or who has the 
capacities to continue or want to continue the platform’s (further) development (Threshold 1). 
This was accompanied by the ‘desire for a concrete benefit’. Whether the design of an overarching 
platform or the implementation of individual concrete innovation ideas should be the next step 
was openly discussed (Threshold 2).  

On the other hand, we asked key questions in the course of the workshop: What is the overarching 
idea? What can be made of concrete innovation ideas like ‘Tiny Houses’? What role does regional 
identity play or can we agree on a common denominator in this question (e.g., with regard to re-
gional branding)? Further, the workshop participants were informed about possible forms of or-
ganization of the platform (e.g., cooperatives) for the first time.  

A first reflection shows: Without first consolidating a common understanding of the general ob-
jectives and ideas of the project/platform among interested regional stakeholders/potential 
members of the platform, we do not need to worry about the organizational form of the platform. 

For the success of any of the innovation ideas, the importance of a company as a co-sponsor was 
underlined several times. LEADER projects can be initiated, but a strong partner company or co-
operation partner is indispensable. Felix Fößleitner remarked that potential investors are missing 
in the project and have to be integrated (Threshold 3). 

It should be noted that the use of regional wood for 'Tiny House' production does not seem essen-
tial. This was seen critically from the InnoForESt project point of view. In this context, Carolin 
Maier and Wolfgang Baaske were quite surprised that in the Tiny-House-specific small group dis-
cussion the option of labelling the use of regional wood in some form was conceivable even if parts 
of the construction are made of imported wood (Threshold 4). Comment Christian Schleyer: "...it 
seems significant for many regional stakeholders, whether something like this (project/idea) ‘pays 
off’ or not. It may be that, given the currently assumed costs and revenues, it is only considered prof-
itable to produce with cheaper (imported) wood; or one may be skeptical as to whether the 'only 
domestic wood' label will actually generate higher demand or make higher prices acceptable to cus-
tomers. If interpreted in a negative way, this can also be simply 'greed' or the pursuit of maximum 
profit without consideration of sustainability or the larger regional pictures. The question is whether 
such an approach would only be short-term and whether the InnoForESt can/should continue to 
support it". 

Administrative and political-bureaucratic problems make the implementation of pilot projects 
very difficult (Threshold 5). Wolfgang Baaske sees a valuable strategy in the promotional image 
cultivation of regional wood products – instead of a confrontational debate – which is specifically 
aimed at mayors to facilitate implementation at the local level. According to Peter Stegmaier, this 
goes hand in hand with political, active work to form a lobby, which brings together commercial 
players, for example, and makes them visible as a group that belongs together. An agreement on 
key principles of the platform (Memorandum of Understanding), which would be signed by the 
participants, must be drawn up for this purpose. 
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Franz Reiterer repeatedly commented that actors from the forestry sector do not feel sufficiently 
addressed by the project, or at least not enough – according to Carolin Maier, they are rather dis-
connected from the existing debates on the innovation ideas that have been developed so far (as 
well as from forest-related education). Innovative, forward-looking ideas for strengthening the 
‘common good’ and forestry are missing (Threshold 6). The motto “We do something with nature 
for the community” could be taken up by mayors or even used as a sales argument. The im-
portance of forests for the protection of communities (rockfall, landslides, etc.) or the importance 
of forestry work for the benefit of the community is generally not discussed enough. 

Even the desire to promote regional timber production does not seem to be a priority for the par-
ticipating stakeholders (Threshold 7). In view of the fact that small-scale sawmills are increasingly 
closing down, the potential of a regional value chain is reduced. The integration of the ecosystem 
service idea could significantly strengthen the symbiosis of marketing a product and community 
building – for example, between craftsmen – and expand the so far ‘limited’ perception of a re-
gional value chain. As a result, jobs could be generated, migration dynamics might be weakened – 
the public sector can profit from this innovative idea! 

5.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
At the second CINA workshop, not all (now four) scenarios or innovation ideas were discussed in 
detail. Three smaller breakout groups focused on a) ‘Establishing an Innovation Platform Forests-
Wood’ (innovation idea 4), b) ‘Tiny Houses’ (innovation idea 2), and c) ‘Region, Common identity, 
Logo/symbol’. 

a) ‘Establishing an Innovation Platform Forests-Wood’  

Main questions addressed: How to proceed with the platform? How do we organize ourselves? 
What are the next steps? 

In the first small breakout group, there was a discussion on necessary steps in the coming period 
to develop further the networking platform. The aim should be that after the end of the InnoForESt 
project, the platform will continue to exist as a means/tool where actors from different sectors 
and professional fields as well as across the regional districts can exchange and network. Further, 
innovative project ideas could be developed and implemented through or facilitated by the plat-
form/network.  

We conclude that there is currently no existing organization or institution that can represent all 
these objectives; rather, existing organizations should actively participate and contribute to the 
networking (e.g., MHC, ProHolz, Chambers of Commerce and Chambers of Agriculture of the dis-
tricts and federal states). 

Two feasible ways are conceivable and sensible: 

1) Development of a written agreement on main principles/objections (Memorandum of 
Understanding) 

A draft of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) could be written in a smaller working group, 
then discussed with all workshop participants and other interested regional stakeholders and 
later jointly signed. Such a MoU will describe the concrete purpose, goal, and benefits of the net-
work and will call for a commitment.  
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From an InnoForESt perspective, it is important that all parts of the value chain based on forest 
and wood are approached in a cross-sectoral, balanced and fair way. It has to be shown that prod-
ucts emerging from the platform are linked to ALL ecosystem services. Innovative uses need to be 
used to create added value, for example, through tourism, hunting, handicrafts, etc. – but by being 
‘innovative’ we do not only mean approaches for selling (more) wood. Further, networking with 
other European regions – during the InnoForESt project but also beyond – is important.  

Product innovations and products that ‘grow out of the platform’ should reflect the region. Im-
portant elements of the region are: Wood, iron and water (a houseboat?). Raw materials, produc-
tion, individual components, and compounds should originate from the region; and traditional 
iron compounds can also be taken up again. This creates a 'regional identity design'. Yet, there is 
not the ‘one’ Eisenwurzen design. With such a design, 'diversity' is placed in the foreground.  

2) Organization of the networking meetings in a fixed and formal/legal organizational form 

This was considered as being too early by some workshop participants. For this reason, more 
work should first be done on concrete innovation ideas and their elaboration and implementation. 
With a concrete project in mind, the formal / legal structure of the networking group would then 
be determined accordingly. However, this still takes time. In due course, for example, it must be 
arranged that ‘someone’ invites to annual networking meetings. Who this will be and in what form 
should be clarified by the end of the InnoForESt project.  

The first step now is to find out which concrete innovation idea should be worked on first. The 
innovation idea should be chosen that can easily be realized soon. Here, the general opinion is 
that, first, forest-related education (“making forests experienceable”) can be realized rather 
quickly; and this was considered as important by everyone. Yet, forest-related education requires 
proper financing options. Second, the group participants are of the opinion that a ‘Tiny House’ 
prototype seems feasible. Crowdfunding in the region for a ‘pilot house’ was suggested as a financ-
ing option. Such a pilot house, equipped with furniture and forest-related products from the re-
gion, can then be set up as ‘showcase’ of the ‘Innovation Platform Forests-Wood’ in places where 
we are seen as a platform. With this, money can be raised; places such as Admont, the 
Landesgartenschau, and other events in and around the region are suitable. The pilot ‘Tiny-House’ 
would show that we can work together. 

Further financing possibilities: 

• There is also the possibility of applying for a follow-up project focussing on certain aspects 
or innovation ideas or with a larger project idea in due course.  

• ‘Climate change adaptation regions’ are currently being created. It is unclear whether 
these can also be set up on a cross-federal state basis. At present, they are – as it seems – 
planned more like ‘energy model regions’; however, they have not yet been formed for 
Upper Austria. Yet, many of the ideas could possibly be implemented, promoted and de-
veloped here (https://klar-anpassungsregionen.at/). 

b) Region, Common identity, and logo/symbol 

The second small breakout group dealt with the overarching theme ‘Region + Common Identity’ 
and discussed the following main questions: When we speak of a common region, what name can 
we agree on? What is considered to be identity-giving for our region? Is there a symbol that cre-
ates identity and that could act as a logo to be used in a marketing strategy? 
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‘Eisenwurzen’ as a regional concept is very broadly defined and does not create identity for the 
group participants (this also applies to ‘Eisenstraße’ or ‘Traunviertel’). Although the Eisenwurzen, 
as a regional definition is less negatively connotated today, we find ourselves in a “witches' caul-
dron” (Felix Fößleitner), or rather a pandemonium filled with heated debates as far as regional 
identity is concerned. 

The National Park region Kalkalpen was mentioned as an alternative. Spatially, the national park 
is located in the ‘middle’ between Kirchdorf and Ennstal. On the one hand, some participants find 
the added value of this “luxury object” World Heritage Site not sufficiently exploited. On the other 
hand, the National Park debate contradicts the interests of the wood extracting and processing 
interest groups.  

It is the aim of this debate to make the origin of the region visible. The regional origin should be a 
(certified) quality criterion for the wood products produced. “The consumer should know that the 
wood does not come from Siberia, but from the region.” argues the local carpenter Thomas Watzl in 
this regard. 

A discreet logo as a common regional identity symbol would be good in principle. When asked 
whether a specific tree or wood species could fulfil this aim, reference was made to the regionally 
rich occurrence of beech on the one hand, but also to the danger of massive (potential) exploita-
tion (see Swiss stone pine/Zirbe – now a protected tree species). On the other hand, carpenters 
appreciate the variety and not individual woods.  

Franz Reiterer criticizes the lack of importance of forestry and the low participation of forest own-
ers in the project. Further networking in this area is urgently needed. The forest must not be re-
duced to its wood-supplying function – forestry fulfils central tasks for the protection of society 
(e.g., soil and water conservation, biodiversity). 

c) ‘Tiny Houses’ 

Core of the idea/aspects discussed: 

• Lightweight, expandable, age-appropriate... 
• Construction of residential buildings, hotels, offices, schools 
• Camping sites 
• Static requirement 
• Modular construction 

o Glued wood 
o Cross laminated timber board 

 Cut to size 
 Furniture manufacturer 
 Holzbau (joinery) puts it together 
 Installers, building technicians – Floor 

o Bolt construction 
 Frame 
 ash, beech 

• ‘Holzheim’ 

What goals are we pursuing? 

• High regional wood content 
• High regional added value in crafts 
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• Partner network 
• Planning tool for external sales staff 
• House/ apartment/flat – repetition -> profitability < capacity utilization of the companies 
• Win building committee (Bauausschuss), build image, mayors 
• Conserve soil, rent out and lease the field 
• Optimization product 
• Marketing 
• USP Distinctness 

5.1.6 Process 
Based on the discussions of first drafts of the workshop schedule in the weeks before, the detailed 
schedule of the workshop was discussed again together on the evening before and in the morning 
of the workshop day and finally adjusted. In general, it was noted that the organization and im-
plementation planning was less detailed than for the first CINA-Workshop. 

We have noticed that ‘the introduction’ must be shorter and faster, so that we can move relatively 
quickly into the plenary session; and that it is important to reserve enough time at the end for 
discussion. Seating in the first part was too much like ‘frontal teaching’. The circular form chosen 
later in the small groups and in the subsequent plenum discussion was much more construc-
tive/communicative and helpful for the discussion.  

In future workshops, summaries from the small groups should be presented by the participants 
themselves and not by members of the IR team; some participants would probably be very happy 
to do so. The same could be applied to the presentations of innovation ideas (e.g., Markus 
Wolfthaler reports on past and new developments with respect to the innovation idea 'Tiny Hous-
es' – coordinated with the IR team prior to the workshop). This would mean that the IR team could 
act less ‘frontally’ and involve the participants more in the actual process of forming the 'platform'.  

There was too little time for discussions in the plenary. There were some interesting requests to 
speak already during the presentation of the innovation ideas, but we had to put off most of them 
and asked them to raise them the plenary discussion after the group phase. It was a pity to 'stifle' 
these requests to speak. In those moments, one had the feeling that some of the participants were 
eager to discuss actively and to listen less – especially those who had already been present at 
previous events. 

A 'dichotomy' or split among the workshop participants was clearly noticeable: Those who heard 
about InnoForESt for the first time, and therefore took longer to get into the debate and those who 
wanted to discuss 'straight forward'. 

It was a pity that Gabriel Gruber's exciting success story had to be placed in the beginning (since 
he needed to leave the workshop early) and the presentation of our project or the status quo only 
took place afterwards. In addition, his presentation took 30 minutes longer, which upset the work-
shop schedule from the beginning. In comparison, at the first CINA Workshop, Veronika Müller 
had managed to cushion a moment of the workshop that was just as difficult at the time and even 
conjured up a ‘mood of departure’ through her motivating presentation. Everyone present was 
hooked on the idea of getting something up and running together. Thus, there is the question of 
the 'right' timing and scope/length of external input! 
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5.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
It was noticeable that some of the participants who had already attended InnoForESt workshops 
or other events on a regular basis pushed forward with the activities. At the same time, there were 
new participants who needed some time to familiarize themselves with the project status. Thus, 
there were ‘two speeds’ in the group of participants. The contributions of the 'new' participants 
coincided several times with the topics already discussed at the previous meetings. Those who 
had been participating for a longer time reacted to this with reactions that showed that they did 
not necessarily want to spend much time on repetition. From this, we in the IR team, have con-
cluded that it was good to integrate participants from the Enns Valley (by means of the Reichram-
ing location), but that it is no longer necessary to be ‘so open’ in the future, i.e. to increase the 
spatial reach for recruiting/ acquiring new participants . New participants should only be added 
if they have been personally informed in advance about the project/platform progress so far.  

This situation may also have been reinforced by the fact that the participants who have already 
been working together for a longer period of time have expressed more explicitly their wish to 
proceed more concretely with concrete projects and platform building.  

Markus Wolfthaler (Carpentry & Timber construction enterprise, managing director) made a 
happy impression at the end of the meeting. He ‘placed’ his innovation idea well and was able to 
use the workshop to discuss the project and to strengthen or expand his network (inclusion of 
Josef Lumplecker (Lumacon)). 

5.1.8 Lessons learnt 
a) For the IR: 

• First, we have to send the workshop results and the innovation idea 4 (‘Establishing the 
‘Innovation Platform Forest-Wood’ to ALL workshop participants as soon as possible; i.e. 
also to those who participated in the first CINA workshop or in any of the focus groups 
and to those who wanted to come to the second CINA workshop but were unable to (e.g., 
all those who went to the award ceremony for the timber construction prize). 

• Second, we need to schedule the next networking meetings in smaller groups soon (in 4-
6 weeks). We have to ‘keep the ball rolling’ so that we do not 'lose' anyone. At the same 
time, this approach prevents that the – sometimes 'meagre' – résumé of the second CINA 
workshop solidifies; we rather take this second CINA workshop as an intermediate step. 

• Third, from now on we must aim at a stronger individual commitment or a more 'binding' 
commitment of the workshop participants and regional stakeholders in general. 

• For this purpose, a selected, representative core group of particularly active/motivated 
regional stakeholders should be invited to a next meeting/workshop. These stakeholders 
should have an eye on the platform context – the individual innovation ideas are interde-
pendent and interlinked – and develop, provide, and communicate an overarching mean-
ing to the innovation platform. Key features and elements of the innovation platform are 
to be discussed together and a template is to be worked out – what is it all about? What is 
the purpose of this platform? How do we proceed further? (Reference to Herbert Wölger 
at the end of the workshop). In this way, the short-, medium-, and long-term benefits of 
the innovation platform should become more visible, but at the same time underline the 
status of an 'experimental' pilot project – which in turn offers room for mistakes or learn-
ing from mistakes. 
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• The ‘Task Force’ proposed by Wolfgang Baaske and Eva Seebacher in this context (debrief-
ing Skype conversation 20. May 2019) should pursue concrete innovation ideas and aim 
to bring together committed and interested stakeholders from the region. The ‘Tiny-
House’ idea, for example, already has a concrete reference person: Markus Wolfthaler, if 
not even a small project lead. 

• Fourth, we need to develop a kind of a 'business plan' for the platform that documents 
who does what and to what extent. The central issue here is the distribution of responsi-
bilities and, if successful, potential profits. Are municipal contributions sufficiently in-
cluded?  

• Fifth, the value chain concept should be expanded to include regulating and cultural eco-
system services. It should not be exclusively associated with economic and operational 
functions (provisioning services). 

• Sixth, the September 2019 date proposed by Veronika Müller for the Vorarlberg excursion 
would actually be better. Such an excursion can have a strong identity-building effect. If 
this does not happen until spring 2020, we will lose valuable months and momentum. 
Moreover, a joint, mobilizing initiative prior to the InnoForEST meeting in October 2019 
would be welcome. 

All external inputs so far have been very constructive, enriching and inspiring for all participants. 
For the next workshops, however, we should better consider the question of timing and scope of 
external input. 

In view of the InnoForESt project background and the importance of ecosystem services, further 
stakeholders from the forest sector in particular need to be invited. Yet, for this they need a 
stronger motivation to come. It is important to identify and use respective trigger points for this 
target group. In this respect, local politicians should also be invited and encouraged to come.  

Carolin Maier could give a short input at the next CINA workshop on the different values of forests, 
the importance of ecosystem services (e.g., protection and recreation function for communities) 
beyond provisioning services, and potential links with regard to regional – not exclusively eco-
nomic, operational – value chains (reference to Davos, Switzerland; regional examples in Austria 
should be identified). 

A debriefing with Markus Wolfthaler and Josef Lumpelecker has to take place soon in order to 
ascertain their general interest in continuing working with InnoForESt. Perhaps they see the CINA 
workshops rather as a space for collecting ideas without wanting to discuss further details on the 
implementation of the innovation idea in this group. In this context, it is also necessary to ask 
whether the contact to Veronika Müller was established for the preparation of a master's thesis 
on wall thickness at ‘Tiny Houses'. 

External or invited experts (such as Veronika Müller or Gabriel Gruber) should also share their 
wealth of experience from the successful projects (Werkraum Bregenzerwald, ARGE s'HOIZ) 
within the InnoForESt community (e.g., in the form of parallel sessions at the InnoForESt Consor-
tium Assembly in Schlierbach in October 2019). Cross-regional examples would make a very val-
uable contribution with respect to upscaling. 
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b) For the entire project: 
• External inputs with practical and project-related experience have proven to be very stim-

ulating in order to increase the stakeholders' interest and motivation to actively partici-
pate. This tactic also helps to level the communication between science and practice. After 
these inputs, it is crucial that there is sufficient space for discussion in order to further 
activate and connect with other stakeholders.  

• The regular participation of a significant number of stakeholders strengthens the group 
dynamics. However, the high turnover of new workshop participants is a barrier because 
too much time is lost in the necessary introduction phases to get ‘new’ participants up to 
speed with the project’s objectives and previous developments/discussions. 

• While regional stakeholders cherish the platform idea and the medium- und long-term 
advantages that an involvement brings, they also frequently highlight the importance of 
'concrete, practical' and quickly implementable innovations, often closely linked to 
'product' innovations. 

• The actual shape of a feasible, accepted, and sustainable organizational form of the plat-
form and thus the 'long-term stability/sustainability' of the platform beyond InnoForESt 
is a recurring and crucial issue. Often also related to the question of the right size of the 
‘catchment’ area of participants – not too large, not too small. 

5.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
Given the (still) broad range of Innovation ideas discussed and pursed to varying extents and dif-
ferent intensities quite a few factors influencing the development of a prototype/of prototypes 
and its/their future implementation. As overarching issues were mentioned various administra-
tive and political-bureaucratic problems making the implementation of (yet to be developed) pilot 
projects very difficult. Similarly, the lack of external funding (opportunities) – private or public – 
is perceived as an obstacle. Here, potential external investors would need to be identified and in-
tegrated in the Platform activities. Investments of individual stakeholders currently represented 
in the Innovation Platform seem unlikely given the current – early - stage of ‘project/innovation 
idea’ development and the lack of sufficiently detailed and convincing business plans. This is ex-
acerbated by a perceived low income situation on part of forest workers since forest owners stall 
activities due to low wood prices.   

Another – more platform-internal – factor discussed critically was the so far missing common un-
derstanding about the general objectives and guiding idea(s) of the Innovation Platform. Here, the 
development and/or making use of a regional identity that could manifest itself, among others, in 
a region-specific logo or label could be a crystallization point. This is closely linked to the discus-
sion about potential organizational options of the Innovation Platform in order to foster coopera-
tion in a sustainable way and with a long-term perspective (see Governance modes below). Fur-
ther, the (spatial) range of stakeholders to be included in the Platform is an issue: while it, in gen-
eral, is perceived as positive to have a large network with many stakeholders involved, not the 
least the change in location of the workshop showed that it is difficult to cover a large spatial area 
due to practical restrictions for networking (topography, long travelling distances) but also a 
greater heterogeneity of stakeholder interests and political-administrative contexts. 
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Further, while the use of regional wood in potential pilot projects was welcomed, it seemed that 
some stakeholders were somewhat comfortable to use also – at least partly – imported wood. In 
a similar way, the sustainable use of forests and the fostering of FES beyond provisioning services 
was often only an implicit part of the discussion (e.g., with respect to forest education, forest-re-
lated tourism). 

Governance modes 
Organizational issues of a future Innovation Platform Forest-Wood were key elements of the 
workshop agenda. For that purpose, a fourth Innovation Idea including first broad options for le-
gal forms as well as ideas for a digital platform was prepared, presented, and discussed. The 
presentation by Gabriel Gruber on ARGE s'Hoiz was intended to foster the discussion. While the 
importance of a ‘Platform’ and networking along the value chain Forest-Wood was mostly shared, 
there was hardly any discussion concretizing or addressing details (pros and cons) of specific gov-
ernance modes. Among others, this had to do with a lack of a common understanding about ob-
jectives and ways to proceed. Further, currently no existing organization or individual stakeholder 
appears to be a ‘natural’ AND willing candidate for leading the Platform activities in the future. 
Rather, it was concluded that all current stakeholders and organizations should actively partici-
pate and contribute to the networking. Most concretely, the idea of developing a ‘Memorandum of 
Understanding Innovation Platform Forest-Wood’ was ventilated.  

Ideas for a digital platform were conceptually presented, yet the real value added and practical 
use was perceived as depending on the actual content to be shared here and the overall objectives 
and composition of the ‘physical’ Innovation Platform.  

6 Type 3 workshop(s): Roadmapping 
6.1 Roadmapping workshop 1 
6.1.1 Scenarios used 
Since the focus of the third CINA workshop was on identifying and discussing various options for 
a ‘sustainable’ organizational form of the ‘Innovation Platform Forest-Wood’ (innovation idea 4), 
three ‘sub-scenarios’ were prepared and elaborated on by UIBK in the form of brief fact sheets 
that were distributed to participants during the workshop. The three organization options were 
Work Group/Arbeitsgemeinschaft (ARGE), Association, and Cooperative. 
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FACT SHEET: Work Group (ARGE) 
 

Purpose: A work group (ARGE) is the association of at least two natural or legal persons in the legal form of a civil 
law partnership (GesBR) for the joint execution of a project. A work group does not have its own legal personality 
and is not registered in the commercial register. 

Formation: A partnership agreement determines the type of contributions. ARGE members only contribute their 
labor. No share capital is required for the foundation, but can be contributed. The formation is not subject to any 
formal requirements, but it is recommended to draw up a written partnership agreement. 

Bodies and acting persons: The management is basically shared by all partners. The principle of the sole manage-
ment and representation authority of each shareholder applies. 

Profit: The distribution of profits can be freely determined in the partnership agreement. In the absence of a con-
tractual arrangement, the law provides for profit and loss distribution in proportion to the contributions made by 
the shareholders.  

Liability: In the event of a claim, all members of a work group (ARGE) are jointly liable (towards third parties) 
according to the work group contract. In the internal relationship between the ARGE members, however, only the 
member who has provided the service is liable. This member must indemnify the other ARGE members (right of 
recourse of the other ARGE members) 

Rights: 

• Fee for consulting services according to ARGE contract (according to performance principle). 
• The ARGE cannot be entered in the commercial register. ARGE members may, however,  appear under 

common company names. 

Obligations: 

• Individual ARGE members are liable to income tax, but not the ARGE itself. 
• If the sales revenues exceed EUR 700,000 over two fiscal years, there is an accounting obligation. 

Formalities: None 

Examples: 

• ARGE s' Hoiz (www.facebook.com/ARGEsHOIZ/) 
• ARGE Leben für den Wald (www.lebenfuerdenwald.at) 

 

http://www.facebook.com/ARGEsHOIZ/
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FACT SHEET: Association 

 

Purpose: An association is a legal form for joint activities in which at least two persons join together voluntarily 
for a longer period of time to achieve a specific, common and idealistic purpose (see Austrian Federal Law on As-
sociations 2002, § 1).  

Foundation: The foundation of an association is a two-stage process and includes its establishment (Errichtung) 
and its formation (Entstehung). Establishment takes place through the agreement of statutes (foundation agree-
ment). This agreement requires at least two persons, who can be natural or legal persons. After positive completion 
of the examination procedure (legal conformity), the association can start its activities. 

Bodies and acting persons: In the statutes, organs for the joint decision-making of the members of the association 
(general assembly) as well as for the management of the association's business and for the representation of the 
association externally (management organ) are registered. The general assembly is to be convened at least every 
five years. 

Profits: An association can be economic (income serves exclusively to realize the purpose of the association as well 
as a ‘secondary purpose’), but may not be calculated to make a profit (§ 1). 

Liability: The association is liable for the obligations of the association with its assets. Administrators and associ-
ation members are personally liable only if this results from other legal regulations or due to personal legal obli-
gations. 

Rights: 

• Participation in the general assembly 

Duties: 

• Duty to inform: Written notification of the establishment of the association to the association authorities 
(state police headquarters, district headquarters) by the founders. Notification of the function according to 
the statutes and the date of the appointment of the representatives of association. 

• Accounting 

Formalities: Notification of the establishment of the association, address, copy of the statutes, costs for notification 
fee (EUR 14.30) and supplement fee. 

Examples:  

• Austrian Forest Association (www.waldverband.at) 
• Association for the Promotion of the Forest (www.waldundholz.at) 

 

http://www.waldverband.at/
http://www.waldundholz.at/
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FACT SHEET: Cooperative 
 
Purpose: The purpose of a cooperative is to promote the economic viability of its members. The members are 
natural or legal persons as well as registered partnerships with entrepreneurial activities, most of which belong to 
a certain profession or business sector. If economic and/or social services are provided for the members in the 
broadest sense to promote their members, the pursued purpose of the cooperative within the meaning of the Co-
operatives Act (see Austrian Federal Act on Acquisition and Economic Cooperatives 1873) is fulfilled. In accordance 
with this basic mission, the cooperative must act in an entrepreneurial and market-shaping manner in coordination 
with its members and by exploiting all advantages of the cooperative economy in order to be able to offer its mem-
bers optimal services. The special feature of the cooperative compared to other legal forms is that it passes on the 
services it generates to its members. 

Foundation: The Austrian Association of Cooperatives offers assistance in the foundation process. Among other 
things, it is necessary to draw up a business plan, draft the statutes of the cooperative, and convene an inaugural 
meeting (Gründungsversammlung). 

Bodies and acting persons: Every cooperative must have a board of directors elected from among the number of 
cooperative members or their authorised representatives, which represents it in and outside of a court. As a rule, 
board members are elected by the general assembly, which must then be held at least once a year (at the latest in 
the eighth month after the end of the previous business year). The board of directors can be composed of several 
private persons (authorized to represent). An alternative is the appointment by the board of directors, which is 
mandatory for companies with more than 40 employees.  

Profits: Profit-making is not an end in itself for a cooperative. The non-distribution of profits serves only to secure 
the cooperative's long-term eligibility for support through necessary investments. 

Liability: Cooperatives can be established with unlimited or limited liability of their members. 

Rights: 

• Utilization of the cooperative’s business support services 
• Voting rights in the General Assembly as well as active and passive voting rights 

Duties: 

• Compliance with the statutes and the decisions of the general assembly 
• Subscription and payment of compulsory or voluntary business shares as well as an admission fee and/or 

membership fees (if the statutes provide for this) 
• Establishment of a prompt, complete, and therefore informative accounting system 
• Proof of trade licence for activities subject to trade regulations 
• Corporate income tax liability (25%) and payment of capital gains tax of 27.5% on distribution of coopera-

tive shares 
• Assessment of similarity in the case of trade marks 

Formalities: address, membership of the auditing association, entry in the commercial register, UID number 

Examples:  

• Marketing organization of seven forestry communities and other forest owners ‘WaldHolz G.m.b.H.’ 
(www.waldholz.at) 

• Trade with round and sawn timber sawmill ‘Waldgenossenschaft Iseltal’ (http://www.wgi-holz.at) 

http://www.waldholz.at/
http://www.wgi-holz.at/
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6.1.2 Setting 
It had been intended to use a moderately sized seminar room at the SPES Schlierbach as the loca-
tion for the third CINA workshop. However, the venue needed to be changed only a few days be-
fore the Workshop, since a Matura class of the Higher Federal Teaching and Research Institute 
(HBLFA) Raumberg-Gumpenstein with about 25 pupils/Matura students had registered for the 
Workshop at short notice and a larger room was needed. Thus, the workshop took place at 
Schlierbach Monastery only a few hundred meters apart from the SPES Schlierbach. However, due 
to the less sophisticated technical infrastructure and the fact that STUDIA now had to re-organize 
catering, the preparation and follow-up work was much more complex compared to the first and 
second CINA workshops. Further, the room was poorly lit. 

Table 8 Workshop Program Visioning Workshop Schlierbach 

6.1.3 Participants 
List of Participants: 

1. Regina Buchriegler (Kalkalpen National Park) 
2. Thomas Dickbauer (Sawmill Dickbauer) 
3. Thomas Dobnig (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student)  
4. Christoph Falzberger (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
5. Michael Frank (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 

Time Agenda item Presenter/Mod-
erator 

14.00 Welcome + Housekeeping (participant list, data protection, feedback 
forms) 

Wolfgang/Chris-
tian 

14.10 What has happened so far?  Eva 
14.20 Speed dating:  

Inner circle: regional stakeholder + IR team 
Outer circle: Pupils of HBLFA Raumberg-Gumpenstein 
3 questions of 1 minute each: 

1. What do I particularly enjoy when working with wood/forest? 
2. Which projects should definitely be pursue (further)? 
3. Which topics/challenges need further discussion? 

Change so that 3 participants get to know each other 

Hannah 

14.45 ‚Harvest‘ of Post-its from Speed dating (Poster)  
14.50 Introduction Eva 
14.55 Presentation on ARGE s´Hoiz Gabriel Gruber 
15.15 What can we take from the presentation? What do we want (to do), too?  
15.30 Coffee break with sandwich buffet  
15.45 Introduction to canvas work on three organizational forms – split into 

groups 
 

15.55 Rotating between stations/canvas  
(10 min/ canvas) (2 canvasses per organizational form) 

 

16.25 Merging of the two canvasses on the same organizational form   
16.45 Presentation of the finished canvas posters including discussion Hannah, Eva 
17.05 Evaluation: What are the next steps? Eva 
17.20 Outlook (e.g., Excursion to Vorarlberg organized by MHC in early April, 

feedback forms, overview participation board, …) 
Hannah, Eva 

17.30 Closing words Wolfgang 
17.32 End  
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6. Edith Freigassner (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
7. Thomas Gradnitzer (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
8. Gabriel Gruber (MHC Linz, ARGE s’Hoiz Sauwald) 
9. Georg Habacher (Model region for climate and energy ‘Pyhrn-Priel’) 
10. Joachim Kirchweger (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
11. Gerhard Klaffner (Mayor of the municipality of Weyer) 
12. Philipp Knoflach (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
13. Anton Lerchner (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
14. Jakob Lienzer (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
15. Josef Lumplecker (Lumacon) 
16. Michael Marth (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
17. Peter Mauser (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
18. Renate Mayer (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Teacher) 
19. Karl Mayr (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
20. Josef Meierl (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Teacher) 
21. David Meisterhofer (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
22. Tobias Moser (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
23. Sebastian Müller (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
24. Christa Öhlinger-Brandner (Project manager Waldness) 
25. Maria Pirker (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
26. Jakob Pleschiutschnig (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
27. Franz Reiterer (Engineering office for forestry) 
28. Michael Schachner (Office manager of the municipality of Weyer) 
29. Stefan Schimpl (Tourism association Almtal) 
30. Florian Steurer (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
31. Kathrin Tiefenthaler (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
32. Corin Vilanek (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
33. Andreas Vorraber (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
34. Hans Walder (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 
35. Fritz Wolf (Forest-related education, Waldschule Almtal) 
36. Josef Wolfthaler (LEADER Region Traun4tler Alpenvorland, LAG-Manager) 
37. Rainer Zechmeister (Raumberg-Gumpenstein LFS – Matura student) 

Project participants: 

38. Wolfgang Baaske (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
39. Eva Seebacher (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
40. Hannah Politor (STUDIA Schlierbach) 
41. Michael Klingler (University of Innsbruck) 
42. Jutta Kister (University of Innsbruck) 
43. Christian Schleyer (University of Innsbruck) 

Excused participants: 

44. Fritz Schmeißl (Baumfreund) – due to illness 
45. Herbert Wölger (Gesäuse National Park, managing director) – is increasingly resigning be-

cause the interests of Styrian stakeholders are not sufficiently represented; yet, stakehold-
ers from Styria hardly attend 
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6.1.4 Key thematic findings 
In order to guarantee the success of the platform in the long term, a stronger commitment from 
the regional stakeholders is necessary. The motivation and the will to create and manage the In-
novation platform Forests-Wood must primarily come from the ranks of the stakeholders. Im-
portant in this context is the outcome of the next task force meeting (planned for 23. March 2020, 
rescheduled due to COVID-19), which intends to formulate and decide on the objectives for the 
platform. The goal and purpose of the platform formation is not clearly identifiable at the current 
project status. A further challenge remains the identification of responsible persons, who, for ex-
ample, would like to be part of the board of directors if an association is being founded. 

A sufficient number of general and detailed platform objectives have already been identified, 
which will be taken up for the further activities in 2020 or in the remaining project period until the 
end of October 2020: 

• Formulating and 'agreeing' – as consensually as possible – on a clear vision/objectives in 
a next meeting soon with (particularly) active/interested regional stakeholders/selected 
previous CINA-Workshop participants. 

• Further discussing the organization form of the platform . 
• One more meeting / workshop will and can be organized and conducted by the IR team, 

which should be followed by the handover of the initiative and agenda to the regional 
stakeholders (the IR team will continue to provide advice at least until the end of the pro-
ject). 

In the final discussion, the regional stakeholders were reluctant to take on responsibility and 
'leading' roles. We suspect that this can be explained by the fact that it is not yet clear exactly what 
the objectives of the platform can and should be, or that there are quite different ideas about them. 
In this context, there is also an uncertainty as to whether the goals and agendas of the stakeholders 
can be brought together and a corresponding exchange of ideas can take place even after the end 
of the InnoForESt project. Here, it seems important that the formulation of objectives and respec-
tive decisions must come from the regional stakeholders themselves. The IR team would like to 
(continue to) support the regional stakeholders in the formulation of objectives, but does not want 
to pre-formulate/propose contents and results in order to activate and motivate the stakeholders 
and to create a feeling of ownership. 

Proposal for the next event: 

• Workshop on goal setting for the platform: the IR team supports the formulation of com-
mon goals, but does not prepare them. 

• Only a narrow circle of regularly participating and active/motivated stakeholders will be 
invited (‘Task Force Group Eisenwurzen’); there will be no public invitation. 

• As an input to this event, the IR team, in particular the UIBK team, will compile and reflect 
on objectives (general and detailed) previously mentioned/identified and partly dis-
cussed over time (stakeholder interviews, but especially the discussions at the first and 
second CINA workshops and the other InnoForESt meetings in the region. The future of 
the network and its potential members will also be outlined from a scientific point of view. 
Idea: mentioning names (activating), who has which resources? show what is available, 
how the network could look like from the IR team's point of view. For this purpose, the 
previous activities and contributions of the respective regional stakeholders are to be 
compiled and processed.  
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• Date: 23 March 2020 (content preparation in the first half of March 2020). 
• Participants can grow into the role of regional drivers of innovation with project support. 

6.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
In the following, the notes made during the input presentation by Gabriel Gruber on ARGE s’Hoiz 
and during the canvas work on the three organizational options for the Innovation Platform For-
ests-Wood are presented. 

• Tourism: wooden chalets – where does the wood come from? – How is it furnished? 
• How do I get in? 
• Network and knowledge approach (?) 
• Cross-industry 
• Saw mill: networking and network 
• Education: NOW maintain old crafts 
• External confirmation of cooperation 
• Stories of benefit 
• History Waldviertel 
• Alternative regional wood species are becoming trendy 
• Value creation network 
• Scrap (Ausschussware) – nevertheless high-quality production 

Figure 10 Notes made during the input presentation by Gabriel 
Gruber on ARGE s’Hoiz. 
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Notes and comments by the participants made during the canvas work on the organizational forms: 

1) Work group (ARGE) 

A work group, or ARGE for short, is a very loose form of organization. There is no common capital 
and no contract is necessary. All members can, however, refer to the common affiliation to the 
outside world and accordingly create an external effect. Participation is therefore low-threshold. 
Thus, an ARGE can be a first step towards ‘making visible’ the common theme/objective and co-
operation.  

An ARGE is well suited to bring together actors from all areas of the value chain in one organiza-
tional form. Partners with specific knowledge will find their role as well as participants who take 
care of public relations. It seems to be central for the success of a work group to designate/have 
at least one person in the role of leader and ‘champions’ in order to create a basic structure and 
operate it consistently (invitations to meetings, communication, etc.).  

Resources for an ARGE come from the sum of what the members contribute, i.e. expertise, perse-
verance, and time. Sponsors and supporters can also be acquired; bank loans would be possible, 
too. However, the central resource is the exchange of knowledge and experience among the ARGE 
members. 

Figure 11 Notes and comments by the participants made during the canvas work 
on the work group 
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Central activities lie in the cross-industry networking, the bundling of know-how, and the raising 
of awareness on a topic, for example on the current situation of 'wood issues' on site, quality seals, 
alternatives to the conventional timber industry, moon wood marketing, etc. The primary goal of 
the activities is a) establishing and strengthening the network and interlinkages between its mem-
bers, b) bundling, exchange, and expansion of knowledge as well as c) the positive external im-
pact/visibility and communication of the common concern to the outside world. Concrete projects 
can be carried out with an ARGE even if only a small part of the members is actually involved. It is 
more suitable for smaller, manageable projects, as there is a joint liability. For example, these are 
actions in which the issue of the work group is communicated and disseminated, including school 
projects, design competitions, actions in which local ‘stories’ about forests and wood are dissem-
inated, and projects in which publicly visible objects are made of wood (wood instead of plastic, 
wooden signposts, wooden clothing, etc.).  

Nevertheless, risks lie in the low level of formalization. There is little commitment needed on the 
part of the stakeholders to become a member, which entails a higher risk of disintegration, espe-
cially when expectations among members differ. An ARGE is also likely to be taken less seriously 
in terms of its external image. Deficits arise in terms of efficiency, especially if an ARGE has a large 
number of members. However, these risks can be mitigated by a proper and inclusive process of 
developing a common vision (‘What do we stand for?’) and formulating statutes. 

2) Association 

The association offers many opportunities to implement projects and activities, ranging from idea 
platforms, public relations work to educational projects with the aim of raising awareness. A wide 
range of topics can be developed in the form of workshops, but usually require financial input 
'from outside' (e.g., through funding projects such as LEADER). 

Figure 12 Notes and comments by the participants made during the canvas work 
on the association. 
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Legislation already provides for a first clear and binding allocation of roles (chairperson, secre-
tary, treasurer). Furthermore, roles within the association can be freely distributed. This applies, 
for example, to internal and external communication (‘ambassadors’) and public relations. An as-
sociation also 'lives' from active roles (brainstormers, carers) and people with experience and 
expertise in questions of project development and business models. 

This also increases the danger that some people achieve more than others (free riding). On a 
higher level, the idea of ‘team as a resource’ should not be neglected. In the association – in con-
trast to the ARGE – there is a higher expenditure of time and financial resources. At the same time, 
this legal form offers the possibility to acquire subsidies and sponsors. This also reduces the indi-
vidual risk for all members of the association (less own resources are necessary).  

The networking should generally extend beyond companies. Contacts to corporate bodies, educa-
tional and research organizations, municipalities, sponsors, customers, and private persons 
should be maintained. The exchange of information with other associations and LEADER regions 
is also considered important. 

The question of liability or the distribution of liability within the association is perceived as an 
increased risk (‘Who is liable in case of financial problems?’). From practical experience, the dis-
tribution of responsibilities within an association is often one-sided and is left to a few people 
[voluntary work vs. profit orientation]. Rights, obligations, and bureaucratic hurdles are men-
tioned, but are regarded as moderate. 

3) Cooperative 

Figure 13 Notes and comments by the participants made during the canvas work 
on the cooperative. 
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The overriding interest of a cooperative is the economic viability of its members. A concrete pro-
ject idea that can potentially fulfil the purpose of economic viability should be developed in ad-
vance. The role of a cooperative ranges from mediation, coordinating and placing of orders to 
marketing and linking of common interests. 

In this sense, the cooperative has an increased economic responsibility towards its members from 
the beginning. In addition, the cooperative carries a variety of risks (especially in relation to re-
sources) and obligations: 

• Generally greater use of time, financial, and personnel resources than required by an as-
sociation or ARGE. 

• Higher share capital (Stammkapital) required at foundation (entry hurdle), membership 
fees. 

• Obligations: Bureaucracy (founding formalities, annual accounting). 
• Questions of liability. 
• Internal competition possible (price pressure). 
• Potential for disputes: Due to economic pressure and own capital investments, the risk of 

disputes within the cooperative increases. 
• Risk: One-sidedness in the orientation of the cooperative: public vs. economic interests; 

public mission is often not realized. 

In order to minimize these risks, the ‘community idea’ as the ideology of a cooperative is very 
important. Individual interests must be placed after the collective goal of this form of organization. 

The cooperative is well known as an organizational form in the forest and timber sector. Examples 
present in the Eisenwurzen include purchasing cooperatives, forest cooperatives, wood harvest-
ing cooperatives, and carpentry cooperatives. 

These experiences show that a larger value chain/network consisting of several sectors is im-
portant. According to Fritz Wolf, the idea of a ‘chalet’ could serve as a cooperative activity in the 
region in order to advance the goal of (regional) marketing of wood. Individual tasks include the 
drafting of ideas, planning, marketing, and product development. The value creation network of a 
chalet could integrate forestry, tourism, research (STUDIA), furniture construction (craftsmen) 
up to the utilization of shredded wood for the production of wood chips.  

In order to successfully realize a cooperative form of organization, previous experiences gained 
from being an ARGE or association in earlier project phases is recommended. 

6.1.6 Process 
In the preparatory phase, the planning and organization of the workshop was mainly done by Eva 
Seebacher, Hannah Politor, and Wolfgang Baaske (STUDIA). Arrangements were discussed be-
tween STUDIA and UIBK via several Skype meeting as well as at an IR team meeting in Salzburg 
on 16.12.2019. The UIBK team prepared three fact sheets on the organizational forms ARGE, As-
sociation and Cooperative. The fact sheets were printed out and made available for the canvas 
work in small groups at the workshop. 

At the workshop, Wolfgang Baaske and Christian Schleyer started with a short greeting. After-
wards, Hannah Politor and Eva Seebacher took over the moderation (presentation of the work-
shop procedure, organizational matters) and introduced previous stages of the InnoForESt pro-
ject (time schedule was shown with various posters). Jutta Kister und Michael Klingler supported, 
if required, and documented/observed the workshop. 
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Subsequently, the ‘Speed dating’ method was used to get to know each other and exchange infor-
mation on three overriding questions related to forest-wood: 

1. What do I particularly enjoy when working with wood/forest? 
2. Which projects should definitely be pursue (further)? 
3. Which topics/challenges need further discussion? 

In the inner circle were regional stakeholders and members of the IR team, in the outer circle 
pupils/Matura students of the HBLFA Raumberg-Gumpenstein and two teachers. After one mi-
nute the discussion partners changed. Important experiences from the discussions were individ-
ually recorded on post-its, put on the last poster of the project timeline, and selected observa-
tions/impressions briefly presented in the plenary. 

Gabriel Gruber introduced the ARGE s’Hoiz (20 minutes) using a PowerPoint presentation and 
reported on the extensive practical experiences on tasks, goals, challenges, and problems of plat-
form formation in the forest-wood sector. Afterwards, a short discussion took place. Essential in-
sights from the input presentation and discussion were individually collected in the form of post-
its and put on the poster ‘What do we want to take with us?’. 

During the coffee break, also sandwiches were served. Here, further informal exchange between 
participants took place. Then, Hannah Politor and Eva Seebacher presented the next part of the 
workshop with canvas work in small groups, which focused on the discussion of suitable forms of 
organization for the Innovation Platform Forests-Wood and networking. The canvas discussions 
on the three pre-selected and content-prepared organizational forms ARGE, Association and Co-
operative were each led by a member of the IR team in six small groups. The factsheets prepared 
by the UIBK team were used as a support. Each organizational form was discussed by two groups 
(consisting of students and regional stakeholders) with regard to the canvas topic areas, and state-
ments/comments were written down on moderation cards. There were two changes in total 
(three rounds), so that ideally, each regional stakeholder could discuss all forms of organization. 
Directly after the canvas discussions, the students bid farewell as planned.  

The highlights of the three canvas posters were presented one after the other by one representa-
tive of the IR team and one regional stakeholder. By then, the number of workshop participants 
had been reduced to 13 persons, 6 of whom were members of the IR team. The last part of the 
workshop was dedicated to the discussion of the further course of the platform formation and the 
general question ‘How do we continue?’ (see poster; central results were recorded on the poster). 
Gabriel Gruber took part in the discussion and frequently referred to experiences from the ARGE 
s’Hoiz. Further, with respect to organizational matters it was mentioned that the InnoForESt ex-
cursion to Vorarlberg was cancelled, yet that two alternatives with trips in the region organized 
by MHC and ProHolz were available. Finally, feedback forms were handed out and 'collected' at 
the exit. 

Concrete task assignments and initiative measures on part of individual workshop participants 
were not achieved (the poster ‘Who, does what, until when?’ remained empty). However, Thomas 
Dickbauer offered to use the event ‘Jazz im Hoizwerk’ in July 2020 to further network/feature the 
platform and to organize a workshop on this occasion with the participation of Erwin Thoma. The 
workshop was recorded by video, photo, and audio. 
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After the workshop, the workshop was reflected upon by the IR team during a Skype conversation 
on 3 February 2020: 

• We were a strong team in the workshop. STUDIA took a stronger role in planning and 
methodology; as agreed at the internal workshop in Salzburg on 16 December 2019. 

• Despite the short-notice registration of the Matura students, we got along well and the 
workshop went basically well. However, it is unclear to what extent the students have in-
fluenced the project results in the end. While their presence and their contributions to the 
discussion in the plenary sessions were very enriching, it seems that they made the con-
centrated and targeted discussion of the organizational forms at the CANVAS tables rather 
difficult; not least because hardly more than two regional stakeholders per CANVAS were 
present and could therefore discuss 'with each other'. 

• It was also positive that people from Styria were present. 
• The room was not optimal, but ok. 

Small group canvas work 

• Taking a closer look at the three organizational forms together made sense and was good. 
It is not yet clear to what extent the regional stakeholders will now implement or pursue 
this and whether the form of preparation and discussion was ultimately activating enough. 
At the same time, it was important to invest the time, since this knowledge can be drawn 
on later when it is needed in concrete terms. Presumably, this knowledge also provides 
certainty that there are concrete organizational formats for networking and cooperation 
when it is a matter of individual stakeholders playing a leading role in the network.  

• In some CANVAS groups, the division has led to individual stakeholders only being at the 
table with pupils and not being able to exchange ideas with other stakeholders. The situa-
tion had been prepared differently in the planning. In addition, when the CANVAS tables 
were changed, the regional stakeholders were partly regrouped, thus, contrary to the plan, 
not all regional stakeholders were able to exchange views on all organizational forms in 
the breakout groups. 

6.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
A special situation arose due to the public announcement of the workshop and the broad promo-
tion of the InnoForest process in Eisenwurzen. In addition to the registrations of the already 
known regional stakeholders, some of whom were present several times at previous CINA work-
shops or other InnoForESt meetings, three new regional stakeholders also registered; at short 
notice also a Matura class of the HBLFA Raumberg-Gumpenstein (25 students) joined the work-
shop. This also had an impact on the interaction dynamics of the participants and regional stake-
holders during the workshop.  

Initially, the facilitation and start-up phase of the workshop promoted getting to know and inte-
grating between people already known and familiar with InnoForESt and the new stakeholders 
through a 'warm-up' phase, which had a very positive effect on the subsequent interactions. The 
Matura students were very open and interested, asked a lot of questions and brought application 
and reality related aspects into the group discussion. In addition, it became clear from the discus-
sions during the warm-up phase that many of the students 'come from' family farms, which, to a 
certain extent, also manage their own forests (Waldbauern). 
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Apart from the school class, three other new regional stakeholders were also present. Franz 
Schmeißl from the Baumfreund carpentry workshop was already unable to attend the last work-
shop due to illness; he now has a successor in the lease of the farm and he, Rainer Zechmeister, 
took part for the first time. Initially, in an openly observant attitude, he made it clear through his 
statements during the course of the workshop that he would like to continue to be involved in the 
platform in the future and sees advantages in a commitment.  

Also new were the mayor (Gerhard Klaffer) and an administrative employee of the municipality 
Weyer (Michael Schachner). So far, only a few people from the field of (local) administrations had 
taken part in InnoForESt events, although their participation was always considered important 
(e.g., for the concrete project implementation, the linking of the topic protection forest and re-
gional value chain forest-wood). Thus, it is a positive sign that these persons participated, alt-
hough there were only few requests to speak from these participants circle and they left the work-
shop before the final round.  

Regina Buchriegler from the Kalkalpen National Park, who could not attend the second CINA 
workshop, took part again, although she was rather reluctant to interact with other participants. 
This may be due to the fact that the ‘protection aspect’ important for the national park conflicts 
with the ‘use aspect’ primarily discussed during the workshop. The latter aspect featured more 
prominently during the discussion about the forest-wood network. Herbert Wölger from the 
Gesäuse National Park did not take part. He had announced this earlier, as he feels responsible for 
the stakeholders of Styria, who are, however, only willing to travel to Schlierbach for a workshop 
to a limited extent. As a result, Herbert Wölger will withdraw from the platform/network in the 
future. 

Josef Lumplecker, who took part in the second CINA workshop for the first time and subsequently 
pushed a small satellite event supported/featured by InnoForESt, also took part again and re-
ported what had happened in the meantime. On his initiative, an InnoForESt-supported workshop 
was held in June 2019 in a hotel in Weyer, where Josef Lumplecker presented and discussed a 
concept for the pyrolysis of beech wood residues (energetic use) with local forestry companies, 
employees of the municipality of Weyer and the LEADER region (20 participants, of which 2 were 
from STUDIA). Even though the progress of ‘his’ topic 'Pyrolysis' was not as successful as he had 
hoped, he signalled further interest in the process of platform formation and also offered to bring 
in experiences from his business/business activities in the future. However, he also left before the 
final discussion round. 

The other participants, who had also already attended InnoForESt events – some of them several 
times – showed their continued interest in participating in the further process of platform and 
network formation. They responded positively to the information prepared and discussed on pos-
sible organizational forms of the Innovation Platform Forests-Wood. They also participated in the 
final plenary discussion round, in which the further steps were planned and in which the number 
of participants was reduced. Still attending: Gabriel Gruber, Georg Habacher, Christa Öhlinger-
Brandner, Stefan Schimpl, Fritz Wolf, Josef Wolfthaler, Rainer Zechmeister (who is designated to 
take over the carpentry business from Franz Schmeißl, who will continue to be absent due to ill-
ness), Thomas Dickbauer. The interaction was open, collegial – even during the breaks there was 
intensive exchange and discussion. 
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Statements relevant for the further course of and the degree of commitment to the platform for-
mation were made especially in the smaller final round. Here the circle was more intimate. It be-
came clear from the reserved/reluctant requests to speak that, on the one hand, the stakeholders 
are still hesitant to take the first step and to take an active part in taking on a leading role in the 
future. On the other hand, it became clear that there are still gradually different views on what the 
precise goal(s) and the function(s) the network/platform should have or take on. For this reason, 
the own role in the network is also assessed differently. In this sense, the desire for a clearer def-
inition of the goal(s) and the still hesitating reactions on the topic of ‘Who does what by when?’ 
can be interpreted. Nevertheless, Josef Wolfthaler declared his willingness, as a representative of 
the LEADER region Traunviertler Alpenvorland, to play a role in the future to initiate invitations 
to (network/platform) meetings and in organizing them; at least temporarily. Thomas Dickbauer 
also offered to use the ‘Jazz im Hoizwerk’ event in July 2020 to further promote the platform and 
to organize a workshop on this occasion with the participation of Erwin Thoma2. 

6.1.8 Lessons learnt 
a) For the IR: 

• As the Matura students left the event before the final plenary discussion round, there were 
fewer participants and a more open and goal-oriented discussion between the stakehold-
ers with a focus on further activities and the continuation of the platform activities.  

• The incipient ‘weaning process’ of the regional stakeholders from the IR team as the lead-
ing team, in particular in view of the end of the InnoForESt project in autumn this year 
was clearly noticeable. 

• From now on, the concrete networking must increasingly take place independently be-
tween the regional stakeholders (not the least since Hannah Politor announced in the final 
plenary discussion that STUDIA, together with the UIBK team, will only formally invite to 
one more event). The question arises how the ‘handover’ should and can take place. There 
is a concern that possibly not much will happen if the IR team is (too) passive in the coming 
months.  

• The observation is that everyone is waiting for the other to take the first step; an observa-
tion/a notion that has existed since the beginning of the project. 

• The final plenary discussion was not euphoric, but there were at least some encouraging 
news, such as the already mentioned offer of Thomas Dickbauer to organize a public plat-
form meeting in the context of the festival 'Jazz im Hoizwerk' in July 2020, which he or-
ganizes, as well as the willingness of Josef Wolfthaler (LEADER-Region Traunviertler Al-
penvorland) to be available in the future as organizer of platform meetings. This can be 
continued (‘tender plant’). However, it has not yet been discussed exactly what the inde-
pendent management and sustainable organizational and content design of the platform 
should look like.  

 
2 Erwin Thoma is an Austrian forestry and business economist who has studied the question of the influence 
of building materials on the health of inhabitants. He is a strong advocate of wood as a building material and 
is active in numerous book publications and lectures on the topics of wood construction, health, ‘wood 
knowledge and wood innovation’. He collected traditional knowledge about the effect of moon phases on 
forest/wood (so-called moon wood) and experimented with wood preservative-free and glue-free solid 
wood construction methods, patented as Holz100. He is also involved in research into the insulation and 
fire protection properties as well as sound insulation and radiation protection of wood. His books and lec-
tures have met with great response in the timber construction scene. He is very popular within the Eisen-
wurzen ‘forest-wood community’. 
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• Hannah Politor reports on a conversation a few days after the workshop with Gabriel 
Gruber, who painted the picture that the regional stakeholders (so far) only “spoon up 
pre-cooked convenience food, but now have to learn to cook for themselves”.  

Outlook 

a) How should we proceed further? (Results and significance for further organization) 

● Next operational step: Objectives-setting workshop as a task force meeting  
⮚ Defining the objectives of the platform is essential; participants should clarify and 

agree on this in order to avoid misunderstandings. 
⮚ The organizational form results largely from the agreed objectives and the con-

crete projects/innovation ideas realized (see the discussion contribution of Ga-
briel Gruber “Form follows function” as well as the ‘Sauwaldtrailer’ as lead/key 
project for the ARGE s’Hoiz). Both must now be formulated/identified by the 
stakeholders themselves for the Eisenwurzen. No (external) project team or Erwin 
Thoma can take over this task for the stakeholders.  

Figure 14 Workshop outcome canvas: How to move on from here? 
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⮚ The quintessence of the platform could be “Creating added value with wood from 
the region for the region” as formulated by Thomas Dickbauer. 

⮚ Objectives of the platform so far: to lobby for timber construction/processing; to 
identify and implement concrete projects; to raise awareness for wood; to address 
all generations. 

⮚ Regional stakeholder request to the IR team: Write down an initial version (or var-
iants) of the objectives as they have been identified and discussed in previous 
meetings.  

● Depending on the outcome of the next task force meeting, the fourth and last CINA work-
shop could be held at Thomas Dickbauer's sawmill before or after the ‘Jazz im Hoizwerk’ 
event (16. or 18. July 2020). This workshop would already be planned and organized in 
cooperation with responsible regional stakeholders of the platform. The event would pro-
vide an opportunity to present the objectives and results of the InnoForESt project as well 
as the different phases of the platform formation. The event would also provide an oppor-
tunity for the official handover of the platform to the regional stakeholders. 

● LEADER-Region Traunviertler Alpenvorland: Josef Wolfthaler met with STUDIA after the 
workshop and agreed to take over the invitations and organization of further networking 
meetings after the end of the project. He sees it as a mandate for the LEADER region, if 
there is a demand from the region. The LEADER region would potentially be able to inte-
grate the platform into its LEADER strategy and to apply for funding for follow-up projects. 

● The Almtal region will continue to pursue the topic of ‘Networking the forest-wood value 
chain’ and will increasingly contribute its own networks from the Almtal (e.g., ‘forest 
area’/Waldraum). Networking within the platform will continue to be sought. 

b) What conclusions do we draw regarding the planning and organization of future work-
shops and meetings? 

● (Telephone) invitations should be supported by committed stakeholders or should be car-
ried out by them themselves in order to achieve a higher ‘urgency’ and generate 'owner-
ship'. 

● Offer more space for ‘internal’ discussions (the participation of the Matura students has 
led to a division into small groups, which in turn separated the group of regional stake-
holders). 

● External inputs with practical experience (in the best case from the region) are very valu-
able and motivating for the stakeholders (see contribution by Gabriel Gruber). 

b) For the entire project: 
● Keeping the balance and understanding the interdependence of questions of organiza-

tional form and content and function of platform. 
● Challenge of creating 'ownership' for the platform and its activities among regional stake-

holders without 'letting go completely' for the time being (remaining time of InnoForESt). 
How best to organize the ‘fading out’ of the IR team in particular and InnoForESt in gen-
eral. 

● Hard decisions to take by the IR team between staying open to participation of new stake-
holders and working in depth with constant group of regional stakeholders. 
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6.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration and Governance modes 
Factors raised in and relevant for the third CINA workshop were mainly related to the organiza-
tional options ‘work group (ARGE), Association, Cooperative’ discussed in great detail in groups. 
They include financial issues (e.g., ability to acquire /being eligible for external funding), legal is-
sues, and their ability to motivate and enable stakeholders to work together and to commit them-
selves. The basic design features and pros and cons had been prepared in greater detail before-
hand. The input present highlighted further the challenges of establishing such a network and also 
the importance of finding a common objective and to pursue a concrete ‘pilot project’ that stake-
holders can relate to and perceive as value added.   

While, again, there is a strong perception that something like an Innovation Platform Forest-Wood 
(increasingly more often framed as ‘network’, not the least due to the presentation by Gabriel 
Gruber on ‘his’ network ARGE s’Hoiz) is a worthwhile endeavor and desperately needed. Yet, first, 
a stronger commitment does need to be shown from the regional stakeholders. Including decisive 
commitments to take on responsibilities and ‘leading’ roles. Second, the importance of agreeing 
on clear objectives of the platform is pivotal which, however, is not easy due to a broad range of 
individual motivations and objectives on part of the regional stakeholders. 

7 Overall lessons learnt 
In general, it can be summarized that the participating stakeholders are interested in intensifying 
existing network contacts and in developing a cross-sectoral network that includes both the forest 
and wood processing sector as well as other sectors such as tourism, administration, and educa-
tion. Regional stakeholders also showed a strong interest in the further development of one or 
more innovation ideas and in building synergies. 

The CINA workshops provided ample space for the exchange of ideas, experience, and expertise 
concerning activities and initiatives both within and beyond the region. As a result, innovative 
ideas, some of which have already been tried to be implemented in the past, could be taken up and 
discussed in relation to, for example, implementation problems. Above all, these dialogues also 
strengthened the trust between the stakeholders. 

A very fruitful approach was to invite external speakers who were experts in the forest-wood sec-
tor (e.g., Veronika Müller, Gabriel Gruber) and showed best-practice examples to the stakeholder 
audience. In these examples, the profitable benefits of mutual learning and trust, changing per-
spectives and interdisciplinary and intersectoral cooperation were particularly emphasized and 
appreciated by the regional stakeholders. 

In the course of the meetings it became increasingly clear that the formation of a platform is cen-
tral (1) to create a network and (2) to implement often individually initiated innovation ideas in 
cooperation. Organizational and formal/legal conditions of such a platform (e.g., Memorandum of 
Understanding, founding processes) were closely reflected in this context. However, skepticism 
was expressed about the value of a digital platform without first identifying and agreeing on the 
overarching purpose of the platform. This phase also gave rise to complex discussions on the topic 
of ‘innovation’ in general, which in turn led to critical reflections on innovation ideas 1-3 (e.g., 
origin of the processed wood, administrative and financing barriers, lack of participation of for-
estry actors of the regional forest-wood value chain). 
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An important finding for the success of the formation of a platform has been that the motivation 
and willingness of all regional stakeholders involved to transform is central. This concerns the 
identification of supporting figures who bring responsibility and leadership capacities for the 
management of the platform in its chosen organizational form. In this context, it is essential to 
‘support’ the stakeholders in jointly defining concrete goals and benefits of platform building, re-
flecting innovation ideas, identifying ‘leaders’, and designing a roadmap for the future after the 
end of InnoForESt. In order to realize this final goal, however, the regional stakeholders must act 
on their own efforts and conviction. 

8 Outlook 
Given the recent developments in the context of the COVID-19 crisis, it is uncertain if, how, and 
when the planned activities for the remaining project time (currently until October 2020) can be 
carried out and what practical and organizational input from the IR team will still be possible. The 
next practical step would have been a second Task-Force-Meeting Eisenwurzen on 25. March 
2020 which was planned to focus on pinning down and ‘deciding’ on concrete goals and objectives 
of the platform (supported by the IR team), to identify future ‘leaders’ among the regional stake-
holders, and to design a roadmap for the future after InnoForESt has ended. A (final) decision on 
an organizational form had not been expected for this event. Subsequently, another public event 
in the context of a larger jazz festival organized by Thomas Dickbauer (Jazz im Hoizwerk) in July 
2020 was expected to be the first platform event mainly organized by the regional stakeholders 
(with guidance and support from the IR team if deemed useful by the organizing team). Here, the 
idea was to present also some sort of an analysis of the past developments and outcomes of the 
platform building process in Eisenwurzen from an IR team perspective. Further, it was hoped to 
serve as a ‘baton-change’ event. 

Currently (April 2020), the immediate future is quite unclear. The scheduled Task-Force meeting 
in March 2020 needed to be cancelled. From a practical perspective, it might be reasonable to 
assume that we would be able to have this Task-Force meeting in late summer, early autumn. 
However, it is entirely unclear if regional stakeholders would be ‘ready’ to continue as planned 
and to turn their heads ‘again’ to these issues. On the one hand, they may face extreme personal 
or business-related challenges so that literally ‘surviving’ in the short-term is overall and only 
important. On the other hand, it is exactly the idea of collective activities and connection across 
the Forest-Wood value chain that makes the platform approach even more needed and valuable. 
Further, it might be expected that stakeholders (and people/consumers in general) are encour-
aged to see the advantages of regional (instead of global) value chains and product chains to, first, 
become less dependent from international supply chains and products and, second, to support in 
particular regional SMEs that are likely to suffer economically and otherwise from the COVID-19 
crisis.  

Assuming a certain continuing interest on part of the regional stakeholders, it seems important to 
still have the Task-Force-Meeting and to talk about (updated) platform objectives and the future. 
It is uncertain if it is feasible to have a larger ‘baton-change’ event as a public event or as another 
CINA workshop. If the ‘jazz event’, planned for early July, is taking place is currently unclear. 
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https://universiteittwente-my.sharepoint.com/personal/e_j_aukes_utwente_nl/Documents/Documents/InnoForESt/WP4/D4.2/D4.2%20final%20subreports/subreports%20docs/D4.2%20-%20CINA%20workshop%20report%20case%20CZ-SK_20200529_final%20edit.docx#_Toc41659913
https://universiteittwente-my.sharepoint.com/personal/e_j_aukes_utwente_nl/Documents/Documents/InnoForESt/WP4/D4.2/D4.2%20final%20subreports/subreports%20docs/D4.2%20-%20CINA%20workshop%20report%20case%20CZ-SK_20200529_final%20edit.docx#_Toc41659914
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Overall case description 
The Innovation Region “Hybrid ecosystem service governance Slovakia/Czech Republic” is based 
on collective action of self-organized long lasting institution, such as forest commons in a sense 
of common forests owned/managed by group of individuals i) with shared ownership of forest, 
or ii) who are members of land trust. The collective actions address the social dilemma of bal-
ancing individual interests to forest overuse over societal interest in sustainable forest ecosys-
tem services provision. Of particular importance are climate regulation, biodiversity, recreation 
and education are concerned. The locations are in the Forest commons Hybe (SK) and Land 
Trust Association Čmelak (CZ) where in both innovative “collective actions” were developed 
based on self-organization of the community. 

Self-organized institutions provide forest ecosystem services based on adaptability and flexibil-
ity of members in forest commons (private property - jointly owned) and land trusts (non-
governmental organization). This enables innovative practices in forest management to support 
the provision of non-timber forest products and services, in particular enables the evolution of 
nature-based forestry. Whereas in Slovakia forest commons have a long history and tradition of 
the self-organised forest communities goes back to 18th century, in Czechia the innovative activ-
ities based on self-organization in the Land association Čmelak started in the 1990s. Both com-
munities are characterized by a relatively rapid response to the various challenges they face in 
their activities, and thus the willingness to introduce innovative approaches in forestry. 

Although governance of both examples covered by the innovation region is based on self-
organization, some differences can be identified. There is the difference in the focus of their ac-
tivities, development of innovative activities, size, number of involved stakeholders, way of 
management, sources of financing, etc. Whereas Čmelak is more oriented towards the nature 
protection and conservation and is already advanced in innovative activities (such as provision 
of non-timber forest product and services, growing own seedlings, using PES schemes like certif-
icates) in forestry, the Forest commons Hybe is more business oriented and introduction of in-
novative activities (e.g. carbon forestry) is still being considered. Financing of the forest man-
agement under the Čmelak is not self-sufficient and is in demand for external funding. In the 
Forest commons Hybe revenues come from forestry activities. Čmelak implement its activities 
on relatively small area whereas the Forest commons Hybe is to steer several times larger terri-
tory. Due to the specific position of Čmelak many different stakeholders are involved and have 
influence on innovation activities. 

1.2 Problem background 
This part of the analysis is mainly based on outputs from Workshop with stakeholders of Urbar 
Hybe (Urbar Hybe, 2018), and Roundtable (focus group) with stakeholders of Čmelak (Čmelak, 
2018). 
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In response to natural disturbances (forest wind calamities and following bark beetle calami-
ties), the Forest commons Hybe adopted a new management strategy and plan, introducing nat-
ural regeneration and intensive communication between members in order to improve their 
economic balance. The new forest management plan supports a natural regeneration of forests 
such as use of local seeds (instead of buying tree seedlings from certified companies but less 
resilient due to growing them in different climatic conditions). It led to increased forests resili-
ence, reductions of pests and costs savings. More intensive communication between the mem-
bers as well as with state institutions was introduced to change attitudes of members, mitigate 
conflicts among them and to enforce adaptation of forest management closer to carbon smart 
forestry. The reforestation of damaged forests results in young diverse forests that are not only 
spruce monocultures and increase the carbon sequestration. All the activities are aiming to in-
crease forest resilience and well-being of the local community and other users of forest ecosys-
tem services (opportunities for recreation) and contribution to climate change mitigation by 
carbon sequestration (Urbar Hybe, 2018). 

In Čmelak, studied innovative activities towards more diversified New virgin forest are based on 
the sale of “certificates of patronage”1, cooperation with companies, public grants as well as vol-
untary work of association members. However, the financial sources from selling certificates 
(used for buying new land) is decreasing, as well as money from public grants (used for forest 
management activities). In the beginning public expressed positive interest (public money col-
lection, certificates, volunteers), but innovation doesn’t currently attract new buyers. Buyers 
bought the certificates mostly only one time, they do not buy it again/repeatedly, thus it is only 
one-off source of money. In these days it seems, that most of the potential buyers have bought 
the certificates, number of new buyers is decreasing. Therefore, Čmelak is looking for some new 
product/innovation which will bring continuous sources of money (Čmelak, 2018). 

In both communities there is income stagnation these days and they are searching for new op-
portunities to finance their innovative activities. So far, innovative activities are not really based 
on any policy instruments and they are based on the (voluntary) activities of the community 
members and management. It shows, that sustainable forestry in common forests is possible, but 
it is time demanding and it needs much of enthusiasm and effort by members of the communi-
ties. 

Activities are partly perceived as negative by some groups of stakeholders. For, example the 
president of the land trust Čmelak is an important local politician and due to the connection with 
his public function some activities are seen in negative light (this is supported mainly by opposi-
tion). In Urbar Hybe some activities after natural disturbances are seen as negative by environ-
mental NGOs because of the calamity harvesting in National Park as well as because of slow re-
forestation after calamity (due to natural reforestation which is more time consuming). Calamity 
harvesting is realized after natural disturbances such as forest wind calamities or bark beetle 
calamities. It is not planned harvesting following the forest plans. 

 
1 Buyers of “certificates of patronage” (typically citizens, but also firms) become “patrons” of a number of 
square metres of “New Virgin Forest”. In the New Virgin Forest, the old spruce monoculture is replaced by 
close-to-nature mixed forest. Among others, revenues from selling certificates are used for buying new to-
be-converted spruce monoculture land. 
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2 Case overview 

2.1 Case history 
Although the studied communities in the two countries have evolved for different time periods 
(in Slovakia from 1880s, in Czechia from 1990s), they are both based on long-lasting institutions, 
which enable promotion of innovative activities. Over time, members of communities increase 
their knowledge and build trust among each other. They have courage and willingness to work 
together and improve the management of their forest. Innovations were in general accepted 
well. There were problems with game hunters and in consequence with public administration of 
game hunting (in Czechia), forest protection and environmental NGOs (Slovakia). Slovakian en-
vironmental activists and NGOs tried to delay calamity harvesting in National Park arguing for 
natural self-restoration of the forest. The Hybe community perceived this very negatively, be-
cause they tried to harvest bark-beetle-infected trees as quickly as possible to prevent further 
spread to healthy trees and subsequent additional economic damage to the community. 
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Table 1 History of Forest commons Hybe according to workshop participants (Urbar Hybe, 2018). 
1887 Establishment of the Forest commons Hybe 

1890-
1923 

They bought more land and forests 

1953 Nationalization of the community property by communists 

1978 Establishment of the National Park Low Tatra Mountains (it covers part of the forests of Forest 
commons Hybe) 

1992 Denationalisation after fall of socialism and the emergence of the modern Forest commons 
Hybe 

1993 Changes in national law and more restrictions in forest management 

2004 Wind calamity which destroyed significant part of the forests after which new forest manage-
ment plan was developed and new young forest with higher biodiversity was established 

2007 Wind calamity which destroyed significant part of the forests – it also contributed to reduction 
of wood prices in following years 

2008 Get the PEFC certificate from Programme for the Endorsement of Forest Certification (PEFC) 

2010 Establishment of own sawmill to process own wood – till now the potential capacity is not fully 
used 

2017 Discussion about future income opportunities started  

Table 2 History of land trust Čmelak identified during focus group meeting (Čmelak, 2018). 
1994 Establishment of the association/land trust Čmelak, start of activities towards restoring 

mixed forest damaged by bark beetles in Jizerske mountains, cultivation of diverse seed-
ling (instead of planted spruce monoculture) 

2000 Movement of all activities of Čmelak from Jizerske Mountains to Podještědí (under Jested 
mountain near Liberec city), sale of diverse seedlings to private owners 

2003 Establishment of New Virgin Forest, purchase of the first land (7 ha), public money collec-
tion (other land bought more or less continuously during the following years) 

2005 Sale of the first Certificate - new source of money (income from public collection has stag-
nated later), sales to private persons, citizens; resources for forest managing, reforesta-
tion, buy up land /glades 

2006 Use of subsidies from grant schemes, creation of nature trail forest management in the 
New Virgin Forest 

2008 The first cooperation with companies – sponsorship, mainly for the maintenance of glades, 
new marketing, new form of promotion (spots etc.) 

2016 purchase of cottage close to the site of New Virgin Forest - the possibility to stay for those 
interested in New Virgin Forest (recreation) and educational programs for schools 

2019 Current state: 35 ha of New virgin forest, 63 ha total (glades, wetlands, forests) 
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The new “co-director” (with the role of an executive director) was hired in the first half of 2019. 
Since then, cooperation between the project and Čmelak has been more active. One other factor 
may play a significant role: the founder and main innovator of Čmelak (he play a role of presi-
dent/chairman rather than director) was an active politician for last several years (mayor and 
deputy mayor of the city of Liberec, chairman of local political party). After the municipal elec-
tions (end of 2018) his party his party got into opposition and he has much more time to work 
again in Čmelak. He also plays a very significant role in our cooperation and in innovation pro-
cess revival. 

2.2 Brief stakeholder constellation 
The innovations in this innovation region are based on the community members themselves. 
Their self-organisation and ability to resist social (e.g. new legislation) and natural disturbances 
(e.g. forest wind calamities) and to act on them are considered as the key factors for innovation. 
The study concerns two communities in the two countries with long-lasting institutions as the 
governance innovation. These institutions address the social dilemma of balancing individual 
interests to overuse forests and the societal interest in sustainable forest ecosystem services 
provision regardless of property rights (Schlager and Ostrom, 1992; see also chapter 1.1). In 
particular, climate regulation, biodiversity, recreation and education are concerned. The key 
question addressed is how collective/community rules-in-use in different governance structures 
may stimulate innovation to sustainable FES provision in the long term. We perform the study 
on two historically, politically, geographically and institutionally similar examples with different 
property relations. 

Legislation in both countries struggles with conflicts between forest protection and forestry 
standards, e.g. while Forest laws command the removal of fallen wood from the forest, Nature 
Protection laws prohibit this and do not permit remove fallen wood from the forests without 
long permission process which results in spreading of the bark beetle (Brnkaľáková, 2016). 

The forest commons Hybe and its forests are located in the municipality Hybe, Northern Slo-
vakia and surroundings. The ecological forest borders are clearly identified. However, social 
boundaries align with the traditional commons regime established by historical Austro-
Hungarian Law, which was adopted in modern Slovak legislation (called “urbar”). In urbars, 
community members share property by ideal share2 and rules-in-use follow common pool re-
source regime principles (Ostrom, 2009). Urbars are nested in national legal forest management 
and governance structures. External actors may not always understand and support their inno-
vative activities leading to various disputes. 

 
2 Each member of the community owns a share of the common forest, without knowing, which particular 
part of the forest belongs to him. E.g. if the community has 2000 members and the common forest covers 
an area of 4000 hectares, each member owns 1/2000 of the common forest (equaling 2 hectares). Mem-
bers cannot use or sell any specific 2 hectares of the forest. They are co-owners/shareholders of the whole 
forest. 
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Čmelak is a relatively newly established land trust3 in the form of NGO, whose members decide 
jointly about forest activities (as members, the board or during the membership meeting). The 
broader network of actors consists of forest experts, volunteers, game hunters and private do-
nors and sponsors, who bought patronage certificates of the New Virgin Forest. This constitutes 
a new, certificate-based common pool resource regime as a means for a virtually-shared forest 
ownership established by rules-in-use (especially in relation to the ways of the forest manage-
ment), instead of legally-shared property ownership. This novel governance structure is not 
embedded in the Czech national legislation system. Čmelak is the innovator and its members – 
some of whom work on-site as volunteers – support the innovation. Most stakeholders perceive 
the innovation and Čmelak’s activities as positive, except for game hunters and public admin-
istration of hunting (because of fences in the forest to protect the fledgling virgin forest from 
damage caused by wild animals, see stakeholder analysis). 

Forest experts play a very important role. In general, these experts are assigned by the public 
administration to help the smaller forest owners with forest management and to secure compli-
ance with the Forest law. The specific forest expert who is collaborating with Čmelák is very 
open to innovation and supports the activities of Čmelak (but this is not the case for all forest 
experts). Beneficiaries from the innovative activities are not only members of local forest com-
munities but also wider society because there are multiple ecosystem services are provided by 
forests (mostly regulation and cultural services). 

 
3 According to Czech Union for Nature Conservation Land trusts are voluntary, non-profit organizations 
that are focused on nature and monument protection. Land trusts take care of the properties they possess 
or they perform their activities in cooperation with the owners of the properties, through contracts or 
agreements. For more details see 
http://www.csop.cz/index.php?cis_menu=3&m1_id=2074&m_id_old=1257 
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Table 3 Actors in the Čmelak and Hybe Innovation Regions. (* SME (Small and medium enterprises) // ** PR (Private), PU 
(Public), PU-PR (Public-Private), C (Collective) // *** L (Local), R (Regional), N (National), I (International) // **** L 
(Low), A (Average), H (High)) 

Stakeholder (CETIP, 
IREAS) 

Stakeholder category 
(UIBK) * 

Sphere 
** 

Business type 
Scale 

*** 

Openness to 
innovation 

**** 

Čmelák z.s. 
Civil society actors / 
land- and forest own-
ers 

PR/C 
Forest and natural resource 
management (forest/nature 
conservation)/ forestry service 

L H 

Forest expert Public administration PU-PR 
Forest management and consult-
ing service 

L H 

Department of Planning 
Authority 

Public administration PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management 

R L 

Department of Forest 
Protection 

Public administration PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management / Forestry service 

R L 

Nature Conservation Agen-
cy of the Czech Republic 

Protected areas organ-
ization 

PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management 

N M 

National ministries Public administration PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management / Forestry service 

N L 

Self-governed region Public administration PU 
Regional development and nature 
conservation 

R L 

Small municipalities 
Land- and forest own-
ers 

PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management / Tourism/ forestry 
service 

L L 

Municipality of Liberec Public administration PU 
Regional development and nature 
conservation 

L L 

State Environmental Fund Public administration PU 
Funding sponsor and consulting 
service 

N M 

State Administration of 
Hunting 

Public administration PU Natural resource management L-R L 

Volunteers Recreational users PR Nature conservation L-R M 
Tourists Recreational users PR Tourism L L 

Neighboring forest owners 
Land- and forest own-
ers 

PU-PR 
Forest and natural resource 
management/ forestry service 

L-R L 

Land trusts 
Land- and forest own-
ers/ Civil society 
actors 

C 
Forest and natural resource 
management/ forestry service 

L L 

Supporters Financial enterprises PR Funding sponsor L-R H 
Environmental NGOs Civil society actors C Nature conservation N/R/L L 
Businesses SME PR Funding sponsor R M 
Scientists, experts Scientific organizations PU-PR Research and consulting R-N M-H 
Local citizens Recreational users PR Recreation/tourism L L 
Environmental inspection Public administration PU Nature conservation N L 
Game hunters Civil society actors C Game hunting L L 

Forest commons Hybe 
Cooperation network 
and consulting cluster 

C 
Forest and natural resource 
management / Forestry service 

L H 

National Park Low Tatra 
Mountains 

Protected areas organ-
izations 

PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management/ Nature conserva-
tion 

R-N M 

Slovak government Public administration PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management/ Nature conserva-
tion 

N L 

Municipality of Hybe Public administration PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management 

L L 

Land and Forestry De-
partment 

Public administration PU 
Forestry service/ Forest and 
natural resource management/ 

R L 

Tourists/Cyclists Recreational users PR Tourism R L 
Environmental activ-
ists/organizations 

Civil society actors C Nature conservation R-N H 

Customers Recreational users PR 
Users of forest production ecosys-
tem services 

R-N M 

National Forest Centre 
Zvolen 

Protected areas organ-
izations 

PU 
Forest and natural resource 
management/ Research  

N M 
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2.3 Reflection: overall governance situation before workshop 
The stakeholder network in Czechia and Slovakia IR in a long-term remained relatively stable. In 
case of forest common Hybe (SK) the network contains of local citizens and municipalities, Na-
tional Park “Low Tatra Mountains”, environmental NGOs and activists, district office (Land and 
forestry department), game hunters, tourist (summers’ and winters’ ones). In case of Čmelak 
(Czechia) the network includes previously mentioned forest expert, volunteers, game hunters 
and private donors and sponsors (those who bought the certificates of the New Virgin Forest). In 
both countries, IR registered conflicts with the legislation (wood removal/retention require-
ment) and conflict with the game hunters (mainly in the Czechia) and this problems still exists – 
the legislation didn’t changed so far. The most important change in both cases is decreasing in-
come. This could be seen as one of the most important factors fostering the individual will to 
change forest management in more innovative ways. 

After the 2018 the main changes can be seen in broadening the stakeholder networks. During 
the InnoForESt activities, communication in Hybe expanded to include old members or nature 
protection authorities. During the workshops in Čmelak (roundtable, second CINA workshop) it 
was managed to bring together stakeholders that haven’t been able to meet before. Their inter-
est to participate and discuss the factors and scenarios was partly done due to the bark beetle 
calamity and generally poor conditions of forests in country and their need to address current 
problems. 

The 2nd CINA workshop on prototype development and discussion on different scenarios show 
the potential way in future development for Čmelak and other stakeholders / forest owners. 
Common discussion about scenarios and factors shows the importance of addressing the prob-
lem of overpopulated game and the need to protect new seedlings (damaged by overpopulated 
games, which is not effective covered by legislation) but also the possibility to compensate for-
ests owners by public/regulatory compensations for more provision of FES (than wood produc-
tion). 

3 Overall approach 

3.1 Innovation strategy of the case study 
Because of very likely decrease of timber production in next decades due to increased calamity 
logging in recent years, Members of Forest commons in Urbar Hybe are aware of that they have 
to change their traditional approach to forest management (oriented mainly on wood produc-
tion and profit maximization) and that they have to continue with innovative approaches they 
started to implement several years ago, such as higher diversity of tree species, natural forest 
regeneration, organic matter left on the soil, and selective cutting. Nevertheless, this will be a 
joint decision of the whole community of forest owners. Čmelak is in recent years also facing the 
decrease of revenue (because of declining sales of “certificate of patronage” and less resources 
from public grants), so they are open to implement innovations in forestry management which 
will bring both: additional financial resources and improvement and intensification of forest 
ecosystem services provision. 

All innovation activities are rather open-ended according to the possibilities of expansion of new 
forest management practices to new lands and to find new ways of their financing (based on 
payments for ecosystem services). Representatives of both forest communities are considering 
further actions and development and they are open to new ideas. 
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We organized workshops (e.g. the workshop in 1 October, 2019) where a broad range of stake-
holders was sitting around one table. Without these events, they would not meet for such collec-
tive discussions. Some of them are also still in individual bilateral contact. At the end of the 
workshop, many of the stakeholders asked us, if we will continue in organizing such events. We 
are now preparing a follow-up discussion/workshop (most probably in February 2020) where 
we will continue with a more intensive discussion about the future of forest management in the 
region. 

3.2 Platform and network process 
The following list presents the key interactions with the local stakeholders and meetings of IR 
team where the further development of both collective actions was discussed: 

• Collective Governance of Ecosystem Services Slovakia/Czech Republic: Introductory 
meeting (Prague - CZ, 15-16 December 2017) 

• 1st InnoForESt CINA workshop: Innovations in Forestry: Forest commons Hybe (Hybe – 
SK, 3 July 2018) 

• Focus group/round-table discussion with Čmelak 1 (Liberec – CZ, 11 July 2018) 
• Collective Governance of Ecosystem Services Slovakia/Czech Republic: Stakeholder 

analysis (Prague - CZ, 25-6 September 2018) 
• Collective Governance of Ecosystem Services Slovakia/Czech Republic: Governance as-

sessment (Prague – CZ, 28 November 2018) 
• Focus group Čmelak 2 (Liberec – CZ, 10 January 2019) 
• Collective Governance of Ecosystem Services Slovakia/Czech Republic: Scenarios (Pra-

gue – CZ, 16 January 2019) 
• Collective Governance of Ecosystem Services Slovakia/Czech Republic: Role Board Game 

Adaptation (Prague – CZ, 8 March 2019) 
• Meeting with a key representative of Čmelak: pre-discussion of scenarios, organization 

of the 2nd CINA workshop (Liberec, the Czech Republic, 3 July 2019) 
• Interviews with individual stakeholders in Hybe about concrete innovation factors by 

CETIP team members - SETFIS interview about key influencing factors, (Slovakia, August 
2019)  

• Interview with stakeholder in Liberec (forest expert and forest manager of Čmelak’s for-
ests) – key influencing innovation factors (Liberec, Czech Republic, 26 September, 2019) 

• 2nd InnoForESt CINA workshop in Liberec, (Liberec, Czech Republic, 1 October, 2019) 
• Meeting with a key representative of Čmelak: organization of the “Czech-German” field 

IR field trip; organization of next workshop with stakeholders (Liberec, Czech Republic, 
5 December, 2019) 

• Discussion seminar with broader (expert) public “Forests in time of Climate change” (Li-
berec, Czech Republic, 22 January, 2020) 

• Planned activities:  
o 3rd CINA Workshop: Prototype assessment and road mapping 

Several smaller meetings/skype or phone calls were organized to prepare the 1st CINA work-
shop held in Hybe and the round-table (focus group) in Čmelak (not all of them are listed above). 
The aim of those first meetings was to know each other (IREAS, CETIP, Čmelak, Hybe), gain 
knowledge about history of both forest commons and to identify key actors in innovation pro-
cess (directly and indirectly involved). 
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In the meantime, between the two CINA workshops, several intensive meetings between IREAS, 
as a representative of the IR, and CETIP, as a scientific partner, were organized to discuss the 
stakeholders and governance analysis. At the same time, in cooperation with people from 
Čmelak and Hybe the historical timelines of both forest collective actions were developed. In 
close collaboration between IR and science partners the main obstacles and barriers for innova-
tion development were identified and further analyzed. The goal of those activities was to have 
materials for developing innovation scenarios and gain inputs for adapting the RBG. 

The 1st CINA workshop and round-table was also necessary for the identification of key barriers 
and motivation factors, which together with the SETFIS factors allow us to prepare inputs for the 
discussion on the 2nd CINA workshop among others stakeholders. The lively character of the 
discussion on factors was the indication that they are also very important for innovation proto-
typing and not only the discussion of different scenarios itself. It shows, that lot of stakeholders 
share the same problems (bark beetle, drought, overpopulated game, financial problems etc.) 
and that these problems also affect both the discussion about the scenarios and establishing of 
new scenario/prototype as well as the discussion about next steps of stakeholders to make lob-
by group and to affect the national legislation. 

3.3 Overall CINA workshop strategy 
During the first workshop in Hybe (July 2018) and focus group in Čmelak (July 2018), the histo-
ry of the innovation process was described and influential factors were identified. Also, perspec-
tives on potential futures were discussed (threats, opportunities, ideas on new innovations). 
Based on these events, the first draft scenarios were created, which were afterwards discussed 
during other meetings with members of Čmelak. The aim for the 2nd CINA workshop was to 
very deeply discus factors and scenarios with wider range of stakeholders. About 20 stakehold-
ers attended the CINA workshop. During the second CINA workshop (October 2019), this broad 
group of stakeholders selected the final set of ca. 10 most important factors and the scenarios 
were discussed. During the scenario discussion, some new ideas for readjustment of the scenari-
os have occurred, or we can say the first draft of prototype was proposed. The group of stake-
holders agreed, that we (IREAS+CETIP) should organize another follow-up workshops and cre-
ate a working group, which will help further develop and discuss a prototype, which will be most 
probably based mainly on scenario 1 (with possible involvement of elements from scenario 3). 
This prototype is a result of discussion not only about the draft of three scenarios, but also about 
the factors. Discussions showed that stakeholders want to address main issues and obstacles in 
the prototype development (overpopulated game and systematic financial compensations for 
provisioning of non-production forest functions for forest owners and managers).  

The sequence of the workshops and meetings followed a logic structure: getting know each oth-
er (IREAS, CETIP, Hybe, Čmelak) ⇒ preparations for 1st CINA workshop ⇒ 1st CINA workshop 
⇒ elaboration of outputs from 1st workshop (factors, barriers, stakeholder analysis etc.) ⇒ 
preparation of scenarios and adaptation of RBG ⇒ preparation for 2nd CINA workshop ⇒ 2nd 
CINA workshop (discussion of scenarios, prototype development, RBG). The aims and our as-
sumptions from workshops are described in section 3.2.  
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4 Type 1 workshop(s): Innovation analysis and visioning 

4.1 Visioning workshop 1 
4.1.1 Scenarios used 
The 1st CINA workshop in Hybe (SK) (Urbar Hybe, 2018) and related round table dicsussion 
(focus group) in Liberec (CZ) (Čmelak, 2018) were used mainly for development of scenarios. 
Stakeholders identified key factors for development of innovation activities in their regions. 
Based on the workshops and further discussions with stakeholders three main possible ways of 
development were identified. Table 4 shows the first version of different possible scenarios 
which may be considered and which will be further discussed with stakeholders in both com-
munities. These were developed as a response on the first workshop. 

First scenario is based on state regulation, which is stressing the nature conservation goals (see 
Table 4). The communities of owners of the common forest would be compensated for loss of 
income due to implementation of nature conservation measures to achieve higher FES provision. 

Market rules in combination with external certification authority (this authority is not connected 
with the forest owners) is the basic governance arrangement for the second scenario. Thanks to 
increasing environmental awareness and demand for local and regional products the local wood 
produced in a sustainable way will be sold to local market (chains) and used in local restau-
rants/hotels/public buildings. Within this scenario the value added of local wood (from envi-
ronmental point of view, which can mean more money for sustainable forestry activities and 
support of local economy) will be key point. A trusted certification authority will guarantee the 
quality and local origin of the wood. 

The third scenario is based on the payments for ecosystem services designed and managed by 
the community itself. It is based on the self-regulation (and monitoring)/self-governance of the 
community. In relation to the workshop (Urbar Hybe, 2018) and roundtable (Čmelak, 2018) the 
payment scheme can be based on a selling of carbon „indulgences“/offsets to compensate a car-
bon footprint in a way of certificates of CO2 compensations for tourist, local businesses (local 
entrepreneurs and firms), wide public or based on the idea of forest ecosystem services as a 
marketable goods in a way of continuous financial resources for wood chipping, planting new 
trees/forests, other carbon forestry technologies. 
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Table 4 First scenario versions. 

Scenarios/Asp Scenario 1: Regulatory (compen-
sations) 

Scenario 2: Local market (PES, cer-
tificates..) 

Scenario 3: Hybrid ecosystem service governance (FES- 
community payments) 

Actor configura-
tion 

Forest owners, forest industry, 
recreation, nature conservation 
authority, municipality,  

Forest owners, forest (and timber) 
industry, recreation, nature conserva-
tion authority, municipality, local mar-
ket chains and networks  

Forest owners, forest associations, nature conservation authori-
ty, municipality, recreation and citizens networks,  

Governance 
arrangement 

Regulatory rules (state, local au-
thority) 

Market rules + external authority (e.g. 
a certification committee which will 
guarantee the quality/regionalism of 
certificated goods and services - e.g. 
certificates for local wood)  

Self-governance/self-regulation within the community (the 
community will determine the purpose of the payments, the 
price for the services and goods as well as the decision about 
planting/harvesting/implementation of carbon forestry tech-
nologies)  

Organisational 
embedding 

Ministry of Environment, Ministry 
of agriculture and Forestry 

Forest owners, landowners unions, 
external certification committee  

Forest associations (subject/agent which supply FES certifi-
cates)  

Business model State regulation: harvesting limits, 
stress on nature conservation, 
compensation for loss of income 
(because of FES provision), support 
of nature conservation  

Profit growth/ marketing of added 
value of local wood => more money for 
sustainable forestry activities, support 
of local economy  
expected harvesting payments 
local wood certification for products 
with added value 

(Voluntary) payments to support long-term FES provision 
e.g. selling of carbon „indulgences“ – reduction of carbon foot-
print => selling certificates of CO2 reduction to tourist, local 
businesses, wide public 
FES as marketable good – continuous financial resources for 
wood chipping, planting new trees/forests, other carbon forest-
ry technologies  
Self-regulation and monitoring 

Role of citizenry Citizens as members of forest co-
operative and local community, 
enviro-activists and networks  
Because of regulation realized by 
public administration is the role of 
citizenry very limited  

Common planting days (volunteers), 
users/ citizens  
Pushing on local public administration 
to use local wood (in schools, town hall 
etc.…) 
Citizen demand (= tourists) for tourism 
infrastructure equipped with products 
from local wood (hotels, restaurants, 
outdoor benches etc.)  
Customers of local companies – envi-
ronmental awareness 

Citizens as members of forest cooperative and local community 
=> collaborating on setting rules, enviro-activists and networks  
As buyers of CO2 indulgences 
Customers of local companies which are CO2 neutral – envi-
ronmental awareness 
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Table 4 First scenario versions. 

Scenarios/Asp Scenario 1: Regulatory (compen-
sations) 

Scenario 2: Local market (PES, cer-
tificates..) 

Scenario 3: Hybrid ecosystem service governance (FES- 
community payments) 

Role of techn. & 
science 

knowledge of ecosystem based 
solutions vs sectoral  

Technology for sustainable forest man-
agement, Virtual marketing  

Novel technology for FES sustainable provision, Marketing, 
evaluation + justification of environmental impacts, approaches 
for collective action  

Discourse con-
text 

Lack of financing, legal, institution-
al misfit: Nature conservation vs 
forestry  

Market price pressure to increase 
wood production, market competitive-
ness of local wood (less intensive har-
vesting/more expensive wood?) 
support of local economy  

Corporate social responsibility  
Carbon footprint 

Key trends Possible new regulations for EU on 
carbon targets 
growing environmental awareness 

Possible new regulations for EU on 
carbon targets, stronger private gov-
ernance and liberalization, incentives 
for low carbon (business) environ-
ments  
Rising of environmental awareness + 
rising demand for local/regional prod-
ucts 

Possible new regulations for EU on carbon targets, growing 
environmental awareness, biodiversity  
Collaborative approach for low carbon business model, effective 
ecosystem service governance  
Rising of environmental awareness  

Uncertainties Forest damages, real carbon stor-
age, prevent the release of carbon 
(fires, harvesting etc.).  

Demand side (for local timber), de-
mand for certified local wood by local 
businesses  

Demand for CO2 certificates and profitability of ES innovations  
real carbon storage 

Future prospect Lack of findings for state nature 
conservation regime 

Market based PFES and regional goods 
Focus more on local/regional economy 
than on FES production 

Continuous payments for long term provision of FES regime 
based on the self-organization of the community  
Focus primarily on long-lasting FES provision  
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4.1.2 Setting 
The workshop was divided into the following sections: 

A. Introduction of the project, program and stakeholders – introduction of researchers, pro-
ject logic and all participants and outline expected outcome from the discussion. 

B. Innovation process and its stages – stakeholders identified the key actors who were di-
rectly involved in the innovative process and those who have indirectly influenced it, 
they also identified important dates/milestones in development of their innovation ac-
tivities. 

C. Identification of key issues for the innovation development – stakeholders identified key 
issues which represent barriers or obstacles for innovation development. 

D. Identification of key “motivation” factors for the innovation development – stakeholders 
examined the main "motivation" factors which influence the innovation development. 

There was also a short excursion in surrounding forests managed by Forest commons Hybe. 

After the workshop, the focus group (round table discussion) was conducted in Liberec with 
representatives of the Čmelak association. The focus group had exactly the same arrangements 
as the workshop and provided additional findings for future scenario development. Thus, the 
workshop contributed to the visioning and analysis of what was going to be the innovation pro-
totype. The workshop was organized on 3 July 2018. The focus group was organized on 11 July 
2018. 

4.1.3 Participants 
Mainly key stakeholders from Urbar Hybe were invited for the first workshop in Hybe and focus 
group in Liberec. There were rather internal actors who are working in innovation regions. In 
Hybe main managers from the forest commons Hybe participated together with invited external 
experts on the carbon forestry and researchers from CETIP and IREAS. In land Trust Čmelak 
only internal actors were invited. Both meetings were organized in rather smaller arrangements 
to have focused discussions: 10 participants in Hybe and 5 participants in Liberec. 

4.1.4 Key thematic findings 
Key findings form the workshop in Hybe (Urbar Hybe, 2018) and the Focus Group in Liberec 
(Čmelak, 2018) were used for mapping of historical development (see chapter 2.1) and the 
stakeholder analysis (see chapter 2.1). 

In Urbar Hybe the forest community face to the challenge in relation to establishment of more 
effective communication between community members as well as with external actors, such as 
NGOs, National part, state institutions, etc. According to the leaders, there is needed a change in 
attitudes of members, mitigate conflicts among them and to enforce adaptation of forest man-
agement closer to carbon smart forestry. The reforestation of damaged forest results in young 
diverse forest not only spruce monoculture and increased a carbon sequestration. All the activi-
ties are aiming to increase forest resilience and well-being of the local community and other 
users of forest ecosystem services (opportunities for recreation) and contribution to climate 
change mitigation by carbon sequestration (Urbar Hybe, 2018). 
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In Čmelak, studied innovative activities towards more diversified New virgin forest are based on 
the sale of the certificates, cooperation with companies, public grants as well as voluntary work 
of association members. However, the financial sources from selling certificates (used for buying 
new land) is decreasing, as well as money from public grants (used for forest management activ-
ities). In the beginning public expressed positive interest (public money collection, certificates, 
volunteers), but innovation doesn’t currently attract new buyers. Buyers bought the certificates 
mostly only one time, they do not buy it again/repeatedly, thus it is only one-off source of money 
(as described in section 1.2). In these days it seems, that most of the potential buyers have 
bought the certificates, number of new buyers is decreasing. Therefore, Čmelak is looking for 
some new product/innovation which will bring continuous sources of money (Čmelak, 2018). 
Possibilities are to stimulate legislative changes: non-productive ecosystem services should be 
more supported by the legislation (e.g. government-paid PES). Stakeholders’ common interest is 
to establish a working group, which will prepare materials for legislative change and lobby for 
that. They are also thinking about new types of certification, such as for CO2 compensation. In 
the past few months before writing, Čmelak has intensified its PR activities (new website, Face-
book etc.) and developed new project/campaigns (not all of which are directly related to for-
ests). For more details see chapter 4.1.1 Scenario used in CINA workshops. 

In both communities there is income stagnation these days and leaders of both communities are 
searching for new opportunities to finance their innovative activities. So far, innovative activities 
are not really based on any policy instruments and they are based on the (voluntary) activities of 
the community members and management. From this point of view, our experience is, that sus-
tainable (innovative) forestry management in common forests is possible without any govern-
mental interventions, but it is time demanding and it needs much of enthusiasm and effort by 
members of the communities. On the other hand, the stakeholders from our IR agreed, that for 
faster innovations implementation on a larger scale (in terms of new PES schemes, more focus-
ing on non-provisioning FES) of governmental interventions would be useful (e. g. governmental 
subsidies for particular forest management activities), but the stakeholders from IR should be 
involved in designing the governmental intervention. 

Activities are partly perceived as negative by some groups of stakeholders. For, example the 
president of the land trust Čmelak is an important local politician and due to the connection with 
his public function some activities are seen in negative light (this is supported mainly by opposi-
tion). In Urbar Hybe some forestry activities after natural disturbances are seen as problematic 
by the environmental NGOs because of the extensive calamity harvesting in National Park and 
slow reforestation after calamity due to natural reforestation (which is more time consuming) - 
see also section 2.1. 

4.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
Participants of the workshop consider as innovation the self-organization of their community 
and their ability to adapt to several social and natural disturbances that are happening in forest 
management due to the new legislation and forest calamities.  
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Despite the fact that self-organizing forest management communities already exist for quite a 
long time , their flexibility to respond to new challenges it is still an innovative forest manage-
ment model in the Czech-Slovak context. It can respond more flexibly to new challenges. We 
have the experience that the majority forest owner (in CZ as well as in SK the state owns more 
than 50 % of forests) does not respond so flexibly and does not take into account the needs of 
the local community (non-productive FES provision). Connection with the needs of community 
living in neighborhood to the forest (FES provision) as well as the flexibility and readiness for 
actions are of the most important innovative issues self-organized communities in forestry sec-
tor. 

Internal structure: This forest community is successful because of their special internal sophis-
ticated structure consisted from General Assembly, Committee and Supervisory Board that is not 
usual for other forest communities. The reason behind is that people in this community simple 
had / have the courage and willingness to work. 

Process of selling the wood: This community is also particularly innovative because they own 
their own expedition warehouse and sawmill allowing them to sell wood for better price in the 
market comparing to the other forest communities that sell wood directly in the forest where it 
is cut down. 

The fastest response to disturbances: The community was the first one from the groups of 
forest owners/managers in the fallen forests area that took the action and actively started to 
fight against natural disturbances - strong windstorm followed by beetle infestation (Ips 
typographus and Hylobius abietis). This action saved some of their economical returns. 
However, because of late response of neighboring forest areas, this community also have to face 
the bark beetle infestation spreading to their health forests from surrounding infected forests. 

Certification and its threat: This community also got the PEFC certificate for sustainable for-
estry as one of the first forest communities in Slovakia (in the year 2008). However, above de-
scribed natural disturbances have caused that community cannot sell certified wood anymore. 
They have to do only calamity logging in next few years due to the extensive damages caused by 
wind storms and bark beetle. They are worried how the economic situation of the community 
will change because calamity wood can be sold only for lower prices. 

The deterioration of economic prospects also causes internal conflict between the approximate-
ly 1000 community members. Most members expect continuous reimbursement for their shares 
in spite of difficulties to sustain forest community revenues after natural disturbances and funds 
required for forest regeneration.4 

 
4 In general, the governance mechanism follows an association style. The community mem-
bers/shareholders meet annually in a general assembly, the association’s highest authority. The general 
assembly elects the executive board (director, the bureau etc), which is, in turn, accountable to the general 
meeting. 
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Conflicting legislation: National legislation in Slovakia complicates the forest community´s 
management and recovery from natural disturbances. Two laws that foresters have to follow are 
in conflict (see also section 2.2). While the Forest law requires the removal of deadwood from 
the forest, Nature Protection law prohibits such removal without a permission process, especial-
ly now that part of this forest community’s forests are located in a National Park. For example 
diversified environmental NGOs can freely enter into this process (citizens’ initiatives, activists) 
and has the right to argue why not to permit the removal of deadwood. This is the big issue for 
this community because civil initiatives postponed the permission process and bark beetle 
spread even wider to healthy forests. (This community is the only one with a hunting area, 
which makes this community lucrative.) 

Possible solution – carbon management practice in future?: Participants of Focus Group can 
see possible solution in forest management adaptation to more carbon forest management but 
firstly they have to stabilize forests after natural disturbances and secondly there is the question 
of financial support to do such type of management. 

The community uses horses, cable yarding or tractors for timber skidding for years. These 
mechanisms compared to heavy harvester causing less carbon losses. Community also applied 
selective cutting instead of clear cuts. However, it is not possible anymore because of natural 
disturbances. Today, they started to spread natural regeneration of forests and participants of 
focus group expressed the willingness to apply another management practice of carbon forestry 
– leaving biomass in forest to cover soil and thus minimize carbon losses. However, the most 
effective way to realize this practice would be to make chips from left branches by machine and 
then put chips back to the forest on the soil. It would be beneficial for foresters because weeds 
would not grow so much, soil would stay moist and fertile as well as for global goal to keep car-
bon in the soil. But proper technology is necessary for this management practice and it costs too 
much money for such small community. However, if there is the payment mechanism for such 
ecosystem service provision they see it as a great solution. They see no problem if they would 
receive money from state and pay this money to the private owner of chipper for taking branch-
es from forest, making chips and returning them back to the forest. Participants of Focus Group 
are open to collaborate because they think that knowledge sharing and cooperation across the 
sectors is important for community well-being. 

A: Innovation process and its stages 

Together with stakeholders we have identified the whole innovation process, in particular key 
milestones and key actors involved. Stakeholders described in detail the story of their innovative 
activities. This part of the workshop addressed questions: 

• What is the innovative process? Which are key innovative activities? When your innova-
tion started? Who was the key actor at a particular stage? 

• Are there any policy instruments currently used (or associated with) the innovation? 
Which are they and how they work? 

• What are the main outcomes/(expected) impacts of your innovation? Has the innovation 
so far produced any unintended side effects? 

These discussions contributed to the creation of the innovations timelines (see chapter 2.1.) and 
identification of key stakeholders (see chapter 2.2.). The results at the workshop (Hybe, 2018) 
and focus group (Liberec, 2018) were originally created in form of timelines developed by 
stakeholders (see Figures 1-3). 
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Key dates in the history of the Forest commons – Urbar Hybe identified by stakeholders during 
the first workshop (Urbar Hybe, 2018) was the original establishment of forest commons Hybe 
in 1887 and its grow in the first half of 20th century to become the largest forest commons in 
Slovakia. The natural development of Urbar Hybe was interrupted by nationalization of the 
property by communists in the second half of the 20th century. Modern history of forest com-
mons in Slovakia started in 1992 and the management of the forest commons in Urbar Hybe was 
influenced by new restrictive legislation (1993) and by establishment of the National Park Low 
Tatra Mountains (1978). The development was negatively influenced by wind calamities (2004, 
2007) which destroyed significant part of the forests and contributed to bark beetle spreading 
and decrease of wood prices. On the other hand these natural disturbances lead members of the 
community to create a new forest management plan, establishment a new young forest with 
higher biodiversity, PEFC certification (2008), establishment of own sawmill to process own 
wood (2010). At the moment there are ongoing discussion about future income opportunities 
and possible innovative forestry solutions. 

Figure 2 Timeline of innovation in the Land trust Hybe (Source: InnoForESt workshop in Hybe (Urbar Hybe, 2018)). 

Figure 1 Timeline of innovation in the Land trust Cmelak (Part 1) (Source: InnoForESt focus group in 
Liberec (Liberec, 2018)). 
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The key dates for land trust Čmelak were identified during the round table discussion (Čmelak, 
2018). The association and land trust Čmelak was established in 1994 in order to restoring 
mixed forest damaged by bark beetles in Jizerske Mountains and cultivate of diverse seedlings. 
The forests in Jizerske Mountains were all owned by the state (managed by a state company 
“Lesy České republiky”). In that time Čmelak started to grow their own seedlings of indigenous 
species typical for this region (no spruce) with the vision, they will help to reforest the damaged 
mountain forest in a more sustainable way. But they did not own any forest land there, so they 
offered (for free or very low prices) the seedlings to the state company to use it. In that time the 
state company did not want to use it, they wanted to reforest the mountains with spruce again. 
Čmelak had thousands of seedlings and nobody wanted to use them. That’s why Čmelak moved 
his activities to Podještědí (near Liberec city; in 2000) and started establishment of New Virgin 
Forest after public money collection (first 7 ha of old spruce monoculture bought in 2003). They 
have sold the first Certificate (2005). Čmelak started to use subsidies from grant schemes and 
created a nature trail forest (2006). The cooperation with companies started in 2008. It was 
followed by educational programs for schools and possibility to eco-tourism in cottage (since 
2016). Nowadays Čmelak own a 35 ha of New Virgin Forest and 63 ha in total (glades, wetlands, 
forests; 2018). The first idea of establishment of own close-to-nature forest came from the 
founder and president of Čmelak. He is the main innovator in the community. The start of this 
innovation also affected by the fact, that the largest forest owner (state) was not interested in 
any innovation of forest management. They wanted to continue in the way, as it was for centu-
ries. Čmelak wanted to show, that alternative forest management is feasible. 

B: Identification of key issues for the innovation development 

The aim of this activity was to identify key issues which represent barriers or obstacles for inno-
vation development. Stakeholders could individually write maximally 6 critical issues (barriers 
or obstacles) for their innovations – each issue per one coloured post-it. All notes were collected 
and clustered on a board/large paper (Figure 4). Stakeholders later discussed about each top-
ic/cluster to address following questions:  

Figure 3 Timeline of innovation in the Land trust Cmelak (Part 2) 
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• Which past/current issues could be seen as barriers or obstacles that needed/need to be 
tackled for innovation development?  

• How do you deal with these issues? How you can overcome these issues? 

Stakeholders discuss and explained which are the most critical for the innovation development. 
They mentioned a problem with land accessibility as one of the most important as it connects 
many related issues. mentioned that forest management is easier in part of forests that are clos-
er to the village. Forests in this part are easier to access as well as to transport timber. Moreover, 
less restrictions of nature conservation are in this area that makes forest management less com-
plicated. On the contrary, remoted forests are poorly accessible and horses are the most suitable 
to use for timber transport. In addition, mountain terrain causes the problems for transport of 
the timber from the forests and wood processing. At the same time, there are also problems to 
build new roads in the forest (for harvesting as well as for fire protection) due to strict nature 
conservation restrictions. There is the conflict between our community and tourists as well as 
cyclists. As the community members built up the roads for vehicles to be able to access forest to 
manage which is not primary intended for the tourists/cyclists but at the end they are the main 
users who to some extend limits work of forest commons members and who leave their garbage 
there (in Slovakia everybody can access forest regardless of who owns it.). However, if the aim of 
nature conservation will be achieved and 25% of our forests will be in untouched zone, it means 
not only restrictions in forest management for our community but also tourists and cyclists ac-
cess to this part of forests will be prohibited. 

Participants discussed also general issues related to the limited infrastructure, e.g. limited in-
ternet connection and poor telephone signal, or to the out migration and aging population in 
the region which may limit innovation potential. 

Figure 4 Key issues for Land trust Hybe (Slovakia) (Source: InnoForESt workshop in 
Hybe (Urbar Hybe, 2018)). 
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Participants also mentioned that there is growing disconnection between forest community 
and local community. that Forest commons Urbar Hybe represents very important economic 
actor in the region. Village Hybe is not very attractive tourism area, and thus it does not have big 
income from this industry. Village (local community) expects forest community to invest money 
to the village for services (as it was usual in past) but there is growing number of shareholders 
that do not agree with such investments to the village services because they do not live there 
anymore, they prefer income is paid to them personally. In contrary, only few villagers value the 
community forests as natural heritage. The forest commons Urbar Hybe owns significant part of 
land that is used as forests or meadows and members of our forest community are trying for 
decades to protect this natural heritage because it is typical landscape for this region. But no-
body sees it as advantage/bonus that the forest community serves. 

Another issue is decreasing income from the forestry in future. So it seems that people do not 
care how much they will receive from forest community income coming from sold timber. How-
ever, most of members do not realize that the period of receiving income from mining will rapid-
ly decrease in next five years (because of natural disturbances). According to the workshop par-
ticipants, it will be necessary to reassess the whole structure of the community. 

There was also mentioned a conflict between Urbar Hybe and nature protectionists (envi-
ronmental NGOs), even if they see that they have many common interests and goals. Partici-
pants of Focus Group admit that the environmental NGOs is so successful in activism of entering 
into the forest management process permission because their campaign to protect na-
ture/forests was great. Participants also admit they should promote community´s goals, activi-
ties, values, etc. better and make their vision more visible. 

Some participants think that there are problematic, non-functional and low financial com-
pensations, because of the conflicts with nature conservation. They see possible opportunity in 
applying of EU funds, however other participants were sceptical as they think that compensa-
tions just simply do not work in Slovakia. 

Within the Czech focus group same activity was held to identify key issues and obstacles. The 
biggest issue for Čmelak was conflict with Municipality with extended power (extended compe-
tences, delegated act on behalf of state government) - department of hunting protection (on be-
half of state government; State administration of hunting; same officials as in the department of 
forest protection).  

Local hunters have lodge a complaint on behalf of this department to remove a fence (five 
hectares of fenced area protected the plant from over-populated game), because it impede the 
movement of game. Building Authority concurred with this argument (“fence has interfered in 
good welfare of game”). Therefore the fence should be removed, at Čmelak own expenses. Act 
(no. 289/1995 Coll., section 32, article 7) "it is forbidden to fence the forest for reasons of own-
ership or to restrict the general use of the forest, this does not apply to forest nurseries, fencing 
to protect forests against game and fencing the game preserve." It is also forbidden to make con-
structions in the forest. The hunters were claiming that the fence hinders hunting (that was their 
main motivation). They wanted to remove the fence. One of the way, how to remove it, was to 
label the fence as a construction (which is forbidden in the forest). So officially was this legal 
controversy mainly about form of the fence - the dispute about it is or it is not a construction 
(under Construction law). Department of hunting protection maintained that this fence is a con-
struction, which is in the forest forbidden. Within a conflict of interest the Department of hunt-
ing protection is biased in favour of local hunters. 
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The threat of emergence of precedent for other fences in the Czech Republic resulted in estab-
lishing a special commission. Representatives of 3 ministries (Ministry of Regional Development 
of the Czech Republic, Ministry of Agriculture of the Czech Republic, Ministry of Environment of 
the Czech Republic) draw a guidance document. That non-binding document sets out that this 
type of fences is not a construction (under Construction Law). The Czech Environmental Inspec-
torate (CEI) has taken a preliminary exemption under this statement, which has been valid for 
10 years. Since then, hunters have not complained, but they may at any time. Generally Czech 
laws are more inclined to hunters. 

Second biggest issue for Land Trust Cmelak is decreasing income. The main innovative activity 
is PES scheme based on the sale of the certificates for establishing ‘New Virgin Forest’. These 
sources of income have been on decreasing trend. The main reason is that certificates are based 
on a one-off payment basis instead of periodic payments. 

C: Identification of key “motivation” factors for the innovation development 

The aim of this activity was to examine the main "motivation" factors which influence the inno-
vation development. Stakeholders were dealing with the following questions:  

• Which are the key “motivation” factors for the innovation development?  
• Why they are important? How they influence the innovation activities? 

A list of different possible factors was prepared in advance (Annex I) and participants selected 
from the list of different factors those which are seen as the most important for their innovations 
(Figure 5). Stakeholders could identify their own factors besides the list or modify factors from 
the list. Final selection (Figure 6) of 8-10 most important factors was discussed into the detail in 
relation to the importance of particular factors and to the way in which they influence innova-
tive activities in IR. 

Figure 5 Identification of key “motivation” factors (Source: InnoForESt workshop in Hybe (Urbar Hybe, 
2018)). 
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Among the key factors effecting the development of inno-
vative region in Slovak part of the IR are: 

• Policy (Destabilising existing regimes-
innovations- creative destruction), 

• Protected nature areas, 
• Creating new economic and social activities, 
• Climate change (drought, lack of water), 
• Flexibility of Institutions for transition (laws and 

norms), 
• Opportunities for carbon sequestration,  
• Exchange of information and knowledge 

Redefined factors: 

• The strength and representativeness of the stake-
holders in the decision-making process, 

• Support from and trust in public institutions, 
• Monitoring and sanctioning (with correct/right 

settings), 
• Responsible management/leadership, 

New factors: 

• Natural disturbances (storms, winds, …) 

Among the key factors affecting the development of innovative region in Czech part of the IR are: 

• Protected areas 
• Biodiversity conservation 
• Environmental awareness 
• Monocultures and decreasing area adaptability 
• New investors, financial sources 
• Policy (Destabilizing existing regimes – bias in favor of hunters), 

Subsequent discussion about key factors showed, that protected areas (Natura2000) was the 
initial factor for the transition from single crops to mixed stands. Čmelak requested the Natura 
2000 to extend nearby protected area to Čmelak’s parcels respectively. This action helps with 
receiving grants. Biodiversity conservation and environmental awareness are the main internal 
factors which motivate Čmelak’s founders, members, employees and volunteers. Major objective 
of Čmelak activities is the biodiversity conservation in order to increase the area adaptability. 
Positive effects of new investors and financial sources allow to continuing and to further develop 
both activities, restoration of monocultures and expansion of owned land. On the contrary, the 
policy regime and its bias favoring hunters is a factor with a negative impact on innovation activ-
ities. 

Figure 6 Key “motivation” factors identified 
(Source: InnoForESt workshop in Hybe (Ur-
bar Hybe, 2018)) 
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4.1.6 Process 
The workshop was well prepared in advance and there was clear logic of particular activities. 
Activities were designed to promote discussion among participants. Rather smaller arrangement 
enabled to gain knowledge from each participant and everyone had opportunity to express 
his/her opinion. There was no deviation from the plan (expect three participants apologized for 
absence just before the start of the workshop). There was very pleasant and stimulating atmos-
phere which lead to very interesting proposals (such as promotion of wood chopping). We plan 
to keep our workshops in this rather smaller arrangements, although in extended range of 
stakeholders (up to 20 participants). 

When the discussion was going to be rather general, our moderator (Tatiana Kluvánková) was 
able to quickly get it back to the track. The choice of this moderator/facilitator seems to be im-
portant because she is well known in the community but at the same time she is external expert. 
In addition, she is well oriented in the InnoForESt project. 

4.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
In both, the workshop in Hybe and focus group in Liberec there was rather homogeneous con-
stellation of stakeholders. It was evident that all of them were aware of actual challenges of for-
est commons – Urbar Hybe and Land Trust Čmelak and they follow the same objectives. There 
were no conflicting situations among stakeholders. The discussion was very open and even if 
there was not always consensus among all actors there were able to handle with it without any 
conflict. 

4.1.8 Lessons learnt 
The workshop and particular examinations were well prepared which enabled fruitful discus-
sion about the current situation and future perspectives. The discussion with local participants 
resulted in identification of key internal and external actors important for development of inno-
vations. They also identified the key stakeholders which influence their current innovative activ-
ities. Research team plans to include wider spectrum of stakeholder in future workshops. 

There was an agreement on continuing collaboration in relation to develop innovative solutions 
to identified issues. Representatives of Forest commons Hybe expresses their willingness to 
adopt some novel practices (e.g. wood chopping) towards SMART carbon forestry. We also 
agreed on future individual interviews and development of potential scenarios and organization 
of other workshops. 

4.1.9 Reflection: factor reconfiguration 
The first set of factors was created before the first CINA workshop in HYBE based on our expert 
knowledge. Set of factors consist of almost 40 factors. Key “motivation” factors were identified 
by stakeholders during the workshop and the focus group and some missing factors were added. 
These identified factors created the fundament for the scenario development and further proto-
type development: 

● Policy (Destabilising existing regimes-innovations - creative destruction), 
● Protected areas, 
● Creating new economic and social activities 
● Climate change (drought, lack of water), 
● Flexibility of Institutions for transition (laws and norms), 
● Carbon sequestration,  
● Exchange of information and knowledge 
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Among factors redefined or added are: 
● The strength and representativeness of the stakeholders in the decision-making process, 
● Support and trust form public institutions, 
● Monitoring and sanctioning (with correct/right settings), 
● Responsible management/leadership, 

● Natural disturbances (storms, winds, …). 

This set of factors was further revised due to the SEFTIS analysis. For final identification of ca. 10 
most influencing factors (discussed by broader range of stakeholders), another discussion of 
factors for the 2nd CINA workshop was prepared. 

4.1.10 Reflection: governance modes 
During the workshop these factors were discussed in relation to the designing of the general role 
board game concept and scenarios. Especially, different governance modes of ecosystem provi-
sion were discussed: state compensation, self-organization, private payment schemes. Based on 
the discussion in Hybe a first concept of the role board game was designed and later presented 
during General Assembly in Trento. Afterwards discussion in our team takes those factors and 
RBG design also into account when developing three possible scenarios. The discussion about 
scenarios was held in Liberec with the key representatives of Čmelak before the 2nd CINA work-
shop. Representatives of Čmelak expressed more or less interest in all of three scenarios but 
mostly to the scenario 3 - private payment scheme (CO2 indulgences/offsets). They did not reject 
any of them. During the discussion with Čmelak some opportunities for the implementation of 
scenario 3 were discussed. 

5 Type 2 workshop(s): Prototype development workshop  
5.1.1 Scenarios used 
The scenarios were developed based on the outputs from the first workshop and focus group. 
After some partial discussion with some stakeholders they were developed further and text 
parts were prepared. They were changed into a shortened text and were presented to stake-
holders during the workshop. In response to the discussion during the second workshop, the 
scenarios were adjusted and they will be further discussed in future.  

Scenario 1: State compensation for economical management 

The first scenario develops the idea of the state support to all forest land owners – it sets up a 
governmental compensation scheme to meet Czech/European nature conservation or climate 
regulation goals. The aim of compensations is to increase provision of non-production FES. 
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The first scenario depends primarily on the amendment of legislation and the introduction of 
compensatory fees for sustainable forest management supporting the provision of non-
productive FES. The compensation fees will be paid by local or national government or other 
institutions of public administration, possible even by EU-Funds, e.g. Common Agricultural Poli-
cy. A prerequisite is the valuation of the cost of environmentally friendly methods, practices and 
forest management techniques, as well as the values of non-production functions of the forest / 
ecosystem services that will be supported through the application of these practices. In this 
case/scenario the valuation should be done by independent experts following a transparent 
methodology, because public money will be spent (in the other two scenarios the valuation will 
be useful as well, but not necessary. At least not necessary done by independent expert, because 
the payment for FES will be determined on the market) Payments could be based on clear 
demonstration of a positive impact (in measurable units) on the production of ecosystem ser-
vices (this option is preferred) or on lost profit for "inactivity" (reduced logging) and reduced 
timber production. Some of the stakeholders, who were present on the second CINA workshop, 
came with an idea, all forest owners should become some universal and regular payments (from 
government), because they are already providing many FES to the society without any compen-
sation. They suggested similar payments as the farmers receive (something like SAPS – single 
area payment schemes). However, after long discussion the stakeholders agreed, the compensa-
tion should be conditional on specific practices / activities leading to nature-friendly forestry 
and not paid across the board. 

This option would support the conservation of nature, FES provision and the promotion of bio-
diversity in forest ecosystems, and by economic incentives would motivate forest owners to con-
serve their management in a way that does not reduce their profits. Research institutions would 
also play an important role here, aiming to reward ecosystem services and lost profits and set up 
a compensation mechanism. 

To implement this scenario in practice, amendment of legislation is needed. During the second 
CINA workshop it was agreed, that a special working group will be established. This working 
group will further discuss possible legislative amendments, prepare some suggestions for these 
amendments and lobby for it. Establishing and activities of this working group are part or the 
scenario 1. 

Scenario 2: Local Resources - Local Economy - Local and Global Benefits 

The second scenario is based on value added of the local wood on local/regional market. It is 
expected a creation of a local certification provided by a trusted certification authority which 
will connect local wood producers with local/regional customers, restaurants/hotels/public 
administration. The certificated will be issued only in relation to the certain sustainable man-
agement of the forest reflecting the non-production FES. 

Greater involvement of regional firms and actors in the forestry - wood product value chain. It 
uses the support of the local economy and the willingness to pay for regional but more environ-
mentally sustainable products. There is a growing demand for local products in the region. This 
is especially true for food, but why not apply this principle to wood products. This wood from 
sustainably managed forests can be more expensive than conventional wood, but forests can 
provide more non-production functions in a given area and, moreover, reduce the negative im-
pact of transport. Wood from such a forest is certified by a recognized authority (regional wood 
from sustainable management) and the buyer thus supports the provision of forest ecosystem 
services and environmental protection in their region. 
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This scenario was inspired by the practice of the Austrian Eisenwurzen, where typical buyers 
include local governments, designers or companies. Town halls furnish regional wood with fur-
niture, designers work with local wood, and competitions are held in the region under the auspi-
ces of a local art school. They all show their environmental awareness, local authorities and local 
governments set an example for citizens and support the development of the local economy. The 
region also attracts tourists who can stay in certified log cabins and stay in the countryside. In 
essence, it is about giving wood its own story and thus greater economic added value. 

In this option, the demand for sustainably produced regional timber and the provision of a certi-
fying / umbrella body are essential. Currently, this scenario seems not to so attractive for the 
stakeholders. Maybe is too complicated to (artificially) start a new market and find a certifica-
tion authority. During the second CINA workshop, this scenario was not directly excluded by the 
participant, but there were not much enthusiasm to discuss it or develop further. The partici-
pants were much more interested in the other two scenarios. Another possible reason, why (in 
the workshop participating) stakeholders were not so much interested in this scenario may be, 
that nobody (except of forest owners) from the potential wood product value chain did not par-
ticipate in the workshop. 

Scenario 3: Payments for forest ecosystem services 

The third scenario develops the payments for ecosystem services designed and managed by the 
community itself. It is expected to have the payment scheme based on a selling of carbon offsets 
to reduce a carbon footprint in a way of certificates of CO2 reduction for tourist, local businesses, 
wide public or based on the idea of forest ecosystem services as a marketable goods in a way of 
continuous financial resources for wood chipping, planting new trees/forests, other carbon for-
estry technologies. Voluntary ecosystem payment instruments can be used as a long-term (re-
curring) source of finance for innovative forestry approaches. Users of ecosystem services (resi-
dents, businesses, tourists, etc.) will pay voluntarily (e.g. by purchasing certificates) for the pro-
vision of ecosystem services.  

One option is certificates for the provision of forest ecosystem services linked to the carbon cy-
cle. CO2 emissions are a socially resonating issue. Many businesses and people want to be “car-
bon neutral”. Charged ecosystem services in the case of innovative and sustainable forestry 
(gentle logging - horses, mixed forest planting, reduced timber production, forest expansion, 
selective logging, chipping, etc.) may be, for example, carbon storage and selling so-called CO2 
indulgences/offsets. To do this, a CO2 calculator is available, which is able to calculate the car-
bon footprint of a person / company, etc. For simplicity, the equivalent of payment is the cost of 
planting new trees that are able to capture the same amount of CO2 per year (adult). People 
from Čmelak believe, that in the region will be a demand for such kind of certificates. Good mar-
keting needed. An alternative tradable function may be to promote biodiversity, which Čmelák 
now sells in the form of its New Forest patronage certificates. However, payments would again 
be made on an annual basis in the form of carbon offsets. 
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This scenario can also be used in the local economy, where these carbon offsets would be bought 
by local firms that present themselves as carbon neutral. A typical example is a pizzeria with 
home delivery or other delivery. This carbon capture service would go through the market and 
the customer would decide whether to order food imports from a responsible carbon neutral 
company or a cheaper company but with a higher environmental impact.The sources of financ-
ing for these forests may also be payments from companies from other regions, which also pre-
sent themselves in terms of environmental friendliness. The web interface would combine de-
mand (eco-friendly companies that want to plant trees and reduce carbon footprint, promote 
biodiversity, etc.) and supply (forest owners who have the resources to plant new forests. Again, 
the price of this forgiveness should be "market-driven"). therefore, it should include not only the 
price per seedlings, but also the costs of aftercare or the purchase of land for planting. 

In general, this scenario means an extension of current practices of Čmelak. They are already 
selling certificates (focused on biodiversity only), but they are usually purchased only once by 
each customer. The goal of this scenario is to find from financial point of view a sustainable 
source of money to extent the innovative forestry practices of Čmelak. Advantage of these kind 
of financial resources is, that the community could decide itself about the use of money and they 
are not restricted by rules given by the subsidy provider. Typically, is this money used for pur-
chase of land, which is not possible to pay from subsidies or grants. On the other hand, Čmelak 
and other stakeholder are aware, that using only this scenario/payment mechanism will not 
enough for the innovative practices in larger scale. That’s why it should be combined with other 
scenarios. 

5.1.2 Setting 
The workshop was divided into the following sections: 

A. Short introduction of the project to stakeholders – introduction of researchers, project 
logic and all participants and outline expected outcome from the discussion. 

B. Simulation of decision taking in form of two treatments of InnoForEst Role Board Game – 
stakeholders were divided into two groups and discuss about different factors influenc-
ing the forest management. 

C. Focus group after the game with exercise for selection of the most influencing factors for 
the innovations in forestry in Liberec region with the focus on Čmelak’s activities – 
Stakeholders selected 11 key factors and weighted them based on their importance (pos-
itive/negative). 

D. Introduction of the project to stakeholders (some new came only for the afternoon part) 
– brief introduction of researchers, project logic and outline expected outcome from the 
discussion, the emphases were put on introduction of the other InnoForESt innovation 
regions. 

E. Introduction to activities of Čmelak with the focus on their financial aspects + historical 
overview. 

F. Introduction of scenarios and discussion about barriers and opportunities for the devel-
opment of innovative activities in the region and potential for following innovative ap-
proaches from abroad. Summary of the results and wrap up. 



195 
 

5.1.3 Participants 
The workshop was attend by diversified groups of actors. There were key persons from Čmelak 
civic association (director, former director, and key employees), volunteers, there were also for-
est managers and experts (state/private), private forest owners, representatives of state forests, 
local and regional politicians and representatives of academia. In total there were 18 stakehold-
ers from the region and 9 representatives of InnoForESt partners. 

The participants form Čmelak represented the regional forest management innovators. They 
have implementing innovations since more than 15 years and they are also a key partner in the 
innovation region for the Innoforest project. Their agenda was to present to other stakeholders 
their activities and visions for future as well as discuss the possible ways for change of forest 
management in the whole region with other participants. The representatives of state forests 
presented and discussed the position of the largest forest owner in the region and country (more 
than 50 % of forests are still owned and managed by state). All forest owners in Czech Republic 
should have a forest expert who helps them with forest management. Small forest owners (less 
than 50 ha) should have access to an expert paid by the state. The participating forest expert 
works as an expert for several small forest owners (including Čmelak, municipalities, other pri-
vate forest owner). He is very innovative and open for “alternative” forest management (which 
far not the case of all such forest expert). He wants to support new ways of forest management 
in the region. Small private owners (incl. municipalities) are also often more open to innovation. 
Especially municipalities are often focused on non-production FES. During the workshop, they 
discussed their point of view on the topic. 

Many participants of the workshop they knew each other, but were not in regular contact. Some 
conflicts have arisen between the representatives of state forest and other participants. The 
state forest oriented purely on production of wood and they are not very open to innovations. 
But they agreed, a follow-up discussion/workshop is needed, especially to discuss the current 
situation in forest strongly affected by climate change/bark beetle calamity. 

5.1.4 Key thematic findings 
Results from the RBG show that all key actors have very pro-environmental behavior and that it 
is quite easy to find a common strategy even if it is costly sometime. Based on the discussion 
during the RBGs it is clear that biodiversity and nature conservation is one of the key aspects for 
individual decision taking. Discussions also revealed some key leaders of the innovations who 
are influencing others. There is very important tandem of former director of Čmelak and their 
forest managers/experts who are very active in developing new ideas for the future develop-
ment. Among other important are stakeholders a current director of Čmelak should be men-
tioned and regional politician/expert from academia. 

Key finding from the CINA workshop 2 is the identification of the 10 key influencing factors. Key 
influencing factors were highlighted based on the discussion and individual assessment provid-
ed by each stakeholder. Key aspects of the Čmelák’s are the emphasis on provision of non-
production forest functions/ ecosystem services and different ways of financial compensa-
tions/payments for ecosystem services. 

Very important factor for the success of the innovative activities is the cooperation among actors 
from the regions (NGOs, forest owners and managers, local/regional politicians and administra-
tion) which is connected with the need of sharing information and knowledge among key stake-
holders. 
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The natural disasters such as ongoing bark beetle plague calamity, are seen as opportunities for 
changes and for creation of new and innovative approaches, not only in Čmelak, but in general in 
forestry sector (agreement of all stakeholders). They together with changing environmental 
conditions increase the public awareness and attract new sources of funding as well and works 
as “wake-up calls” – potential increase of income for innovative approaches (subsidies and dona-
tions for close to nature reforestration). They also create a space for promotion of necessary 
changes in legislation. General public is among key supporters of Čmelák’s activities, thus this 
public acceptance, approval and support is one of the key factors for sustainability of imple-
mented innovative approaches. 

Together with some other participants of the 2nd CINA workshop, ČMELAK would like to estab-
lish a “working group” which will prepare and lobby for changes in legislation towards more 
sustainable forest practices and supporting the non-production FES. We (IREAS+CETIP team) 
will be part of the working group and will help with coordinating the meetings of the working 
group on one hand, and on the other hand we will give the “academic” insights into the discus-
sion. 

Moreover, Čmelak became more active in recent months. They created new websites, are much 
more active in Facebook etc. and started new projects. 

On the other hand, insufficient political support and political will together with rigid and insuffi-
cient legislation are seen among the most important negative influencing factors/barriers for the 
innovation development. In relation to the transformation of the Czech forests towards species-
diversified forests the overpopulated game is very limiting factors and it caused significant dam-
age on new plants. Current emphasis on short term profitability and performance in combina-
tion with traditions and habits works against emphasis on non-production FES provisions. The 
factor which works against introduction of innovations in Czech forests is the ownership of for-
ests (state, private, church, land trust,…) , especially in relation to the state forest and their in-
flexibility to implement innovative approaches. 

Another key finding form the workshop is, that the broad range of stakeholders are willing to 
cooperate in finding ways to support the innovation in forest management. They are very open 
to participate on follow-up meetings and to establish a working group, which will push on legis-
lative amendments. 

For the innovation itself, Čmelak and other stakeholders found out, that any of proposed scenar-
io is not sufficient by itself for further development of the innovations in forest sector, which will 
lead to more intensive support of FES. The stakeholders came to a conclusion, that there should 
be a combination of scenarios (favourably scenario 1 and 3). So the very important finding of the 
scenarios discussion is, that the government payment scheme should be developed and imple-
mented (the experts from Čmelak, our team and other stakeholders will work on it in future), 
and it should be complemented by an active role of the self-organized community. Other types of 
certificates should be developed to secure a long term financial source for activities, which are 
not /or will not be subsidized by the governmental PES scheme (purchase of land etc.). 
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There was an agreement that for Čmelák the combination of different financial sources is op-
tional. Based on the discussion the stakeholders prefer a combination of scenario based (gov-
ernmental) compensation scheme and scenario based on self-organization with certificates. 
They plan to use additional funding for educational activities to maintain the New Virgin Forest 
and different certificates for provision of non-production services – biodiversity, CO2 sequestra-
tion and water management. At the same time for out-scaling or up-scaling of their activities 
seems important to use additional funding possibly from national or regional public budget in 
form of different compensations. 

Especially for implementation the scenario 1 (which could help to scale up the innovation also to 
other regions of the Czech Republic, or help to support FES provision in general) legislative 
amendments should be done. The stakeholders agreed to create a working group, which will try 
to push these legislative changes. 

Very important factor affecting all innovation activities across partial scenarios, is the overpopu-
lated game and the damages on new seedlings caused by it. This factor had not been discussed 
before the 2nd CINA workshop. It seems that the overpopulated game is a crucial factor limiting 
the enthusiasm for innovation by almost all actors. The stakeholders agreed, that overpopulated 
game significantly increase their costs (because of damages to the seedlings), especially if they 
wanted to plant no only spruces (which are not so attractive for the game). Any innovative activ-
ities in term of planting mixed-forest, afforest new land etc. is very limited because of the game. 
This issue should be solved primarily, maybe as part of the scenario 1 (the working group would 
like to deal with this). 

5.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
During the first part of the workshop stakeholders discussed different issues or factors influenc-
ing development of innovations towards sustainable FES provision. The introductory discussion 
was influenced by the current situation in the Czech forests where there is serious bark beetle 
calamity as a consequence of the droughts in the last years – it peaked during the year 2019 and 
has a significant impact on the forest landscape in Czechia. Sometime the discussion was quite 
broad as there were present stakeholders from many fields. 

Already during the RBG there was a discussion about some factors that are influencing the inno-
vations. Many times stakeholders mentioned that the RBG brings real life situations when it is 
difficult to find the common strategy to satisfy all stakeholders. These discussions continued also 
during the focus group afterwards were the stakeholders were asked to select the most im-
portant factors for the innovation region (The whole list of factors is in the Annex X). The aim 
was to examine the most important influencing factors on the innovation development. Stake-
holders tried to find answers for the following questions: Which are the key influencing factors 
for the innovation development? Why are they important? How do they influence the innovation 
activities? 
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a) Identification of key influencing factors 

Together with practice partners, a list of 30 key factors was created based on the previous inter-
views and SETFIS framework (including interviews with key stakeholders and analysis of relat-
ed project documents). Factors were printed on coloured paper (each colour of papers repre-
sented an internal division of factors into groups: Stakeholders and relations, Institutional envi-
ronment, Environment, Forest management and ecosystem services). All the factors were put in 
front of the stakeholders and they were asked to collectively identify 10-15 key factors which 
have influenced governance innovations in the innovation region. Stakeholders had an oppor-
tunity to developed their own factors or reframe the printed factors. The selected factors were 
put on the table and stakeholders were asked to discuss why these factors are so important and 
how they influence the innovation process. 

After the short time for reading all the factors participants were asked to highlight the most im-
portant factors according to their view. Participants themselves introduced a voting process for 
each factor from the list to preselect the most influencing factors (Figure 7). Based on this pro-
cess they quickly sorted the factors according to their relative importance. But the order was 
later changed based on the discussion. 

Figure 7 Selection of key “motivation” factors identified (Liberec, Czechia). 
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Key highlights from the discussion: 

Political support: They agreed that among the most important factors is the political support 
which also closely corresponding with public awareness or support from public / environ-
mental awareness which created the political demand and is reflected in legislation. In general, 
the issue of positive support for innovations was very present in the discussion. There was a 
discussion whether the political support should be reflected in restrictions/sanctions or rather 
in form of positive motivations (e.g.: compensations for non-production ecosystem service 
provision or other tools of environmental policies – subsidies, incentives and support of the 
research; education of all generations, examples of good practices). There was an agreement that 
it is needed to find balance between both but at the current situation a positive motivation is 
very important. All laws and norms are seen as restrictions but some of them can be supportive 
towards innovative approaches some can represent barriers. By some stakeholders are re-
strictions seen as very significant tool to change the current situation in the Czech forestry sec-
tor. At the end there was an agreement that the whole mix of measures has to be applied. 

Balance between economic, environmental and social pillars in forestry. It was highlighted that 
there is very strong emphasis on economic profitability, whereas other two pillars are not so 
developed. On the other hand, there was an agreement that economic and environmental pillars 
cannot be split in the long term run and they are very closely related (e.g. impact of the bark 
beetle calamity in monocultural spruce forests in comparison with the forests with various spe-
cies of threes which are more resistant). According to some forest managers highlighted that 
natural afforestation is from economic and ecologic point of view more effective than standard 
practice (there are losses caused by replacing seeds). Moreover, the age-diverse and species-
diverse forests reduce the potential risks especially in the situation when none knows what will 
be the climate in 50 years and nature based solutions are in line with this approach. 

Also representatives of the state forests said that they see the focus on the profitability in politi-
cal decisions about this state company. They said that so far there was no political order to 
change the management in the forest the only two main criteria were profitability and compli-
ance with valid laws (he state forest company used to be significant contributor to the state 
budget). The economic profitability was mention also in relation to the whole value chain and 
the value added during the processing, when the wood is exported abroad and final products are 
re-exported back which also limits financial capacities of the whole sector. 

Stakeholders see the natural disasters/ disturbances as a rather positive factor towards inno-
vations in forestry. According to them it brings an opportunity to implement changes much fast-
er than under normal conditions. It also brings together stakeholders, increase the awareness of 
general public as well additional sources of funding. It also put the emphasis on non-production 
ecosystem services, which were so far suppressed into the background. 

Differences of interests and diversity of actors: This is a factors which can limits innovations 
as it is difficult to find a common agreement for the future development path/ strategy. This is 
also very closely related to the fact that not all actors in the region have enough information 
for decision taking or do not have capacities to evaluate ongoing information. In this sense 
also the leadership was mentioned not only individual but also in form of elites which influ-
ences the trends. 
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Contrary among the most negative factors were seen traditions which leads to inertia in the 
forest management and slower acceptance of the new – e.g. that the spruce monoculture forests 
were the for hundreds years. Of course also slower adaptability of the current forests was men-
tioned as the highest impact of bark beetle is on the more than 50 years trees which were plant-
ed by forest managers that are not involved in the process anymore. 

Stakeholders also agreed that one of the main challenges towards achievement higher biodiver-
sity in Czech forest is also over populated game (wildlife). Nowadays, the cost of planting de-
ciduous trees is significantly higher than for conifers because of the need to protect against wild-
life. This greatly limits efforts to increase biodiversity in a multi-species forest. This is also linked 
to the lack of legislation in this area (the Hunting Act). 

There is a final list of the most influencing factors in the Czech innovation region based on the 
discussion of the stakeholders: 

• Natural disturbances (bark beetle, storms,...) 
• Change in natural conditions (Climate change, water management,…) 
• Support from the general public 
• Political support/political will 
• Sharing information and knowledge among key stakeholders 
• Cooperation of actors/subjects in region 
• Emphasis on provision of non-production forest functions/ ecosystem services 
•  Economic profitability / performance (different types of forest management) 
• Ownership of forests (state, private, church, land trust,…) 
• Financial compensations/payments for ecosystem services 
• Overpopulated game 
• Culture, habits, customs and informal rules 
• Legislative 

 

b) Assessment (weighing) of key factors 

After the group selection of the key factors individual assessment of the importance of factors 
followed. Each of the participants has the opportunity to vote for three factors, which have the 
most positive influence, and for three factors, which has the most negative influence. Each par-
ticipant got three green self-adhesive dots (positive influence) and three red dots (negative in-
fluence). They could choose from the set of factors, not only those selected on the table = they 
could agree or disagree with the group decisions (Figure 8). Based on the number of dots it is 
possible to create the final list of key positive and negative influencing factors with their 
weighted importance. Table 5 shows the final list of most positive and negative factors identified 
by the individual voting. 

During the afternoon part of the workshop scenarios and discussion about barriers and oppor-
tunities for the development of innovative activities in the region and potential for following 
innovative approaches from abroad were discussed. 
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Table 5 Results from factors assessment (Liberec, Czechia). 
Influencing factor No. of positive 

votes 
No. of negative 
votes 

Natural disturbances (bark beetle, storms,...) 7 0 

Change in natural conditions (Climate change, water manage-
ment,…) 

4 0 

Support from the general public 4 0 

Political support/political will 3 7 

Sharing information and knowledge among key stakeholders 0 2 

Cooperation of actors/subjects in region 2 0 

Emphasis on provision of non-production forest functions/ 
ecosystem services 

5 3 

Economic profitability / performance (different types of forest 
management) 

1 7 

Ownership of forests (state, private, church, land trust,…) 1 3 

Financial compensations/payments for ecosystem services 3 1 

Overpopulated game NA* NA* 

Culture, habits, customs and informal rules 0 6 

Legislative 1 3 

*this factor was added later but with general agreement of the majority of stakeholders as one of the most negative 

Figure 8 Assessment of key “motivation” factors identified (Liberec, Czechia). 
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There was an agreement that for Čmelák the combination of different sources is optional. They 
will have additional funding from educational activities which can be even higher in future when 
the New virgin forest will grow up. There is also space for the using certificates in the same for 
as it is now and they can be updated not only for biodiversity but also for other ecosystem 
services provided by the New virgin forest, such as CO2 sequestration or water management. At 
the same time they would like to spread the communication canals and to grow-up from regional 
focus and increase the awareness of general public to environmental issues (They already 
become very active at their Facebook and try to make viral videos about current environmental 
challenges). At the same time for out-scaling or up-scaling of their activities seems important to 
use additional funding possibly from national or regional public budget in form of different 
compensations (e.g. for biodiversity – habitats). It seems that the most preferred future 
development by stakeholders is a combination of the scenarios about a compensation scheme 
and about self-organization with certificates. The stakeholders stated, that the implementing 
only the scenario with updated (CO2) certificates is not enough to secure financial resources for 
sustainable forest management in larger scale. From the stakeholders point of view, it should be 
combined with (governmental) compensation scheme, especially now, after the large bark beetle 
calamity. The CO2 certificate scenario is very good complement to the compensation scenario, 
especially for smaller local forest owners, who would like to use the certificate also for 
education/raising awareness about FES. In spring/summer 2020 IREAS in cooperation wirh 
Čmelák will organize a follow up workshop/discussion with some of the participants of the last 
CINA workshop (the “more active)”. We would like to establish a working group, which will try 
to develop some proposals for legislation amendments, which should lead to more systematic 
FES support. We are discussing with Čmelak, if and how to implement the CO2 scenario – how 
we can help them. 

A part of the discussion was devoted to potential state compensation to forest owners for social 
benefits provided by forest. There was a suggestion to think about compensations in two dimen-
sions. The first part of compensations should be distributed to all forest owners unconditionally, 
because all forests provide non-production ecosystem services (e.g. water management). The 
second part of compensations should be distributed based on local conditions and on the volun-
tary enrolment by forest owners who decide to do something more than just follow the law. Es-
pecial for the small forest owners the system of payments needs to be very simple otherwise it is 
not motivating for them. On the other hand, it was supported to use these payment to change the 
current practice in the forestry sector towards more species-diversified forest. It was also men-
tioned that for forest managers are able to implement these approaches very quickly (even in 
state forests), however these changes require broader societal demand, e.g. expressed in elec-
tions (electing parties that plan to do some changes in forest management/nature conservation 
etc.). Currently almost nobody from the society cares about the (innovation in) forest manage-
ment practices, so demand is low and the largest forest owner (state) is passive in this field. 
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In relation to this there was also discussion about sources of funding for such compensation. In 
the previous presentation about financial situation in Čmelák, it was mentioned that in last years 
the state forests company sent about 1.2 billion EUR to state budget from their profits. This 
money was used for completely different purposes than forest management (valorization of old - 
age pensions). Now at least part of these funds have to be sent back to deal with bark beetle ca-
lamity. According to stakeholders participating in the workshop, the money which the state 
(maybe) will send to the forest owners as compensation for the bark beetle calamity, should be 
send primarily to those forest owners, who will implement some innovative forest management 
practices (mix-forest afforestation etc.) to avoid the bark beetle calamity in future. For such 
changes are also needed regulations of overpopulated game and general changes in forest man-
agement (to avoid clear cuts) and other changes in the forest law. To implement these sugges-
tions into practice, the stakeholders agreed, that a political order is essential (somebody should 
convince the politicians/decision-makers to that). Our project team, together with Čmelak, 
members of Pro Silva Bohemica and other stakeholders is prepared to push these changes. Now 
it is the best time to do it (because of the bark beetle calamity). We would like to establish a 
working group, which will do some analyzes and lobby politicians. 

The aim should be to spread the risk in reaction on unpredictable development of climate in 
future to preserve at least some trees in the forests if there are any calamities. That is to say ba-
sically to avoid current situation with extensive clear cuts. 

5.1.6 Process 
The workshop was well prepared in cooperation between CETIP and IREAS. The program had a 
clear logic and was divided into two main parts – morning sessions were attended by rather 
smaller group of actors who closely related to the Čmelak Land Trust. For this group the RBG 
and discussion about main influencing factors was prepared. For the afternoon part of the work-
shop wider range of stakeholders was invited and scenarios were discussed. The workshop was 
started with the RBG which supported the discussion about key factors and almost naturally 
lead into the identification of key challenges in the region. The discussion continued also after 
the lunch where new inputs from newcomers were beneficial. There was a short input about 
financial situation of Čmelak and introduction to other InnoForESt innovation region. After these 
contributions a discussion about the scenarios started. Sometimes it went into quite general 
discussion at regional or national level (it is true that majority of stakeholders saw scenarios for 
the first time), however it worked well and stakeholders prefer rather combination of the two or 
three scenario than the focus only on one clear direction (government, market, self-
organization). After the workshop stakeholders were supporting the idea to meet once more do 
continue the discussion about innovations in Czech forests with the focus on Čmelak’s activities. 

5.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
The core of participated stakeholders were from Čmelak or are directly connected to Čmelak 
(forest managers/expert, local/regional politicians, other forest owners) others were quite new 
to the innovations. However, they have experience from their fields (traders, other forest man-
agers, etc.). This diversity of actors brings dynamics into the discussions, sometimes the focus of 
the discussions was quite wider but it enabled involvement of all actors into the process. The 
discussions were also influenced by current challenges of forestry sector in Czechia (bark beetle 
calamity) but it also has potential impact on Čmelak’s activities. 
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There were also some “sharper exchange of views and arguments” between the more active and 
innovative stakeholders (people from Čmelak – who are more or less also environmental activ-
ists, small forest owners incl. municipalities, forest expert) and more conservative and less pro-
active stakeholders (mostly people form the state forest company – the largest forest owner in 
Czechia, or from public administration). The main line of conflict was, why the larger forest 
owners (incl. state forest) do not want to change their forest management practices, why they 
always plant spruce monocultures, use less sustainable harvest technologies etc. All these prac-
tices directly or indirectly influence the other neighbouring forest owners, who try to be more 
innovative and more focused on other FES. On the other hand, common agreement of all stake-
holders was, that the overpopulated game should be reduced, otherwise the species–rich refor-
estration is not possible or extremely expensive. 

5.1.8 Lessons learnt 
All the previous presented steps lead to the development of innovation prototypes of ES govern-
ance which represent a reconfiguration of key factors for Čmelak. Second CINA Workshop inte-
grated scenario narratives, key influencing factors identified from SETFIS framework and behav-
ioural experiments in form of RBGs. 

As resulted from the discussion of stakeholders during the CINA workshop in Liberec the pre-
ferred future development of the governance innovation of New Virgin Forest should be based 
on the combination of state regulatory compensations and voluntary PES. At the moment it 
seems that there is increasing willingness of policy makers for new setting of support and legis-
lation changes in forestry sector in relation to ongoing bark beetle plague in the Czech Republic 
and changes in natural conditions due to global climate change. 

For the success of the innovative activities the ownership of the forest directly by Čmelak’s 
community in combination with cooperation with an enlightened forest manager seems to be 
crucial because it enables a flexible forest management and implementation of innovative ap-
proaches. Key specific aspect limiting the faster spreading of similar approaches in more areas is 
overpopulated game as high costs of protection of young trees reduce the profitability. 

There is quite limited potential for mainstreaming of this IP for the forest management practices 
as it seems best working at the small scale in connection with the local communities, however it 
can easily spread out to the other suitable localities across Europe where are such conditions 
met. 
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5.1.9 Reflection: factor reconfiguration 
 
Table 6 Comparison of factors reconfiguration for Czech and Slovak innovation region. 
Forest commons Hybe (SK) Land Trust Association Čmelák (CZ) 
Long lasting institution of self-organization (tradi-
tion) 

Natural disturbances (bark beetle, storms,...) – 
new opportunity 

Creation of a new economic and social activities Financial compensations/payments for ecosystem 
services 

Representativeness of interested groups in deci-
sion making process Cooperation of actors/subjects in region 

Responsible leadership Support from general public 
Intensive communication between members  Sharing information and knowledge among key 

stakeholders 
Forest owners = forest users = direct beneficiaries Emphasis on provision of non-production forest 

functions/ ecosystem services 
Self-organization/collective action of sharehold-
ers Culture, habits, customs and informal rules  

Conflicting models of park protection and forest 
management  

Ownership of forests (state, private, church, land 
trust,…) 

Natural disturbances (bark beetle, storms,...) Overpopulated game causing damage of new seed-
lings 

Flexibility of lows and norms Legislation 
Trust in public institutions Political support/political will 
Problematic access to EU funds or national pay-
ment schemes supporting community 

Economic profitability / performance (different 
types of forest management) 

LEGEND: 

positive factor 
negative factor 

perceived similarly by Hybe and Čmelák 
perceived in a opposite way by Hybe and Čmelák 

  
During the workshop the most important factors (positive and negative) for development of 
innovations towards sustainable FES were identified. Stakeholders agreed on ca. 10 most im-
portant factors from a set of almost 40 factors, which was identified during the first workshop 
and focus group and thanks to SEFTIS analysis. These factors could be divided into four groups 
such as: a) relations and stakeholders, b) institutional settings, c) environment and d) forest 
management and ecosystem services. Discussion shows that some factors from each group are 
important. Stakeholders in CZ (Čmelak) identified Natural disaster (brings opportunities for 
changes) as the most positive influencing factors. That was quite surprising, because the stake-
holders in Hybe (SK) considered this factor as negative (Table 6). Other positive factors were: 
Emphasis on provision of non-production forest functions/ ecosystem services, Support from 
general public, Change in natural conditions (Climate change, water management,…). On the 
other hand, among the key negative factors for development of innovations were identified cul-
ture, habits and informal rules (in sense of lock-ins in current pathways), political will and sup-
port, legislative, emphasis on economic profitability and overpopulated game. Identifications of 
key factors among stakeholders happened through voting among members and discussion with 
all participants of workshop. Overpopulated game was new factor identify by stakeholders dur-
ing the workshop. Discussion shown stakeholder’s belief that there is a need to stress problem of 
overpopulated game before other actions (introducing PES schemes for fostering non-
production forest functions). The results from Liberec (workshop 2) can be compared with the 
results from Hybe (workshop 1). In both regions the similar process of identification of key fac-
tors was conducted (Table 6). 
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5.1.10 Reflection: governance modes 
The three proposed scenarios (which were with the Čmelak key representatives already dis-
cussed before) were further discussed with a broad range of stakeholders during the 2nd CINA 
workshop. Within the discussions devoted to scenarios also different modes of governance were 
discussed. There was an agreement that the most viable should be the combination of state 
compensation and self-organization. Even when Čmelak representatives had preferred private 
PES scheme addressing carbon sequestration during our previous meetings/discussions, the 
new prototype – combination of private and public/government PES schemes - is the most pref-
erable and most likely needed not only by Čmelak but also other by stakeholders (such are pri-
vate forest owners or even representatives of local government).  

Stakeholders support the idea to have other future meeting to discuss other possible solutions to 
the current situation in Čmelák and further develop the cooperation with other key stakeholders 
in the regions (who were present at the workshop). The self-organization of the actors is essen-
tial for the success of the further development of the innovative activities in Čmelák. Moreover it 
seems that state compensations could be important to spread innovative approaches imple-
mented in Čmelák to other forest owners and territories and thus to have significant impact on 
the forest management practices in Czechia. 

Stakeholders from Čmelak itself, forest expert, representatives of local government and others 
agreed on the need of regulatory or legislation change in terms of introducing compensations for 
forest owners (for provisioning of other forest ecosystem services than production of wood). 
According to this the scenario was adapted to a prototype which will combine private and gov-
ernment payment scheme and it will be further discussed in the 3rd CINA workshop with smaller 
stakeholder group. 

6 Overall lessons learnt 
IREAS is in different position than other partners from the IRs. IREAS is not the subject directly 
implementing innovation in forestry, but plays a role of a “conjunction” between scientific part-
ners and the communities in Czech and Slovak innovation regions or is some kind of “repre-
sentative” of these communities. This brings a number of advantages as well as disadvantages. 
On one hand, IREAS has a more “objective” view of the innovation process, is not burdened by 
relationships between stakeholders, is able to compare two specific IRs etc. On the other hand, 
IREAS does not have direct contact with the stakeholders, which is very important for organizing 
workshops etc., the development of scenarios/prototypes should be discussed with representa-
tives of the communities in IR etc. 

Even though IREAS is not physically based in the IRs and did not have strong relations to the 
stakeholders, we were very positively surprised about the interest of stakeholders and about 
very fruitful discussion during the workshops. Of course it was very helpful that we prepared the 
workshops in close collaboration with people from Čmelak and Hybe and that the invitation to 
the workshop were sent by them.  

We were little bit afraid, if the stakeholders will accept us (as external subject) as leader of 
workshop and if we will be able to open the discussion. Our experience was, that inclusion the 
RBG on the agenda of the workshop was a very good step. It was not only very good ice-breaker 
at the beginning of the workshop, but it was very good for understanding the specific way of 
decision-making done by members of the community (owning the common forest) which was 
further intensively discussed by other stakeholders. 
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Very good preparation on the workshop and close collaboration with scientific partner (both 
CETIP and University of Twente) was also one of the important keys to success. On the other 
hand, sometimes it was quite difficult to communicate with the representative of Čmelak and 
Hybe. Since they are not directly participating in the project, in some cases it was a challenge to 
motivate them for more intensive cooperation. The workshop participants were also very inter-
ested in project/success stories from other region. Very important factor for workshop process 
itself is the activity of the participants. There should be at least few participant (outside the or-
ganizers), who will initiate the discussion or some time also provoke the other with new ideas. 
In general, we evaluate the workshops as successful (so far), they brought us the necessary in-
formation/outputs we need for further steps in the project and strengthened contacts with local 
stakeholders. 

7 Outlook 
We hope we will be able to organize at least one more workshop (depending on the COVID-19 
situation). The participants of the 2nd workshop were very active and they would like to have 
another meeting and discuss the ways for innovation implementation more deeply. They also 
would like to create a working group which will prepare material for lobbying in the govern-
ment for some changes in forest management practices and for introduction of systematic PES 
scheme. We (IREAS) are able to help with these activities also after the project. On the other 
hand, we do not believe that these people will participate in any kind of virtual work-
shop/meeting.  

For the next workshop we should prepare a really good and content driven agenda. For more 
intensive and effective work, maybe it would be necessary to limit the number of participants. 
20 participants (as we had in the 2nd workshop) is a good number for general discussion, but 
not for developing concrete ideas. So we should firstly contact the most relevant and active 
stakeholders from previous workshop. 
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Annexes 

Annex I: List of key “motivation” factors for the innovation development 
Innovation dimmensions Factors 

Actors and interactions 

Trust in the other members of society, 
Solidarity, 
Leadership, 
Common interests, 
Lobbying activities, 
Benefits for a community, 
Sharing of data, knowledge and experience, 
Conflict management / resolution, 
Cooperation with scientists, 
Environmental awareness, 
... 

Biophysical Conditions 

Mountains, mountainous landscape, 
Emission of greenhouse gases, 
Drought, lack of water, 
Landscape, land use and ecosystems, 
Animal and plant species, 
Soil fertility, 
Adaptive capacity of the territory to crises and disturbances, 
Risks of natural disasters (storms, floods, fires, …) 
... 

Governance Systems and Insti-
tutions 

The strength and representativeness of the stakeholders in the deci-
sion-making process, 
Trust in a public institution, 
Decentralization of responsibility for quality environment, 
Professional competence, 
Flexibility of Institutions for transition (laws and norms), 
Forest insurance for natural disasters, 
Certification, 
Monitoring and sanctioning, 
... 

Social, economic and political 
system 

Protected areas, 
New technologies, 
Investments in infrastructure that simplifies forest access, 
New Investors in a territory, 
Creating new economic and social activities, 
Market positioning,  
New business opportunities, 
Salaries of employees and workers, 
Policy (Supporting innovation development), 
Policy (Destabilising existing regimes-innovations - creative destruc-
tion), 
Added value of the production, processing and commercialization, 
Job opportunities, 
... 

Ecosystem service, ecosystem 
units 

Carbon sequestration,  
Soil erosion and hydrogeological risk, 
Culture, traditions/habits, 
Raw materials (e.g. wood, food, fuel, recycled materials): consumption 
and production, 
Biodiversity 
Access to and the availability of natural resources, 
... 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Overall case description 
The Habitat Bank of Finland develops ecological compensation and biodiversity offsets, which 
constitute a novel mechanism for funding biodiversity conservation. The idea is that actors de-
grading biodiversity compensate the loss they generate, by buying offsets from private landown-
ers who restore and/or protect sites as offsets. The offsets then contribute to biodiversity conser-
vation, maintaining naturally functioning ecosystems, improving resilience and also providing 
recreation possibilities. The Finnish innovation focuses on developing offset supply among pri-
vate landowners, and collaborates with projects identifying demand and analysing regulation as 
well as administration, businesses and their motivations. 

Biodiversity and the ecosystem services that are its joint benefits are public goods. They have thus 
far been conserved with public funds and regulation. Yet, biodiversity loss is generated by eco-
nomic activities and actors. Ecological compensation shifts the payment responsibility to the ac-
tors who cause loss. Ideally, the mechanism generates new business opportunities for offset pro-
viders and develops into a market.  

The Habitat Bank is looking for ways to match the biodiversity values on the site that is degraded 
with those on site that is restored and /or protected. The InnoForESt innovation engages with 
actors who operate with private landowners and forest management as well as the private land-
owners interested in offering their lands as offsets. Offering offsets works best on sites where na-
ture values can be improved with restoration but also protecting sites that would otherwise be 
commercially managed can be an offset. In cases where such sites have high nature values and 
meet the current private protected area criteria, the land-owner could choose to offer these sites 
to be protected with public funds, under the so called Metso-programme.  

The current forest practice mitigates biodiversity loss, and the new mechanism should not under-
mine the existing sustainable practices. These include long rotation times, legally protected valu-
able habitats and certification-driven retention trees. The current legislation allows compensa-
tion. The mechanism will not be applied to undermine existing protected areas or financing of 
conservation programs. The mechanism is about restoring and protecting nature values. In this 
context, InnoForESt develops the mechanism and practice of ecological compensation, in particu-
lar the supply of offsets from private forests. 

1.2 Problem background 
Biodiversity degradation must be halted. As government steering has not managed to stop de-
grading activities and public funds have not generated enough conservation activities, the ecolog-
ical compensation provides a novel solution.  

To maximise conservation benefits and connectivity, the offset sites should be located close to 
existing reserves or source populations of forest species. As regards to compensating degradation, 
this works best for activities that generate measurable degradation, e.g. through land-use change, 
e.g. construction, infrastructure development, mining or peat mining. These aspects of ecological 
and economic criteria, measurement, valuation and grading are developed in collaboration with 
other projects, with the InnoForESt team supporting with practical experience and considerations 
institutional feasibility. In particular, legitimacy among forest-owners and administrative prac-
tices are considered. 
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How restoration improves the naturalness of Finland’s managed forests could be a point of dis-
cussion. Commercially managed forests are dominantly with even aged rotation, resulting in uni-
form forest structure. Although the forests are managed with native tree species and long rotation 
times, there is a lack of natural forest ecosystem characteristics, such as structural heterogeneity, 
old forest stands, large deciduous trees, burnt wood, undrained peatlands, traditional open habi-
tats and near-natural amounts of dead wood. Offsetting could be about restoring naturalness in 
these forests. For example, closing ditches to return a natural water balance, generating coarse 
woody debris by felling trees and leaving them to decay, prescribed burning, grazing or mowing 
open habitats or removing spruce from fertile herb-rich sites are typical measures that enhance 
nature values in Finnish forests.  

The main question that The Finnish InnoForESt innovation, Habitat Bank, seeks to answer is: 
“How can private forest-owners supply biodiversity offsets, to match the ecological loss that 
should be compensated by economic actors causing biodiversity degradation?” This divides to 
several follow-up questions such as what kind of incentives are needed for compensation demand 
and supply, are there real income possibilities and so forth. The questions are elaborated when 
the project proceeds for example in the workshops. 

2 Case overview 
2.1 Case history 
The idea of the Habitat Bank of Finland originates in a Helsinki University launched science appli-
cation competition in 2015, Helsinki Challenge, in which the idea was awarded second prize. The 
idea was led by the University of Helsinki with a strong team from the Finnish Environment Insti-
tute (SYKE). 

The innovation benefitted from a comprehensive assessment report on habitat status and resto-
ration needs in Finland published in 2015 (Kotiaho et al., 2015, In Finnish; Kotiaho et al. 2016 A 
shorter report in English), as a response the EU Biodiversity Strategy restoration target (so called 
15 % target). The assessment illustrated the potential for restoration in Finland, which could work 
as offsets. Moreover, the assessment included the first national effort to quantify the amount of 
degradation and the potential of different measures to improve the natural state in different hab-
itats, thus offering a mathematical tool to estimate the cost-effectiveness of potential compensa-
tion measures. For forests, the assessment could rely on the good knowledge-base that has been 
developed on forest restoration and nature management (see e.g. Similä & Junninen 2011). 

Finnish private forest owners have a positive experience from the voluntary biodiversity conser-
vation payments in the Southern Finland Forest Biodiversity Programme (so called Metso Pro-
gramme), developed over the last 15 years (Paloniemi and Varho, 2009; Primmer et al., 2013). 
Due to cuts in public conservation funding in Finland ecological compensations can be seen as one 
opportunity to increase funding for conservation and possibly enable the inclusion of previously 
rejected yet valuable Metso sites as conservation sites via compensations.  
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Currently, there is some excitement about ecological compensation in Finland. The Ministries and 
the Prime Minister’s office have commissioned studies on the regulation and principles of ecolog-
ical compensation (Similä et al., 2017; Kotiaho and Moilanen, 2018), the suitability of different 
nature types for restoration and compensation has been assessed (Raunio et al., 2018), and stake-
holder expectations have been processed in workshops (Primmer et al., 2019). Offsets are ex-
pected to engage economic actors in conservation, allocate the responsibility of biodiversity deg-
radation and conservation onto the value chains that cause loss and bring reputational benefits 
for compensating companies. There is also an expectation that offsets could function as a new 
income source for forest-owners but forest-owner rights and responsibilities have not been 
clearly delineated (Primmer et al., 2019). What is missing, is the practice-based development of 
the mechanism, and a system for supplying offsets from private forests. 

The idea of compensation is a new for many of the stakeholders, and they are still forming their 
opinions on its benefits and risks. There is also need for incrementing knowledge compensations 
in general level. Compared to the increasing interest and even political will to pilot ecological com-
pensations, the crucial steps forward have been relatively slow. Partly this is due to the lack of 
adequate public/research funding on large enough pilot programs. From the voluntary compen-
sation point of view there is lack of demand; there is not many companies that are ready to com-
pensate the biodiversity losses they cause voluntarily. During 2019 at least two things have hap-
pened that may change the mindset in companies and governance. First, the current governmental 
programme includes a section on ecological compensations where practical compensation pilots 
and governance framework are mentioned as something that government will promote and push 
forward in next four years. Second, private compensation market on carbon offsetting is gaining 
media attention and also demand through for example launching of PURO, a carbon offsetting 
market place and a start-up company, and Compensate-foundation (actually Compensate founda-
tion officially launched already in 2018, but gained more media attention in 2019, and is also part 
of the PURO). There are similarities in mechanisms between carbon and biodiversity offsetting, 
and interest in one could reflect on the other one also. 
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2.2 Brief stakeholder constellation 
The stakeholder table provides an overview of the different types of stakeholders relevant or pos-
sibly relevant to the Finnish case (Table 1). Some of them are clearly defined organisations which 
already have a role and have participated in activities or discussions with the Habitat Bank and 
some are stakeholder types that we have recognised as relevant through our activities, but which 
currently are not tied to a specific organisation. 

Benefits of the case for the stakeholders and society 

The innovation offers opportunities for companies degrading biodiversity, as they can compen-
sate the degradation and reap responsible reputation benefits. Land-owners who can offer sites 
for restoration (and possibly do the restoration work themselves) have a new income oppor-
tunity, without having to undertake logging. Intermediaries supporting site assessment can gain 
business opportunities. Local people, who might lose recreation areas because of e.g. infrastruc-
ture, can get new areas for recreation. Eventually, the innovation benefits forest biodiversity by 
increasing the amount of suitable habitat for species, and supports the provision of other jointly 
produced ecosystem services. Through these public good type ecosystem services, the entire so-
ciety benefits. The wishes, expectations and uncertainties of stakeholders are discussed in the 
workshop descriptions (sections 4 and 5). 

 

Table 1 Brief history of the Habitat Bank of Finland 
Year Description 
2015 Idea of the Habitat Bank originates through the Helsinki Challenge science competition appli-

cation 
2016 Workshops with stakeholders hosted by the Habitat Bank of Finland in March and May 
 The Ministry of the Environment commissions a study on regulatory feasibility (Primmer et 

al., 2017; Similä et al., 2017) 
 The regulatory feasibility study is presented at the Minister of the Environment, Agriculture 

and Forestry’s Round Table (including high-level stakeholders from forestry and environ-
mental organisations). 

2017 The Habitat Bank initiates talks with land-owners and forestry administration 
 Kone Foundation hosts a big seminar in June 2016 and later funds over ten research projects 

on ecological compensation 
 A corporate social responsibility seminar with a talk on ecological compensation attracts the 

interest of Helsinki and Espoo. 
 The Habitat Bank of Finland team wins a project for studying the feasibility of ecological com-

pensation, EKOTEKO, which seeks to pilot offsetting. 
 The Habitat Bank of Finland starts facilitating a pilot between a company and a public forest 

owner. 
12/2017 Prime Minister’s Office orders a research assessment on the current legal basis for ecological 

compensations 
2018 InnoForESt has organised one-on-one discussions with The Central Union of Agricultural Pro-

ducers and Forest Owners and with the environmental administration 
6/2018 A session on ecological compensations in the 5th European Congress of Conservation Biology 

in Jyväskylä, Finland 
9/2018  First CINA Stakeholder workshop held with mainly forest stakeholders in Helsinki 
10/2018 The Habitat Bank team visits pilot offset sites in Central Finland with the Finnish Forest Cen-

tre (FFC) to evaluate the types of lands landowners are willing to offer for piloting.  
5/2019 Second CINA Stakeholder workshop held with focus on business sector and private forest 

owners in Vantaa 
06/2019 Governmental Programme 2019, where piloting of ecological compensations is included. 
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Table 2 Stakeholders of Habitat Bank of Finland 
Stakeholder type Stakeholder organisation Description, role and activities 
Private forest owners 
– the main stakeholder type, our 
main target group, as we are de-
veloping biodiversity offset sup-
ply 

Individuals Would offer sites for offsets and possibly conduct the restoration on their land. Would 
require a payment for giving up commercial management for a fixed period or perma-
nently (permanent conservation would be through establishing a privately owned pro-
tected area). 
Hold diverse values (use, conservation, active management) that have been shown to 
evolve over time. Are legally autonomous but rely heavily on expert advice. Conserve 
nature and ecosystem services for altruistic reasons and value autonomy. 

Non-industrial forest owner un-
ions 

MTK: The Central Union of Agricul-
tural Producers and Forest Owners 
(Associate Partner) 

The objective of MTK is to make forest ownership profitable and ensure the good state 
of forests. For ecological compensations they are one of the key players influencing for-
est policy in Finland. 

Forestry professionals develop-
ing new forest management 
practices 

FFC (partner, but many other of-
fices and sections) 

Implements forest policy on private lands. Significant competence and a central role in 
planning and guiding forestry practices and taking up new conservation practices. With 
new instruments, tends to maintain an orientation of maintaining economic use of for-
ests and a contractual approach respecting forest-owners’ rights. 

Forestry professionals develop-
ing new forest management 
practices 

Tapio (Associate Partner) Significant competence, developing, guiding and standardising practices. 
The upcoming National Forest Strategy might further open up the forestry advice and 
service market. 

Public forest-owner Metsähallitus Metsähallitus manages state forests and is keen to develop ecological compensation be-
cause they have restoration expertise and duties. They might be relevant for InnoForest 
due to this capacity. 
Long history, large organisation and a lot of framing power and capabilities in ecosys-
tem management, restoration, etc. 
Has done a pilot deal with a company, in which the Habitat Bank has supported the as-
sessment of the sites. 

Forestry professionals directly 
serving forest owners 

Local Forest Management Associa-
tions (members of The Central Un-
ion of Agricultural Producers and 
Forest Owners) 

Advice forest owners and offer planning and operational services to their members. 
Main focus in maintaining economic use of forests.  A large proportion of land-owners 
are members of Forest Management Associations. 

Government Ministry of the Environment (Asso-
ciate Partner) 

Leads environmental and nature conservation policy in Finland, with a strong orienta-
tion on conserving endangered species and nature types. As to ecosystem services, fo-
cuses on securing regulating ecosystem services and long term resilience. 
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Government Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry Nature management, ecological compensations. Leads forest policy in Finland, repre-
sent more the use orientation than conservation but integrates new approaches as they 
emerge. As to ecosystem services, emphases on provisioning services. 

Environmental administration ELY-centre (Centre for Economic 
Development, Transport and the 
Environment) 

Assessing and contracting private protected areas and planning some restoration activ-
ities. 
Is responsible for implementing nature conservation policy, with endangeredness as an 
important orientation principle. Views permanent conservation as a central tool. 

Business and Industry Construction sector, Mining sector, 
Energy infrastructure, other 

Would compensate. Have participated in the 2016 workshops  
The Habitat Bank has active discussions with several companies from different sectors 
interested in buying offsets related to their degrading activities. 

Business and Industry Forestry Industry - UPM (active discussions in 2016-2017) 
Consultants and SMEs Several consultants (Gaia, Ramboll, 

etc.) 
Claim expertise in compensation. Interested in assessing sites and generating new busi-
ness. Expect a public sector organisation or research to produce the assessment frame-
work.  

Knowledge brokers and virtual 
services providers 

 Possible provider of an online platform service with datasets of the compensation and 
degradation sites facilitating the matching of sites. 
Has been identified in the 2016 workshops. 

Nature NGOs WWF Participated in the first workshop 9/2018 
Municipalities City of Jyväskylä Has expressed interest in offering offset sites. 
 City of Helsinki, city of Espoo, city of 

Turku, city of Lahti 
Have participated in 2017 seminars and expressed interest in compensations. Munici-
palities in Finland are also landowners. They have double role in compensation: 1) 
could compensate for the ecological loss due to land use change, 2) are interested in of-
fering offset sites.  

Research  Universities of Helsinki, Jyväskylä 
and Tampere 

Closest collaboration with the university of Helsinki through EKOTEKO-research pro-
ject. Research on different aspects of ecological compensations / biodiversity offsetting 
in Finland is done also in Jyväskylä and Tampere universities. 

Other Financial enterprises (e.g., banks, 
funding agencies; business support 
funds) 

Could push change for more ecologically sustainable business that could include eco-
logical compensations in the future. Not mainstream yet. Some forest funds might be 
interested especially new FES. 

Other Certification companies  Would be one option for taking responsibility for validating the restoration activities 
carried out. These do not exist yet for ecological compensation.  
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2.3 Reflection: overall governance situation before workshop 
When InnoForESt started there was no binding legislation concerning ecological compensations 
/ biodiversity offsetting in Finland except the EU level legislation for Natura 2000 network. During 
the last years different sectors have done surveys and assessments on compensations from their 
own point of view. For example, the scientific discussion and research on ecological compensa-
tions has increased and gained more public attention especially in during Helsinki Challenge re-
search idea competition in 2015 and after Kone Foundation funded several research projects on 
ecological compensations in 2017 (EKOTEKO). Business sector identifies compensations as some-
thing that will most likely in one form or another be a part of their social responsibility in the 
future.  

Actually, the development of governance situation has not changed much since summer 2018 
when the governance situations was assessed, and key stakeholders identified for InnoForESt (in 
a separate document). General atmosphere has changed so that compensations are more dis-
cussed, but mostly in context of climate change mitigation, not so much in relation to biodiversity 
loss. From the governance point of view, the biggest change is that piloting compensations are in 
the Governmental Programme of the current Finnish Government (since spring 2019). This, po-
tential change in governance could be triggered if the piloting of ecological compensations and 
changes in relevant legislations are pushed forward according to the Governmental Programme 
through ministries (especially Ministry of the Environment). Especially, if new legislation is im-
plemented, the compensations would become mainstream in Finland. But what happens with the 
legislation is still unsure and it might take a relatively long time before the new legislation is for-
mulated. 

3 Overall approach 
3.1 Innovation strategy of the case study 
The Habitat Bank of Finland collaborates broadly with Finnish stakeholders and other relevant 
projects. The idea is to co-produce a knowledge-base that allows developing the ecological com-
pensation mechanism.  

In the network of projects and actors, the InnoForESt innovation is about generating offset supply 
from private forests. For this reason, the innovation engages private forest owners and their or-
ganisations, in discussing and piloting offsetting. This includes the strategic workshops and also 
importantly pilot sites at which the practicalities of assessment, restoration and contracting can 
be tested and developed.  

Different, possibly new, ecosystem services are always on the agenda when meeting stakeholders. 
In discussions practical questions and scenarios of the future forestry are compared and analysed. 
CINA workshops have given some thoughts and new viewpoints to take into account in these 
meetings. Workshops have been also opportunities for networking. 

Decision-making in forestry is so multidimensional and complex that modelling it is very difficult. 
It seems to be impossible to model and simulate genuine case in Habitat bank. So the RBG has 
been more like a test that showed the complexity of different FES. 
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3.2 Platform and network process 
The innovation has built on experiences from 2015-2016 and focused on the engagement of new 
stakeholders and the advanced discussions around actors who operate in private forests, or seek 
to do so. Effort has been made to reach the private forest owners who would be willing to offer 
offset areas and those who need to compensate, for example companies and municipalities that 
cause land use change. In general, the number of key stakeholders is limited in Finland and most 
have already been involved at the early stages of the Habitat Bank or the participating organisa-
tions (SYKE, FFC) work with them in other projects. The stakeholders are described in more detail 
in the CINA workshop descriptions later on in this report. Building trust, one-on-one meetings 
have been organised with the land-owner organisation and several public sector organisations. In 
general, the working relationship with stakeholders has been successful, exchange of ideas, views 
and knowledge have been the main part so far. With municipality of Lahti the possibility of step-
ping from theory to practice in compensation piloting is most promising. 

The project has Finnish language websites under SYKE and FFC and also under the Habitat Bank 
project cluster at the University of Helsinki. There are altogether ten active members from these 
organisations that make up the main platform or team for developing the ecological compensation 
in Finland. Four of them (see authors of this report) are working mainly for the InnoForESt inno-
vation, others are funded through other projects. To support the piloting, the team has developed 
a one-page document describing offsetting to private land-owners and is developing this strategy 
and land-owner engagement further. The next step is to produce a handout in Finnish. 

3.3 Overall CINA workshop strategy 
One of the first steps was to identify and reach relevant stakeholders. Idea was to receive inputs 
from workshop participants and also share information on the innovation. At the beginning there 
was a need for common understanding and knowledge of ecological compensation. Workshops 
were facilitated to support co-production of feasible scenarios for habitat banking of Finland.  

The overall goal of the workshops is to find practical solutions for implementing the innovation 
and go forward. Three topics that are needed for implementing the innovation have been or will 
be worked on are: 

• Discussing the scenarios how to implement the innovation of Habitat bank in Finland. 
• Elaborating the detailed scenarios.  
• Finding the potential pathways to realize the innovation (builds on scenarios in previous 

workshops). 

4 Type 1 workshop(s): Innovation analysis and visioning 
4.1 Visioning workshop 1 
4.1.1 Scenarios used 
The participants received bullet-point descriptions of three scenarios beforehand. The scenarios 
built on the knowledge generated during 2015-2018. 

As background material for the first workshop we developed a brief overall description of the idea 
of ecological compensations and three descriptions of alternative futures for organizing the com-
pensation mechanism. The participants were asked to familiarize themselves with the alternative 
futures and consider the opportunities and risks they bring to the group they represent.  
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Authority-driven mechanism 

• The authority sets the conditions 
• Assessment of nature values starts from the site that will be degraded 
• The mechanism seeks to find offsets that match the nature values loss  
• Landowners offer sites for restoration 
• The added (nature) value will be assessed by the authority or an assigned expert 
• The authority chooses the suitable offset sites 
• The offset site will be protected as a private protected area 
• The (moderate) monitoring responsibility is with the authority 

Voluntary contracting 

• The terms is be negotiated between the actor needing the compensation and the landown-
ers offering the offsets. 

• The nature value losses and restoration is assessed iteratively in parallel  
• Supply and demand develops in a network like market 
• The assessment is carried out by an accredited consultant 
• The compensating actor receives a certificate  
• A fixed-term contract on site for the site will be made.  
• The landowner restores and possibly manages the site  
• The consultant will monitor the impact of the offset 
• The authority sets the principles for the contract and oversees the legality of the contracts 

Nature values bank 

• The nature values bank is a foundation like actor and an intermediary 
• The bank sets the conditions for offsetting, following legal and possible strategic guidance 

principles 
• The bank assesses nature value losses and gains, but it can also outsource it  
• The landowner sells or leases the sites to the bank as nature capital  
• The bank sells the added nature values to actors needing compensations. 
• The supply and demand meet through the bank. 
• The bank is well known: the actors needing and offering offsets whom to contact. 
• The bank monitors the sites and the development of nature values. 
• The authority oversees only the bank 
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4.1.2 Setting 
The first workshop was held in Helsinki in a meeting 
room close to the railway station, allowing easy ac-
cess for participants coming from outside Helsinki 
(Figure 1).  

The programme was constructed so that first there 
were four brief introductions into different aspects of 
ecological compensations followed by commen-
taries. For this section the set-up was a normal class-
room type setup with the speaker in front and the au-
dience seated in rows in the room. After the first part 
the actual workshop begun and some tables were 
brought together so that the group would all sit in a 
circle around the tables being able to see all participants.  

Since there were only 14 participants (including the Habitat Bank team) in the workshop portion 
of the day we decided to all discuss in one group. The group had one facilitator and two people 
taking notes on post-its that were then used to wrap up the discussions and get an overview of 
the ideas that came up. The workshop was divided into two sections and guided by the three sce-
narios: 

1. Expectations regarding ecological compensations (perspective of the organisation you 
represent) 

a. Opportunities 
b. Threats 
c. Impacts 
d. From other perspectives than your own organisation 

2. Needs for a functioning compensation scheme 
a. Resources 
b. Actors 
c. Tools 
d. Rules and regulation 

All the above-mentioned questions were discussed from perspective of each scenario. 

4.1.3 Participants 
The morning section with the presentations had 14 participants and the workshop section had 11 
participants (excluding the Habitat Bank team). One (1) of the participants represented business, 
six (6) research, four (4) landowner or forestry organisation representatives. The representatives 
of the environmental NGO WWF, Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry as well as Forest Owners of 
Helsinki could not participate in the workshop section. Additionally 22 were invited, representing 
environment and forestry administration, researchers, professionals, forest companies and one 
forestry entrepreneurs were invited, but were not able to participate. Thus the participation was 
heavily researcher and landowner oriented, with no representation from NGOs and administra-
tions (in workshop), which was a shame. The timing of the workshop might have influenced the 
low participation rate. Despite this, the group discussion worked well and allowed for a balanced 
input from all participants.  

Figure 1 Impression of first CINA workshop in Hel-
sinki. 
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The participants reflected well the spectrum of stakeholders listed in section 2.2. with only one 
surprising representative from business. The business representative was interested in the inter-
mediary role of bringing together the compensations buyers and landowners and developing the 
calculations for matching sites and providing an online platform for these activities. 

4.1.4 Key thematic findings 
The comments and ideas expressed by the participants were in many cases not directly connected 
to only one scenario, but mixed elements of the different scenarios or discussed ecological com-
pensations in general.  

Opportunities 

The opportunities regarding ecological compensations for landowners were tied to the idea of 
new business opportunities. Especially landowners with biodiverse forests or potential for resto-
ration would be in a good position for new income models by offering their land as a compensation 
site. Real monetary incentives for landowners were perceived as arising if a competitive market 
with offer and demand would emerge. Also landowners as the ones carrying out the restoration 
activities were seen as beneficiaries, as this activity would bring new income. Metso Programme, 
an existing PES programme, was perceived as a good potential basis on which to build the ecolog-
ical compensation scheme both from the perspective of administration and landowners.  

As intermediaries, different habitat banks and other new actors in conservation were envisioned 
but in a rather tentative tone. Currently there are no intermediary organisations for this purpose 
in Finland, so the talk of them was visionary and hypothetical. The possibility to have several 
banks was mentioned, but for the sake of clarity and transparency the idea of one intermediary 
organisation seemed preferable. A local, Finnish, intermediary was seen as the desirable option in 
order to ensure the actor has a good understanding of the local context. Another new type of actor 
that seemed necessary in all of the models was an accreditation entity that would be responsible 
for validating the restoration activities carried out. This would have to be a different entity than 
the one buying, selling or realising the compensation activity. Some types of internet platforms 
for matching and finding sites that fill different types of criteria was seen as necessary, but the 
entity responsible for upkeep of such a platform was not decided, since it could be a private busi-
ness or a government owned and upheld platform. However, open and comparable data and maps 
were seen as necessary for a smoothly functioning system. The opinion was shared that for the 
credibility of the compensation mechanism transparency in all of the phases and the criteria of 
compensations would be central for building trust among the different actors. 

Uncertainties   

The authority driven mechanism was perceived as possibly rigid and not able to foster a compet-
itive market. The authority driven model might require separate funds and could be confused as 
basically being the same as the existing Metso Programme. Voluntariness and some elements of 
flexibility were felt as crucial to an innovative and new scheme for landowners.  

Many of the uncertainties were related to who would carry the responsibility and risk if the eco-
logical compensation, i.e. the restoration activity, would fail. Risks relate to many elements of com-
pensations; the case that the restoration does not produce the natures values purchased, the com-
pany that buys the compensation goes bankrupt, the intermediary goes bankrupt, the landowner 
sells his/her land etc. Mechanisms to ensure that the buyer and seller are secured were called for, 
and as an option for this, clear guidelines for monitoring and evaluation were suggested. 
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There were also doubts about whether there would be enough monetary incentives in ecological 
compensations for forest owners currently involved in profitable forestry on their land, since 
these would most likely also be lands with good nature values.  

The length of the contracts or how they would be binding in the case of change in ownership of 
the restoration sites was touched upon. The options were between permanent conservation (pri-
vately owned protected area) and contracts from 30 up to 100 years. Settling the issue was per-
ceived as challenging, since from an ecological perspective long or permanent contracts are nec-
essary, but securing them is difficult from a social/technical/legal perspective.  

Other 

It was concluded that piloting of the offsetting mechanism, whichever model was chosen, would 
be needed to clear many of the existing technical uncertainties. Also how biodiversity and ecolog-
ical compensations relate to carbon offsetting and whether they could be combined or happen at 
the expense of one another was talked about. 
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4.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
Scenarios 
Aspects 

Scenario 1 
Authority-driven mechanism 

Scenario 2 
Voluntary contracting 

Scenario 3 
Nature values bank 

Governance 
arrange-
ment 

• Authority sets the conditions • Terms negotiated between the actor needing 
the compensation and the landowners offering 
the offsets 

• Bank sets conditions for offsetting, fol-
lowing legal and possible strategic guid-
ance principles 

Organisa-
tional em-
bedding 

• Ministry of the Environment 
• Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry 

• Landowners’ Union 
• Ministries 
• Companies needing compensations 
• Consultants 

• Nature values bank, which is a foundation 
like actor and an intermediary 

Business 
model 

• Government-driven, can include com-
petitive supply 

• Supply and demand develops in a network like 
market 

• Landowner sells or leases the sites to the 
bank as nature capital 

• Bank sells added nature values to actors 
needed compensations 

• Supply and demand meet through bank 

Role of citi-
zenry 

• Legal hearings? • Expressing social demand for compensation? • Small / no role?  
• Expressing social demand for compensa-

tion? 

Role of 
technology 
& science 

• Moderate, organized & predictable 
demand for impact assessment & 
monitoring 

• Selection & pairing of sites can benefit 
from new technologies & algorithms 

• Impact assessment & monitoring can benefit 
from innovative knowledge processing 

• Selection & pairing of sites can benefit from new 
technologies & algorithms 

• Possibly new virtual market space 

• Impact assessment & monitoring can ben-
efit from innovative knowledge pro-
cessing 

• Selection & pairing of sites can benefit 
from new technologies & algorithms 

• Possibly new virtual market space 
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Discourse 
context 

• Mechanism seeks to find offsets that 
match the true nature values loss 

• Offset site will be protected as private 
protected area so that investment on 
nature is permanent 

• Strict control from authorities better 
guarantees “no net loss” of nature val-
ues 

• Voluntariness is intuitively promoted starting 
point, but also concretely builds on success of 
Finland’s biodiversity payments under Metso 
Programme 

• Even a voluntary contract is perceived as “bet-
ter than nothing” for nature conservation 

• Much hype around a bank, but it remains 
a fairly vague idea 

• One central bank or intermediary is seen 
as making transactions and compensa-
tions easier and more transparent 

Key trends Possible new regulation from the EU, e.g. 
while defining post-2020 targets? 

De-regulation of the environmental governance is-
sues (e.g. from permits to negotiations) 
Liberal economics 

Even stronger private governance and liber-
alization 

Uncertain-
ties 

• Less uncertainty because arrange-
ment will be predictable 

• Legitimacy of compensation among 
economic actors uncertain 

• System might be rigid & landowner 
profits remain low, if no market 
mechanism emerges in the authority 
driven model 

• Securing nature values & reaching no net loss 
remains uncertain, also organization is uncer-
tain 

• Who carries out the accreditation of the com-
pensations? 

• Organization uncertain: who takes the 
role of the bank / intermediary? 

• Role of the citizens / social aspects of the 
compensations? 

• Would there be only one bank or several 
banks? 

• Who carries out the accreditation of the 
compensations? 

Future pro-
spects 

Less favoured among some of the key 
stakeholders (e.g. companies, landown-
ers’ union, ministries) 
More preferred among the nature con-
servation NGOs and regional environ-
mental authorities 

Currently preferred among many of the key stake-
holders 

Currently preferred among many of the key 
stakeholders as a combination with Scenario 
2 (against Scenario 1), but still vague ideas 
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4.1.6 Process 
Despite a fairly homogenic group of stakeholders, the discussions in the workshop brought out 
some new elements to the discussions. Originally the idea was to have 2 or 3 groups discussing 
and then a wrap-up of each group’s discussions, but since there were fewer participants than ex-
pected this idea was discarded. However, having for example 3 different groups could have ena-
bled each group discussing one of the scenarios and then sharing their ideas with the other groups 
at the end. This could have been one way to keep the discussion more limited and focused to one 
scenario at a time.  

The facilitator’s role was to gently guide the conversation and asking specifying questions or giv-
ing ideas for inspiration when necessary. We did not want to guide the discussion too much but 
rather let it flow organically letting participants discuss what they felt important since this would 
give us a better understanding of the pressing open questions and relevant issues to the stake-
holders. All the predetermined topics were discussed to a satisfactory degree despite the free flow 
of dialogue.  

Also a board where the post-its could have been placed visibly already during the discussions, 
allowing people to add their own post-its to topics close to their ideas could have been a nice 
addition and perhaps helped keep the lines of thought clearer. Altogether if we would have had 
more participants we probably could have extended the length of the workshop into the afternoon 
(now we ended at 1pm for lunch). Weather this would have given us more in-depth and detailed 
discussions is debatable however. 

4.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
The discussion was calm and civil and no real disagreements were evident regarding any of the 
topics. Since the mechanism of ecological compensations in Finland is still non-existent the dis-
cussion is about hypotheticals and still on a rather vague level since no one really has a clear image 
of what the mechanism should be like. As participants argued or reasoned for their opinions no 
real conflicts were born because all options still seem feasible at this point. Also the absence of 
compensation buyers and administration made for a discussion focused on the perspectives of 
landowners and possibly intermediaries on which the stakeholders present did not have much 
disagreement. 

If there had been a more diverse set of stakeholders some of the core questions, such as should 
the system be obligatory (enforced by law) or voluntary and what the prices of compensation 
would be, might have created more heated discussions. We hope to tackle these themes in later 
workshops. However, in order of the ideas of compensation to progress it is not fruitful to seek 
conflict, but rather find the uniting elements on which the stakeholders can agree upon and dis-
cuss in a productive way resulting in a socially and ecologically acceptable compensation scheme.  

In order to keep up the interest of the stakeholders each workshop should take the idea forward 
to more concrete visions of the scheme. There has been a great amount of talk around the topic in 
the past few years and since Finland is a rather small country with the same stakeholders often 
gathered around for the same topics some novelty is always required in order to avoid stake-
holder fatigue on the topic. 
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4.1.8 Lessons learnt 
Developing three scenarios was rather easy but discussing them in silos was impossible. This is 
due to the fact that the scenarios each contain factors that can be adapted to or placed as such into 
the other scenarios. As the discussion mixes the factors from the scenarios this naturally allows 
us to pick up on the factors that seem most favoured by the stakeholders. Based on this we can 
develop the next scenario or scenarios with perhaps more detail or just new configurations of the 
existing factors. However, since not all stakeholder types were represented in the first workshop 
it might not be advisable to build the new scenarios and factors solely on what was discussed at 
the workshop. In order to diversify perspectives a survey or interviews with the missing stake-
holders (business, administration) could be carried out to add to the scenarios of the next work-
shop. 

4.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
The factors recognised beforehand proved to be relevant in developing ecological compensations 
and habitat banking in Finland and were discussed further. The 1st CINA workshop did not yet 
give reason to exclude any of the identified factors. The importance or relevance between different 
factors was not clarified or determined based on the workshop discussion; depending on the actor 
the importance or relevance of a factor was weighed differently. You can also refer to Stefan 
Sorge’s output on WP3, for which the interviews were done after the 1st and 2nd CINA workshop. 

Governance modes 
Based on the 1st CINA workshop the preferred option was voluntary compensation. 

5 Type 2 workshop(s): Prototype assessment 
5.1 Prototype workshop 1 
5.1.1 Scenarios used 
Out of the three scenarios (authority driven, voluntary contracting, nature values bank), we took 
the voluntary contracting as a starting point. We included some features of the two others, that 
were still somewhat unresolved, such as authority driven criteria and an intermediary that could 
in some ways take a role of a market place and advance the negotiation. The 2nd workshop iter-
ated particularly these features. 
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The voluntary contracting is the main scenario in the 2nd CINA workshop. There is potential for 
numerous choices how ecological compensations could be arranged. From the starting point of 
voluntary compensation, we identified key elements and questions that need to be addressed 
when developing habitat banking system based on previous workshop and ecological compensa-
tion related research and experiences (in other projects, outside Finland). These are listed below. 
In the workshop these were presented and discussed. The main scenario, voluntary compensa-
tion, divides into several sub-scenarios that workshop participants were producing with us. List 
below includes many open questions, such as who is the authority that could set the compensation 
conditions or who is the credible actor that could assess compensations. These were the topics we 
wanted participants to comment on in facilitated workshop discussion. So, at this stage of the in-
novation process, the workshop focused on different options on how the voluntary contracting 
could work in practice. Participants were explained different questions that may be relevant in 
voluntary ecological compensation (listed above) and they were given a possibility to express 
their views and ideas of how different practical steps of compensation could be solved. The aim 
was to generate new ideas, without preliminary detailed set of options.  

Different aspects and questions of ecological compensation when it is based on voluntary 
contracting (not in chronological order) 

• The authority sets the conditions. 
• The detailed contract terms are negotiated between the company needing the compensa-

tion and the landowners offering the offsets. 
• The nature value losses and restoration are assessed iteratively in parallel with a feasible 

metrics. 
• Supply and demand develops in a network like market. 
• The assessment is carried out by a credible actor. 
• The compensating actor receives a proof of compensation. 
• A fixed-term contract for the site will be made on a contract template. 
• Land-owner might need support in the contracting. 
• The site is protected or added to some other register of sites. 
• The landowner restores and possibly manages the site, these activities are included in the 

contract. 
• Authorities will monitor the impact of the offset. 
• The authority sets the principles for the contract and oversees the legality of the contracts. 

5.1.2 Setting 
The second workshop was organised in Vantaa in a meeting facility of a hotel located near the 
railway station. Place was easy to reach by participants from Helsinki and also those arriving ei-
ther by train or plane connections.  

The schedule of the workshop was planned so that there was enough time for brief introductory 
presentations with possibility to comment and ask questions and the actual workshop. Partici-
pants were recommended to reserve a full workday for the workshop.  

For the introductory talks the meeting place was arranged so that the speaker was in front and 
the audience was seated in small (4-6 people) groups. Tables in the meeting room were organised 
to these small groups already before participants arrived.  
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All the workshop participants were contacted beforehand. “Save the date” preliminary invitations 
were sent in mid-March, the invitation to workshop with preliminary programme in mid-April 
and reminder to enrol circa two weeks before the workshop. The main questions that were dis-
cussed at the workshop were given to the participants in advance. Short interviews were made to 
find private landowners and company representatives who would be willing to participate in sim-
ulated negotiation on compensation one-on-one. The interviews were done by Akordi. One land-
owner-company pair  willing to discuss at the workshop was found by Akordi through the inter-
views.     

The workshop started with three brief presentations. Basic information on InnoForESt, backroung 
information from previous workshop and different scenarios were presented by InnoForESt. Rep-
resentatives from both local authority (ELY, the Centre for Economic Development, Transport and 
the Environment of the Southwest Finland) and business sector (Rudus PLC) gave commentary 
presentations on potential and pitfalls of ecological compensation and habitat banking from their 
sector perspective.  

The presentations and follow-up discussions were scheduled for the morning. After the lunch 
break participants were divided in small groups, 8-10 people per a group, altogether 3 groups. 
Altogether there were 36 participants at the workshop, including organisers. Each group had one 
facilitator and one person taking notes. All small groups remained in the same meeting room. The 
landowner and the company representative pair that had volunteered for the simulated one-on-
one negotiation had a separate room to discuss privately.  

The main aim in the small group discussions was to identify what practical steps need to be taken, 
what challenges overcome to launch an offsetting scheme, the habitat bank, in Finland. What 
needs different stakeholder groups have, what type of support they would require, what is the 
existing level of knowledge and what are the information gaps that need to be filled. Also the roles 
of different stakeholders were discussed. Thematically the discussion topics were resources, ac-
tors, tools, and rules and regulations.  

Following thematic questions were used in guiding the discussion: 

• How to proceed with the piloting in practice? (Miten päästään pilotoimaan käytännössä?) 
o What you or your organisation still would need to be able to proceed with ecolog-

ical compensations? (Mitä sinä tai organisaatiosi vielä tarvitsette, jotta voisitte 
edetä konkretiaan kompensaation toteutuksessa?) 

o Is there still information you would need, that stops you from going forward with 
compensations? (Puuttuuko sinulta vielä jotakin sellaista tietoa, mitä ilman et ole 
valmis etenemään?) 

o What kind of support would be most helpful in making compensation contracts / 
actual compensations /monitoring? (Millaisesta tuesta olisi eniten apua sopi-
musvaiheessa / toteutuksessa / seurannassa?) 

o How to ensure fairness? (Miten varmistetaan reiluus?) 
o How could authorities speed up compensation pilots? Who are the key authori-

ties? (Miten viranomaiset voisivat vauhdittaa kompensaatiopilotteja? Mitkä vi-
ranomaiset ovat avainasemassa?)  
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Both the small group discussions and the one-on-one simulated negotiation were given an hour 
time slot. Thereafter all groups briefly presented what topics they had discussed and if they any 
summarizing thought or comments had arisen. The main topics discussed in simulated one-on-
one negation were summarised for all participants. Both the landowner and the company repre-
sentative found it the existence of a third party very important. Questions of price, equity and 
reliability had also risen. The publicly summarised points from the otherwise private discussion 
were included in the workshop memos.   

The final part of the workshop was general open discussion, identification of potential next steps. 
InnoForESt summed up the days discussion. At the end of the workshop each participant got to 
comment with few words how they felt about participating at the workshop and with what mood 
or thought they will be parting. InnoForESt thanked the participants. 

5.1.3 Participants 
Altogether there were 36 participants at the workshop, including organizers. Participants  repre-
sented private forest owners, administration from two municipalities and Ministry of the Envi-
ronment and private sector including environmental consultants, construction, extraction and 
gravel industries, and others. 

Extra effort was put in contacting and inviting private landowners. Three of all invited landowners 
were able to attend the workshop. Though the number was low, their input and insight to the 
workshop discussion were valuable due to active participation. 

Compared to the first workshop, the participants represented a selected subset of relevant stake-
holders. Emphasis was more on business sector and landowners than on administration, NGOs or 
researchers. 

5.1.4 Key thematic findings 
In Finland there already is know-how and experience based and FSC-certification and METSO-
programme (voluntary forest conservation programme) that based on the workshop participant 
views could be useful in developing ecological compensation in Finland. Though there is this 
knowledge space, many compensation specific questions are still without answer. Some of these 
were discussed in the workshop and potential solutions were suggested. 

One discussed topic were the role of different actors in compensation process, the responsibilities 
and duties but also the rights. The summary of this discussion can be found at b) in the bullet point 
list below. Reliability and transparency were seen as crosscutting the whole process and of major 
importance for successful implementation of ecological compensations. 

From a practical point of view different tools are needed and rules and regulations need to be 
addressed, even if the compensation system would be built on voluntary basis. The workshop 
participants identified the common market place (without detailed description how it would be 
organized) and offset estimation / calculation metrics as the most important practical tools that 
are needed for implementing compensations. Simple enough and robust biodiversity indicators 
are needed for the metrics. Also, the role of marketing was pointed out, but not discussed further. 
In general, not only biodiversity estimation metrics but also rules for evaluation and exchange of 
nature values are needed. There needs to be a method to confirm that offsetting is adequate, that 
is adequate compensation is done. 
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Landowners identified need for contracting rules that define among other things which actions or 
what kind of areas are qualified as offsets, should the offset area be protected temporarily or in 
perpetuity. They also brought out the questions related to the constitutional protection of prop-
erty. 

Developing governance that is needed for compensations and habitat banking was not discussed 
in detail. There was common understanding that the key points that are listed below need to be 
addressed to be able to move forward with compensations, but there were not clear solutions to 
who should take the main responsibility, or when and how these would be solved. For example, 
there is common understanding that biodiversity metrics and exchange rules are needed, but who 
is the right authority to define these was not yet solved in the workshop.  

Thematic summary of the topics that were discussed in small groups. 

a. Resources 
• Know-how and experiences from METSO -programme and FSC -certification sys-

tem can be utilized in developing a system for ecological compensation in Finland. 
b. Actors 

• The role of authorities, governance: 
o Ecological compensations or offsetting could be launched by public sec-

tor, municipalities or government e.g. in their construction projects. 
o Environmental officials should monitor biodiversity losses.  

• A habitat bank or other intermediary organization that works between companies 
needing compensation and landowners providing offsets was seen as a prerequi-
site for going forward 

o There was discussion who would take this role. One of the participants 
(start up company) saw themselves as potential intermediaries (or a cer-
tifying actor, see below). Most participants preferred public actor, which 
was seen as more neutral and reliable.   

• Landowners have potentially a new source of income from offsetting. Several 
questions remain to be solved; many of them are directly or indirectly connected 
to money. 

o Ownership of the offset area? 
o How competitive is the price for offsetting vs. wood production or other 

more traditional way of using the forests? 
• A certifying actor is needed. It could be governmental organization or other type 

of actor such as a foundation or a trust. 
o There were new enterprises offering to take this role.  
o Based on the discussion there is expectation that authority type activities 

are or could be connected to the certifying actor. 
c. Tools 

• A common market place to bring together supply and demand for offsetting was 
identified as critically important by both the landowners and industry. First as a 
pilot, ensures the status of the offset due diligence, informs tax authorities and fi-
nancial supervisory authority.  

• The importance of a simple enough calculation method was highlighted in conver-
sations,  preferably resulting in numbers. 

• Practical biodiversity indicators are needed.  
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• Marketing.  
d. Rules and regulation 

• Landowners identified need for contracting rules that define among other things 
which actions or what kind of areas are qualified as offsets, should the offset area 
be protected temporarily or in perpetuity. 

• Landowners brought out the questions related to the constitutional protection of 
property. 

• Rules for evaluation and exchange of nature values are needed. 
• A method to confirm that offsetting is adequate / adequate compensation is done. 

5.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
The landowners were represented at our workshops for the first time. Their message was that 
there is interest in finding new ecologically sustainable ways of using forests economically. How-
ever, they were also very clear about the fact that it has to be economically competitive option, 
meaning that in practice the price paid for managing and/or protecting a forest area for compen-
sation needs to be the same or preferably higher that alternative economic use, such as timber 
production, would be.  

From the business sector, we heard the same type of comments that have been voiced in previous 
workshops or one-on-one discussions: fore-runner companies have interest in developing more 
ecologically sustainable practices and follow closely what kind of policies are developed for eco-
logical compensations but at the same time they worry what new liabilities this would bring, how 
expensive, time-consuming and/or laborious they would be.  

In addition, the workshop organizers, noticed that the at least in some of the sub-groups, the cli-
mate and biodiversity compensations were easily mixed. This pinpoints the need for clear and 
interactive communication when meeting representatives from different stakeholder groups. 
There is also large variation in the level of knowledge between workshop participants. 

One key point that came out already at the first CINA workshop was confirmed: there is a need for 
an actor that would keep a register on the compensation sites. One start-up company even mar-
keted that they could easily do this. This stimulated further discussion between workshop partic-
ipants and also organizers where the end result was that FCC would be in many ways good option 
for keeping the register. This idea will be developed further during 2020. 

5.1.6 Process 
The workshop built upon the previous one. The scenarios for the workshop were chosen so that 
they would advance the innovation, the Habitat Bank and help us to identify needs and potential 
obstacles. The discussed questions were all related to practical aspects of compensation. The opin-
ions, needs, and questions that participants brought forward helped in developing the scenarios 
further.   

The one-on-one simulated negotiation between forest owner and business representative was 
something we did not have in previous workshop. The content of the discussion was confidential, 
and only the general atmosphere and few main topics were shared with other workshop partici-
pants. We felt that discussing the main points from the negotiation together highlighted some of 
the most important practical questions that need to be solved in offsetting, such as contracting 
and pricing of offsets and matching the ecological loss and gain. Also, bilateral negotiation proved 
to be a useful tool for finding the key points that could advance compensations to practice and 
create more trust between actors.  
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The facilitated discussion in small groups was lively. The role of the facilitator was to gently redi-
rect the discussion to the main questions, for example in cases when focus tried to shift from bio-
diversity to carbon offsetting. We got the impression that in general all participants got an equal 
chance to comment and share their thoughts and questions. 

5.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
The atmosphere at the 2nd CINA workshop could be described even as enthusiastic. There was a 
shared will to move forward in putting ecological compensations into practice. The business rep-
resentatives were mostly so-called forerunner companies who already have more ambitious goals 
for social responsibility. Also the private forest owners were maybe more aware of biodiversity 
and nature conservation aspects in forestry than most. In general, all participants had a positive 
attitude to the day’s topics, which most likely was the reason that there were no obvious conflict-
ing views on main issues. 

5.1.8 Lessons learnt 
The discussion in workshop 2 gave valuable insight in questions that are relevant in putting bio-
diversity offsetting and habitat bank in action. The possible negotiating parties (land-owner and 
company) participating and also some potential intermediaries (certifying enterprises) gave us a 
practical approach to what is needed.  

Though for organisers and some of the participants the concept of ecological compensation / bio-
diversity offsetting is very familiar, the easily gets confused to other compensation model, mostly 
compensation of carbon and to other biodiversity promoting mechanisms. Take home message to 
organisers is that the basic principles and key concepts of biodiversity offsetting need to be ex-
plained, even if only briefly, also in the following workshop. 

5.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
Our reflection: these configurations remain under debate: 

• An intermediary: public or private? 
• Negotiation: between land-owner and company, or through an intermediary?  
• The Authority: requires offsetting or merely allows offsetting and sets criteria? 
• The destiny of the offset sites: protected or registered as fix-term contracts? 
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Figure 2 Possible institutional arrangements for an offsetting mechanism. The arrows point the expectations for taking on 
responsibility (securing rights) by one actor type over another. The darkness of the arrows signals the literature and case-
based evidence for these expectations. (Primmer et al. 2019) 

Governance modes 
Voluntary negotiation remains a key starting point but the above points need to be resolved. 

6 Overall lessons learnt 
At the point where we have held two CINA workshops, we feel that the workshops have given 
structure to the process and helped us to keep up with the schedule. Workshops have been an 
informative and successful discussion platform with the stakeholders, resembling roundtable dis-
cussions. When stakeholders were given an open possibility to share their views and ideas both 
novel solutions but also potential problems and bottlenecks in implementing the innovation were 
identified.  

When we started planning the first workshop, the concept of CINA workshop was not yet fully 
clear to all. Partly for that reason the workshops may not fulfil all criteria or principles of a CINA 
workshop. We have, however, with the 2nd and 3rd workshop tried to utilize the principles of 
CINA workshop. Looking back, more information and understanding of the CINA process might 
have been helpful. Also, we feel that our innovation did not fully fit into the CINA process – but 
this might also be due to lack of deeper understanding the process. 
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7 Outlook 
Interest on ecological compensation remains high. Even though we have suddenly faced excep-
tional times due to the global corona pandemic the trend for environment awareness will be 
strengthen. The large and diverse network of different stakeholders including f. ex. administra-
tion, research, private sector and NGOs is difficult to maintain without funding and common mis-
sion. If there would be funding for “InnoForESt 2” the network for developing Finnish innovation 
further would already exist. Even without large scale funding co-operation will likely continue in 
smaller sub-groups of the wider network. In some cases, the co-operation becomes bilateral. A 
large part of the network of Finnish IR co-operates also outside InnoForESt, only the focus of co-
operation varies. We estimate that it may be more challenging to keep the innovation of voluntary 
ecological compensations and habitat banking going than keeping the network alive.  

From the InnoForESt and Finnish IR point of view, the plan is to continue the work towards main-
streaming ecological compensations in Finland. The scale of the work depends on future funding 
and focus of the new projects. At the moment, InnoForESt project still continues at least until the 
end of planned funding period, potentially longer if the project time is prolonged due to corona-
pandemic and challenges it has brought in our work. We still have on workshop planned for next 
autumn. We continue to think solutions on how the network could be maintained, developed and 
utilized in the future.  

In the future, it would be highly useful to widen the co-operation and potential for networking 
between private forest owners from different European countries. Regarding forest ecosystem 
services the international / European exchange of knowledge and experiences is more common 
among scientists or governance and scientists than within private sector. Networks developed 
within InnoForESt-project are one potential way to widen network from national to international 
level. 
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Annexes 
Annex I: Invitation to the first workshop 

Kutsu 

Tervetuloa keskustelemaan ekologisista kompensaatioista InnoForESt-hankkeen ensimmäiseen työpajaan 
keskiviikkona 19.9. klo 9-13.00 Helsinkiin, pääpostin vihreään huoneeseen (10krs., Mannerheiminaukio 1 B).  

InnoForESt on EU Horisontti 2020 ohjelman rahoittama hanke, jossa tutkitaan metsäekosysteemipalveluiden 
innovaatioita. Suomessa InnoForESt kehittää ekologisten kompensaatioiden tarjontapuolta metsäympäristöissä. 
Hankkeessa kehitetään toimintamallia sopivien metsäisten luontokohteiden tunnistamiseen, arvioimiseen ja 
ennallistamiseen yhdessä metsäalan toimijoiden ja metsänomistajien kanssa.  Lisäksi hankkeessa pohditaan 
ekologisten kompensaatioiden leviämisen mahdollisuuksia ja pullonkauloja toimijoille järjestettävissä työpajoissa. 

Tässä ensimmäisessä työpajassa keskustellaan ekologisen kompensaation mahdollisuuksista yksityismailla. 
Keskustelua alustavat ja kommentoivat InnoForESt-hankkeen toteuttajat, Suomen habitaattipankki- hankeklusterin 
tutkijat sekä kestävän metsätalouden toimijat eri näkökulmista.  

Ohjelma 

o   Kahvi 
o   Alustukset 9-10.30: 

o   Ekologinen kompensaatio innovaationa ja mahdollisuutena, Eeva Primmer, Suomen ympäristökeskus 
o   Yksityismetsätalouden rooli ja odotukset, Markku Granander Suomen metsäkeskus 
o   Kohteiden ekologinen vertailu kompensaatiossa, Peter Kullberg, Suomen ympäristökeskus 
o   Taloudelliset kannustimet ja kompensaatio, Johanna Kangas, Helsingin yliopisto 
o    Kommenttipuheenvuorot 

o   Työpaja 10.30-13.00 
o   Kompensaatiota koskevat odotukset 
o   Kompensaation edellytykset 
o   Tulevaisuusvaihtoehdot 

 
Työpajaa voi kommentoida jälkikäteen vastaamalla palautekyselyyn ja tuloksia hyödynnetään ekologisen 
kompensaation käytännön kehittämisessä ja niitä käytetään tutkimusaineistona InnoForESt-hankkeessa. 
Seuraava kompensaation käytännön toteutustapoja tarkentava työpaja järjestetään kevättalvella 2019. 
 
Ilmoittaudu oheisesta linkistä: https://www.metsakeskus.fi/tapahtumat?id=7886 
14.9. mennessä. 
 
Voi mielellään kysyä lisätietoja etukäteen.  
 
Tervetuloa! 
 
 
Markku Granander                                                                             Eeva Primmer 
kehittämishankkeiden johtava asiantuntija                                    tutkimusprofessori 
Suomen metsäkeskus                                                                         Suomen ympäristökeskus 
markku.granander@metsakeskus.fi                                                 eeva.primmer@ymparisto.fi 
 
https://innoforest.eu 
 
The research leading to these results has received funding from the European Union Horizon 2020 under the Grant Agreement number 763899, InnoForESt project, within the 
Innovation Action. 
 
 
 
 
Ennakkokutsu – Save the date 16.5.! 
  

https://innoforest.eu/
https://innoforest.eu/
https://www.metsakeskus.fi/tapahtumat?id=7886
mailto:markku.granander@metsakeskus.fi
mailto:eeva.primmer@ymparisto.fi
https://innoforest.eu/
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Annex II: Save the date - invitation to the second workshop 
Ekologiset kompensaatiot kohti pilotointivaihetta 
 
InnoForEst ja Ekoteko toivottavat sinut lämpimästi tervetulleeksi ekologisten kompensaatioiden 
pilotointia käsittelevään työpajaan 16.5. 2019 Tikkurilaan, Sokos hotelli Vantaalle. 
 
Työpaja tuo yhteen ekologisen kompensaation osapuolet: kompensaatiokohteita tarjoavat 
maanomistajat ja kompensoimisesta kiinnostuneet yritykset. Lisäksi työpajaan on kutsuttu 
kompensaatioiden kannalta keskeiset viranomaiset. 
 
Työpajan ja kuluvan vuoden aikana käynnistyvien pilottien tavoitteena on selventää sitä, miten 
kompensaatioiden toteutuksen voisi Suomessa käytännössä tulevaisuudessa järjestää. 
 
Työpajassa käydään pilotteja pohjustavia alustavia neuvotteluja maanomistajien ja yritysten 
kesken siitä, millaisilla edellytyksillä kukin olisi valmis lähtemään kompensaation toteutukseen. 
Tutkijat ja viranomaiset seuraavat keskustelua ja tuovat lopuksi esille reunaehtoja omista 
näkökulmistaan.  
 
Ilmoittautumisen yhteydessä tiedustellaan halukkuutta osallistua pilottiin ja sitä valmistelevaan 
neuvotteluun työpajassa. Työpajassa on mahdollisuus 3–5 rinnakkaiseen yritys – maanomistaja 
-parin neuvotteluun. 
 
Työpajaan kannattaa varata koko päivä, klo 10.00–15.00. 
Tarkempi päivän aikataulu ja ohjelma ilmoitetaan myöhemmin. 
 
 

Alustava ohjelma 
 
10.00 Aloitus — päivän tavoite ja rakenne 
10.15–10.30 Kompensaatioiden toteutusvaihtoehtojen esittely 
Näkökulmapuheenvuorot 
 
Lounastauko  
 
12.45–14.00 Ohjatut keskustelut 
14.15 Yhteenveto, päivän tulokset 
14.45 Seuraavat askeleet 
15.00 Lopetus 

 
 
Ennakkoilmoittautumiset sähköpostitse: markku.granander(at)metsakeskus.fi 
 
 

Ystävällisin terveisin,  
 
Markku Granander, Suomen metsäkeskus  
Eeva Primmer, Suomen ympäristökeskus 
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InnoForESt on EU Horisontti 2020 ohjelman rahoittama hanke, jossa tutkitaan 
metsäekosysteemipalveluiden innovaatioita. Suomessa InnoForESt kehittää ekologisten 
kompensaatioiden tarjontapuolta metsäympäristöissä. Hankkeessa kehitetään toimintamallia 
hyvityksiksi sopivien metsäisten luontokohteiden tunnistamiseen, arvioimiseen ja 
ennallistamiseen yhdessä metsäalan toimijoiden ja metsänomistajien kanssa. Lisäksi hankkeessa 
pohditaan ekologisten kompensaatioiden leviämisen mahdollisuuksia ja pullonkauloja 
toimijoille järjestettävissä työpajoissa. 
Toukokuun työpaja on osa InnoForEst-hankkeessa järjestettävää työpajojen sarjaa. Edeltävä 
työpaja järjestettiin syyskuussa 2018 ja sen materiaalit löytyvät hankkeen SYKEn verkkosivuilta. 
Lisätietoa ks.  

• https://www.metsakeskus.fi/hankkeet/innoforest ja 
• https://www.syke.fi/projects/innoforest 

 
EKOTEKO-hanke tutkii ekologisen kompensaation toteutettavuutta tieteellisesti ja yhteistyössä 
kompensaatioista kiinnostuneiden käytännön toimijoiden kanssa. Hanke laajentaa monitieteistä 
tutkimusta ja käytännön työtä niihin toimijoihin, joiden motivaatiot ja toimintatavat poikkeavat 
edelläkävijöistä. Hanke on Koneen säätiön rahoittama. 
Lisätietoa ks.  
https://blogs.helsinki.fi/habitaattipankki/habitaattipankki-
tutkimuskonsortio/ekoteko/ 

 

 

https://www.metsakeskus.fi/hankkeet/innoforest
https://www.syke.fi/projects/innoforest
https://blogs.helsinki.fi/habitaattipankki/habitaattipankki-tutkimuskonsortio/ekoteko/
https://blogs.helsinki.fi/habitaattipankki/habitaattipankki-tutkimuskonsortio/ekoteko/
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Overall case description 
Waldaktie is a new payment scheme for climate protection, in which actors (mainly tourists) can 
compensate their (holiday-) CO2 emissions by paying for (buying) “forest shares”. A “forest 
stock” describes a certified payment of 10 Euros for the tree maintenance on an area of 5 square 
meters in a “climate forest”. In this dimension Waldaktie is a voluntary climate protection tool 
based on certified compensation of CO2 emissions investing in additional climate forests. The 
money collected by selling Waldaktie must be spent for the afforestation of areas who have not 
been forests before. Reforestation is not allowed. Waldaktie is an education tool for sustainable 
development as well, as it explains the ecosystem services of forests to non-specialists. As the 
calculation corresponds to a certain amount of CO2 emissions, e.g. caused by a holiday of a four-
head-family for two weeks, Waldaktie demonstrates the link between the emissions, the com-
pensation, and the related function of forests as well. In addition, Waldaktie can be used by com-
panies to make their products more attractive.  

The main objective was to create a project that combines climate protection, sustainable tourism 
and the integration of forest ecosystem services. The project should enhance the sensitivity of 
the public for the indispensability of ecosystem services using the example of Waldaktie. Having 
the tourists as actors who pay to be allowed to plant trees in order to sequestrate that amount of 
CO2 caused by themselves the function of all ecosystem services becomes obvious in several di-
mensions, e.g.:  

• their indispensability, 
• the area required to allow compensation, 
• the time required to plant the trees and to maintain the forest/biotope, 
• the time gap between the initial action and the result desired, 
• the global effect of a local action, 
• the costs of it all. 

Furthermore, it was intended, at least from the inventors perspective, to open up a discussion 
about an ecological inter-state fiscal adjustment which should be added to the traditional inter-
state fiscal instruments. Today we can see that companies also buy forest shares and use them 
for their corporate social responsibility (CSR). 

1.2 Problem background 
Climate changing CO2 emissions are generated by economic activities and individual actors. The 
Waldaktie-innovation shifts the payment responsibility to such actors who generate the emis-
sions through their touristic activities. The tourists are motivated to plant their own climate 
forest close to their holiday spot and to return in the forthcoming season to see how their cli-
mate forest has grown during their absence. Having the climate forests close to the holiday spot 
the tourists do not only compensate their emissions but help to develop the ecosystems they 
love to visit and support the touristic attractiveness of their destination. 
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2 Case overview 

2.1 Case history 

The good acceptance of the Waldaktie by almost all relevant actors was mainly driven by the fact 
that all individual interest driven demands were satisfied. The Mecklenburg-Vorpommern fed-
eral state environmental ministry holds a well-known, accepted, and media-effective climate 
protection program. The Landesforst and the participating municipality could create a climate 
protection image as well as economically more attractive areas.  

The project could support the tourism association in terms of building a reputation on environ-
mentally friendly tourism and regional awareness. The regional and local companies, industries, 
and businesses buying Waldaktie could build a climate friendly and ecological supportive image 
and show their local awareness. The tourists of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern, involved in many 
planting actions and buying the shares, could connect individual stories to the tree plantings 
actions and compensate their holidays.  

Overall, the whole development was strongly driven by the extremely positive connotations re-
garding trees and forests - meanings have been created for people and regional embeddedness 
has been demonstrated. 

Table 1 History of the Waldaktie. 
Year Description 

Autumn 
2006 

First thoughts and talks about the idea after the ministry order to shape a climate 
protection project within the LM MV 

Nov. 2007 Official start of the project, planting event near Neustrelitz in Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern 

March 2008 Waldaktie-booth on ITB, mainly organized by the Landesforst and the Tourist 
Board MV 

April 2008 First public planting event on Usedom (annually in autumn until today) 

2008 Article about Waldaktie in the magazine “Mobil” from AMEROPA/Deutsche Bahn 

 Nomination “Deutscher Tourismuspreis” 

 Award UN Decade Education for Sustainable Education (1st award) 

2009 Presentation of the innovation to the Federal President of Germany 

2009/10 Large public planting event on Usedom 

2010 First company, WEMAG, buys Waldaktie in large quantities, and continues to do 
so 

 Award UN Decade Education for Sustainable Education (2nd award) 

Oct. 2017 10 year anniversary planting event 

Nov. 2017 Project’s 10 year anniversary at ‘Herbstdienstberatung of Landesforst’ and “Kick-
off-meeting InnoForESt” 

 Award UN Decade Biological Diversity 
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The actor constellation has been pretty constant over time. Two new actors have become more 
important recently. First, so far only one municipality has provided areas for climate forests. But 
for the future an area supply through further municipalities is envisaged. This is necessary and 
relevant as the Landesforst is not able to provide enough areas in the long term. Second, the ANE 
has been involved to further development the Waldaktie in terms of implementation into com-
munity and municipal economic contexts, and the UN Agenda 2030 as well.  

2.2 Brief stakeholder constellation 

Table 2 List of stakeholders 

No. Actor & 
Abbreviation Full name (if applicable) Actor status and explanations 

1 Dr. Permien Dr. Thorsten Permien Head of division within LM MV 
2 LM MV Ministerium für Landwirtschaft 

und Umwelt Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern 

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern federal state environ-
mental ministry 

3 Landesforst Landesforst Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern 

Mecklenburg-Vorpommern federal state forest 
agency  

4 Tourist associa-
tion MV 

Tourismusverband Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern 

Tourist association Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 

5 EUB Energie- und Umweltberatung Energy and environmental consulting association 
(association does not longer exist) 

6 Stiftung für Um-
welt und Entwick-
lung 

Norddeutsche Stiftung für Umwelt 
und Entwicklung  

Foundation of Environment and Development 

7 WEMAG Westmecklenburgische Energie-
versorgung AG 

Regional energy supply company 

8 Local industries 
and businesses 

 e.g.: Local tourism agencies, mineral water produc-
er, branches of companies (Fielmann, Deutsche 
Bank) 

9 Tourists   
10 Municipalities  Municipalities are territorially administrative units 

which enjoy a certain degree of self-government 
11 Press and Media  All kinds of media (newspapers, television, radio, 

blogs) 
12 ANE Stiftung Akademie für Nachhaltige 

Entwicklung Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern 

Academy for sustainable development (foundation) 

Figure 1 Interactions between participating stakeholders. Blue: state actors; Orange: 
economic actors; Green: civil society actors. 
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2.3 Reflection: overall governance situation before workshop 
After several successful years of Waldaktie the initial stakeholders (LM, Tourist Association, 
Landesforst) realized a gradual shrinkage of purchases by individuals and public activities relat-
ed to Waldaktie. This situation arose simultaneously with a growing shortage of land needed for 
new climate forests and to a growing demand on Waldaktie by companies. This situation influ-
enced the initial commitment between the stakeholders based on common interests. 

This situation interfered with similar observations concerning two other voluntary ecological 
securities which had meanwhile been initiated by one of the stakeholders (Dr. Permien) and 
were established successfully in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern and other German states as well: 

• MoorFutures: re-wetting peatlands in order to interrupt CO2-emissions from agricultural 
used peatlands and 

• Streuobstgenussschein: re-cultivation of meadow orchard to support biodiversity (e.g. 
insects, amphibians) and preserve historic fruit varieties. 

All three ecologic securities were faced with increasing demand which could not be met due to a 
gap of areas/projects to be used for. Furthermore, a shift from individual buyers to institutional 
customers was observed for all three as well as an interest for different co-benefits caused by 
the implementation of the climate forest, the re-wetted peatland, or the meadow orchard. 

Searching for reasons for the observations and putting together the interfering demand the idea 
of Waldaktie 2.0 was born. This new format of a well known product should include practicable 
solutions for the following key issues: 

• How can Waldaktie return to former attractiveness to individual clients? 
• How can Waldaktie overcome the lack of area for new climate forests? 
• Which price of Waldaktie is necessary to cover all relevant expenses incl. land acquisi-

tion? 
• How should we adjust the group of stakeholders to cover all additional needs? 

These topics have to be discussed under the circumstances of the growing debate on climate 
change and individual responsibility which have not been as big during the introduction of Wal-
daktie more than 10 years ago. And they should include experiences made on other the ecologi-
cal securities developed in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern as cited above. This common experience 
meets the intended goal of enhancing the public sensitivity for ecosystem services in general and 
acts as an additional motivation for continuing the process. 

3 Overall approach 

3.1 Innovation strategy of the case study 
The initial approach concerning Waldaktie 2.0 was focused on broadening the price calculation 
by adding supplementary ecological services which belong to the new climate forests. This ap-
proach took into account that the ecological sensibility of the target group is rising and suggest-
ed, that their willingness to pay higher prices is depending on a high transparency of the calcula-
tion which includes supplementary ecological services. Therefore the first development goal was 
focused on the scientific background of the monetarization of ecological services delivered by 
climate forests in addition to the CO2 sequestration. 
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This “academic approach” shifted into a multidependent model during the innovation process, 
mainly driven by a better differentiation between the motivation of different groups of buyers, 
the goals of the stakeholders, and the increasing public pressure on efficient climate action. This 
lead to two scenarios of Waldaktie 2.0 which have been discussed excessively. 

3.2 Platform and network process 
The general character of interactions between actors in this case is generally constructive but 
clearly led by the actor’s self-interest. I.e., Waldaktie is a shared vision but a search for compro-
mises. The character strongly depends on the motivation of the partner and their position in 
terms of political position, cultural goals, and financial power.  

On a political level the interaction happens within the units of the “ministry of agriculture and 
the environment” itself as well as between the ministry and external authorities. In the political 
sphere the wellbeing of the respective political body seems to be the number one priority and 
the Waldaktie seems to be mainly an asset. Furthermore, the individual identification with the 
product differs between the ministerial employee who invented the product and the minister 
and the administrative levels’ representatives in between. In terms of the enhancement of public 
recognition of the “ecological value” of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern for the federal republic the 
minister and the ministerial employee Dr. Permien hold an identical position which differs from 
those of other representatives. 

With partners like the Landesforst as an external authority (but dependent on the ministry, too) 
the interaction is professional but also profits from the authority’s interest in image and public 
perception. Actors like WEMAG, as a costumer, or media have a primarily economical interest in 
the Waldaktie and benefit from it by creating products or/and a greener image. Those relation-
ships are business relationships, even though the will to do something good for the region and 
environment is also an independent driver for cooperation. 

By the implementation of ANE into the initial group of stakeholders the perspective of clients as 
well as the Agenda 2030 got higher weight. Since ANE does not follow self-interests it became 
crucial to cope with both, the individual interests of stakeholders and clients and the superior 
goals (like the SDGs). ANE took this role and divided the development process into general steps 
(without knowing the CINA-procedure): 

a. scraping out the true individual and/or institutional motivation of all stakeholders, their 
goals (public and internal), and their limits for compromises. 

b. determining key questions which can help to define the future product. 
c. deriving essential features of the future product fulfilling the expectations of all stake-

holders and meeting the interest of future clients. 
d. designing a process towards the product, it’s introduction into the market, and it’s future 

management. 

3.3 Overall CINA workshop strategy 
The German case study and its partners invested a lot of time into step 1 of the CINA process. All 
in all 5 workshops are planned, of which the first 3 (and numerous individual talks between ANE 
and single stakeholders) were dedicated to step 1. Workshop 4 will be used for step 2 and work-
shop 5 for step 3. In this report all workshops making up CINA step 1 will be reported as one 
workshop. 
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The aim of CINA workshop 1 was to reflect the current status of the Waldaktie (strength and 
weaknesses: S+W) and plan how Waldaktie can be further improved (opportunities and threats: 
O+T). For the follow up workshop, which will be CINA step 2, a finalized scenario design and 
stringent model, as well as selection of relevant actors as participants should be achieved in 
stage 1.  

4 Type 1 workshop(s): Innovation analysis and visioning 

4.1 Visioning workshop 1 

4.1.1 Scenarios used 
In order to define possible scenarios a first step of SWOT-analysis and the related communica-
tion was necessary. This was time consuming since the reflection of the current status and of the 
processes behind brought different perspectives to light (cf. ch. 3.2 - step a.). The main focus 
differed between: 

• keeping the initial idea alive by reanimation and development (T. Permien), 
• getting back the tourists as main clients (Tourist Association), 
• getting a price which covers all costs (Landesforst), 

and was generally driven by the shortage of land for new climate forests which is mainly caused 
by the price restrictions. Resulting from this it became clear that a higher price for Waldaktie is 
essential. This higher price needs to be defined (full cost accounting) and motivated (transpar-
ency for clients) and must not smash the attractivity of the product. Resulting from the “CINA 
preparation discussions” (mainly discussed on March 6th at ANE in Güstrow, see separate notes) 
the key questions have been condensed to a tabular scenario description which has been deliv-
ered to all participants with the following introducing paragraphs (cf. ch. 3.2 - step b.): 

1. Main goal of the Waldaktie 2.0? Avoiding of CO2 emissions and compensation of unavoidable 
ones vs. unlimited compensation of CO2 emissions 

2. Key questions for further development of Waldaktie:  
• acquisition of land for additional afforestation due to competition with other land use (incl. 

mandatory compensatory measures) 
• management costs of climate forests (forest administration) 
• management costs of Waldaktie (stakeholders) 

→ rising price for Waldaktie is necessary 
3. Options for the enhancement of the price 

• new calculation on cost basis (inflationary adjustment, incl. management costs and land 
acquisition) 

• new calculation on benefit basis (carbon storage prices, potential co-benefits)   
4. additional topics to be included in the scenarios’ discussions 

• integration of co-benefits (different ratios on different locations) 
• calculation of co-benefits (different precision!) 
• marketing chances of eco-sec-portfolio  
• how to prevent „green washing“ 
• how to support „avoid emissions“ vs. „compensate emission“ 
• potential new stakeholder structure - options, resulting from potential  

o change of right holder 
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o change of responsibilities 
The table/matrix next page compares the two main options / scenarios on the basis of a short 
description of facts and expectations. The Workshop on July 3rd should discuss the table as fol-
lows: 

• Does the description meet the real situation?  
• Which points are necessary to get included / to be changed? 
• Do all stakeholders agree to accept it as the baseline of further discussion? 
• Which of the limitations are essential? What do we need to develop first? 
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Table 3 Evaluation matrix for comparative scenario analysis. 

scenario A B 
di

st
in

ct
io

n 

Waldaktie 2.0 multiple effect integration single effect compensation 

effects integrated CO2 & co-benefits CO2 only 

main goal 
avoiding of CO2 emissions, compensation of unavoid-
able only 

unlimited compensation of CO2 emissions 

emotional target  individual responsibility good conscience  

approach educational approach → future of earth voluntary compensation tool → competition to market 

pe
rc

ep
tio

n 

marketing focus buy more than necessary → large climate forests buy as few as necessary → small climate forests 

potential public refuta-
tion  

paternalism “green washing” 

planting events neces-
sary 

yes no 

pr
ic

e 
se

tt
in

g 

preferred accounting 
accounting on basis of calculated ecological benefits 
and co-benefits 

full costs accounting 

to be included CO2, biodiversity, hydrologic balance, … 
area purchase, climate forest installation and management, man-
agement of the Waldaktie, marketing 

price level price should exceed full cost accounting comparable to mandatory measures 

subsidies allowed yes (due to educational goals), but not wanted no 

transparency necessary possible 

cl
ie

nt
s’

 

m
ot

iv
a-

tio
n 

individuals prevention of 
further de-

individual responsibility  
compensation 
of 

individual mobility 

tourists vacation 
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businesses struction of 
earth due to strategic positioning / CSR 

business trips and/or products 

administrations business trips 

events marketing emissions related to event 

lim
ita

tio
ns

 

purchase of land X  X 

costs’ accounting X X 

benefits’ accounting X  
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4.1.2 Setting 
The CINA workshop took place on July 3rd 2019 from 10 a.m. to 3 p.m. in the meeting room of 
ANE in Güstrow. The setting included a large table with all participants sitting on that table. The 
setting included coffee and snacks and a light lunch. 

4.1.3 Participants 
Stakeholders: 

• Harald Machur (Tourist Association), 
• Felix Adolphi (Landesforst), 
• Thorsten Permien (Ministry for Agriculture and Environment MV) 

InnoForESt: 

• Carolin Maier (FORST), 
• Claas Meyer (ZALF),  
• Carolin Biedermann (ZALF),  
• Peter Stegmaier (Uni Twente), 
• Stefan Sorge (HNEE),  

ANE: 

• Peter Adolphi 
• Henrik Manthey 

Excused: 

• Achim Schäfer (University of Greifswald) 

This setting as a small group consisting of “people who know each other very well” (initial 
stakeholders), new players, having intensive contact to all stakeholders (ANE) and “new observ-
ers” (InnoForESt players) allowed a very open discussion. Nevertheless, it was time consuming 
to steer the debate on the essential topics. 

The different participant groups follow different primary agendas within this debate: 

• The stakeholders wanted to keep their product alive, seeing a demand of innovation or, 
at least, of a new management agreement adjusted to the lost of private buyers and the 
lack of area. Below this common headline the stakeholders did see different priorities for 
the adjustments or innovations. These different perspectives lead to different topics of 
discussion and the related questions. 

• The InnoForESt actors wanted to observe and understand the innovation process. The 
questions they like to get answered are focusing on perceiving the deadlocks and the op-
portunities of the process (innovation process description and abstraction) and the 
product itself (supporting forest ecosystem services). 

• Greifswald University is mainly focused on the quantification of different benefits and 
co-benefits and the related monitoring systems. 

• ANE follows the political goals of sustainability and is intended to broaden the public 
recognition of a wide range of “sustainability tools”. The monetarization of ecosystem 
services and their marketing by means of ecological securities belongs to the corridors 
followed. This motivates the participation in InnoForESt and drives the investment into 
Waldaktie 2.0. 
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It belongs to the communicative strategy of ANE within this project to allow the process to find 
it’s own speed since ANE’s priority is the wide-ranged identification with the product instead of 
quick results. This strategy does not always fit to the short term stakeholder’s interest. 

4.1.4 Key thematic findings 
All agree that they like to continue! Possible name change is discussed, but all agree that it’s 
good to stick to the language of stocks, shares, futures, securities. Nevertheless, behind this “ho-
mogeneity” different interests and motivations of the initial stakeholders are concealed which 
are not introduced into the debate from the very beginning. Furthermore, the “old group of 
stakeholders” is still precarious about both, the goals of InnoForESt and it’s key function con-
cerning Waldaktie as well as the role of ANE within the process of developing Waldaktie 2.0. 

These questions, that have never been asked yet, influenced the type of arguments which have 
been used and prevented quicker improvements. It took time to overcome this “lack of confi-
dence” behind, to unfold the key arguments of each stakeholder and to focus the debate on the 
indispensable results allowing the design of scenarios and/or prototypes. 

This situation became obvious by an undulating debate switching between “this scenario table is 
useless since it doesn’t describe the reality” and “this type of abstraction helps to name the limi-
tations as well as the decisions which are necessary”. The contradiction between “unlimited 
compensation” (scenario B) and “avoiding emissions” (scenario A) is perceived to be “too 
strong” in the first reflection of the table. Later on the discussion distinguished between the dif-
ferent perspectives concerning higher prices: 

• The client’s perspective needs transparency in order to understand that the initial price 
has risen (reason to include additional ecosystem services into the calculation of bene-
fits). 

• The seller’s perspective needs to notice the gap between full cost accounting and sales 
revenue (in order to acquire the difference and to assign it to certain “co-beneficial 
goals”). 

In addition it became obvious that future CO2 pricing will not allow to sell voluntary compensa-
tion shares at lower prices than mandatory measures. This lead to the finding that there are at 
least two different tasks:  

• Communication to the clients to explain all benefits and  
• Securing the availability of Waldaktie by finding reasonable prices.  

Several models of graduated prices and qualified access have been discussed as supplementary 
options concluding in the finding that the right adjustment of both will help to avoid “green 
washing” and “wrong clients”. 

4.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
More detailed thematic findings have been discussed in the preliminary workshops prior to 
CINA. The related input (mainly from March 6th) can be summarized as follows: 

• Achim Schäfer explained the difficulties in getting similar precision in the price calcula-
tion for co-benefits of Waldaktie. 

• Harald Machur demonstrates the difficulties of running the management of Waldaktie in 
the Tourist Association while having clients not belonging to the target group (WEMAG). 
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• Felix Adolphi explains the restrictions of land acquisition by Landesforst resulting from 
legislative settings. 

• Thorsten Permien offers an idea of a portfolio scheme allowing clients to set their specif-
ic proportion of Ecological Securities on the basis of benefit and co-benefit proportion. 

The related findings were condensed to the scenario table by ANE (see above). 

4.1.6 Process 
By combining the first step of “internal reflection” including SWOT analysis (after having several 
individual discussions between ANE and single stakeholders mainly realized in March 6th) with 
a second step of an open discussion with actors outside the stakeholder’s group (see partici-
pant’s list of July 3rd) the process got an additional drive. This was mainly driven by the differ-
entiation of the several perspectives and tasks and led to the focus questions cited above. 

It took that long period since the initial stakeholders showed a high identification with their 
product in the original setting. It was hard to recognize that the loss of individual clients is a re-
sult of changing frame settings which cause the necessity of an adjusted product. This process 
was superimposed by the uncertainties concerning InnoForESt and the role of ANE in between. 

4.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
After accepting the situation described above the positioning of the stakeholders became more 
clear and returned to their self-interests they have to realize while keeping Waldaktie alive. The 
atmosphere was obviously very relaxed from the beginning. The group is at ease with each other 
and characterized by a high level of individual trust, due to the long history together (>10 years). 
Nevertheless, this individual trust is overlain by some scepticism resulting from uncertainties 
concerning the institutional goals of the structures behind. The input given by ANE reflecting 
results of other IR (known from meeting in Trento, e.g. CZ/SK, FN and AUT) encouraged the 
stakeholders. 

4.1.8 Lessons learnt 
The main lesson learned is that the price focus on the benefits & co-benefits calculation will not 
result in new product of better recognition. It is necessary to combine both scenarios, the educa-
tional approach and the compensation approach as well. 

The new prototype must meet two criteria: 

• The story behind must reflect recent mind set changes and 
• The price must exceed the full cost accounting. 

5 Type 2 workshop(s): Prototype assessment 

5.1 Prototype workshop 1 

5.1.1 Scenarios used 
cf. 4.1.1. 

The framework for these scenarios has changed since the CO2 pricing by the German govern-
ment became a major field of political discussion. This pushed the scenario discussion from “op-
tional / intellectual / theoretical” to “mandatory / practical”. Furthermore, the shortage of land 
increased, Waldaktie became expected be sold out soon. 
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5.1.2 Setting 
cf. 4.1.2. 

5.1.3 Participants 
Stakeholders: 

• Felix Adolphi (Landesforst), 
• Syntje Krause (Landesforst) 
• Thorsten Permien (Ministry for Agriculture and Environment MV) 

InnoForESt: 

• Lasse Loft (ZALF) 
• Manuel Asbach (ZALF) 
• Stefan Sorge (HNEE),  

ANE: 

• Peter Adolphi 
• Henrik Manthey 

Clients: 

• Oliver Maas, WEMAG 
did not show up: 

• Harald Machur (Tourist Association) – dropped in later, 
• Peter Stegmaier (Uni Twente), 
• Carolin Maier (FORST), 
• Achim Schäfer (University of Greifswald) 

This setting was similar to 4.1.3, complemented with the main client of the last years (WEMAG). 
The atmosphere was open and relaxed again. Due to the new participants (Syntje Krause, Oliver 
Maas) the discussion became more precise, since everybody was interested to explain his posi-
tion more clearly. Furthermore, everybody had obviously reflected the July workshop and it’s 
results again and was additionally focused on his own goals and possibilities. This helped to 
name common positions and goals. 

This progress of clarification interfered with some retentiveness of Thorsten Permien who had 
recently started negotiations with different partners in order to establish an alternative struc-
ture to develop new ecosecs and to marketing new and old ones together. This initiative was 
caused by a strong dissatisfaction with the ministry he is employed concerning the lack of sup-
port for his extraordinary input. 

5.1.4 Key thematic findings 
The discussion of CINA 1 was reflected intensively. Due to the ongoing discussion on mandatory 
CO2 pricing in Germany the price setting criteria got in focus again. Felix Adolphi explained that 
the value of 1 ha land shrinks from 20 T€ to 6 T€ as soon as it became “forest” instead of agricul-
tural land. This loss of value is part of the discussion as well as all other costs. He agitates for a 
combination of educational approach and full cost accounting again and suggests a price model 
of “negative discount”, i.e., the more you buy the higher the price. This model could support 
avoidance vs. compensation. 
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Oliver Maas declares that WEMAG does have a budget to be spent for ecological securities. The 
higher the price the less securities they will buy. This will lead to shrinking public attention. 
Lasse Loft proposes to have a workshop on pricing only. Participants agreed. The focus should 
be set on combining both, the costs caused by installing new climate forests (incl. acquisition of 
land – full cost accounting) and the calculation of benefits for all relevant ecosystem services (in 
addition to CO2), neglecting the different precision of numbers concerning the different services 
(e.g.: biodiversity, water household, temperature management and others). The key questions 
stay unanswered (see below). Nevertheless, the key players (Tourist Association and Landes-
forst) summarized their future collaboration together (cf. 5.1.7) 

5.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
The following key questions were noticed to be essential to Waldaktie development: 

Price finding: 

• Purchase of land to be used for additional afforestation of climate forests competing with 
other forms of land use (incl. mandatory compensatory measures). 

• Maintenance costs of climate forests (Landesforst). 
• Management costs of Waldaktie (several stakeholders). 
• Demanding higher price for Waldaktie 2.0 – reflecting all these questions as options. 

Questions concerning the principle of preferring avoidance instead of compensation (cultural 
goal, educational tool): 

• Marketing chances for “ecosec-portfolios”. 
• How to prevent “green washing”? 
• How to implement avoidance without shutting down Waldaktie? 

Questions to decide simultaneously: 

• May another structure of the stakeholder’s collaboration help? 
• Should the rights on the Waldaktie be transferred to an independent player outside the 

ministry? 
• Which stakeholder is responsible for which part of the maintenance and management? 

5.1.6 Process 
The process to define Waldaktie 2.0 was much more focused than in CINA 1. Stakeholders had 
accepted that the corporative requirement of emission reduction leads to the discrepancy be-
tween “avoiding emissions” and “compensation” which hardly can be managed by just one eco 
sec product. Whereas the scenario table (cf. 4.1.1.) had been discussed during CINA 1 as “intel-
lectual model” it became much more real now. 

5.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
Unfortunately Harald Machur (Tourist Association) did not make it to participate. He dropped in 
afterwards an did meet Felix Adolphi and Syntje Krause. They started an individual “After-CINA-
meeting” and discussed the results. They focused on the perspective of the implementation. 
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They communicated the following findings: 

• The Tourist Association will stay part of Waldaktie 2.0. 
• Landesforst will prepare a binding agreement to reserve a significant area of land per 

year for Waldaktie for a price of 65,000 €/ha. 
• The Tourist Association will install a new distribution system within the first quarter of 

the year which should incorporate the other existing eco secs (MoorFutures, Streu-
obstgenuss-schein). 

• Landesforst und Tourist Association will negotiate the estimated handling and manage-
ment effort which need to be included into the price of Waldaktie – the resulting price 
for Waldaktie 2.0 is estimated in the range from 70 to 80 €. 

• To lower the price for individual clients a compensation by higher prices for business 
clients is foreseen. 

• Both partners will develop a transparent price communication shifting from “per 5 m²” 
to “per kg CO2” or “per tree”. 

• It should be possible for individuals to by less than 1 Waldaktie (parts of one) in order to 
keep clients interested who are not willing to spend 80 €. 

• The “avoiding instead of compensation” question will be incorporated into new holiday 
offers which are already on the way in the Tourist Association. 

There is no reporting about the results so far (c.f. 5.1.9.). 

5.1.8 Lessons learnt 
The results cited under 5.1.7. demonstrate the gap between the impatience of some stakeholders 
and the development necessities resulting from the more general point of view. This corre-
sponds to the conflicts of the time schedule which arise regularly, e.g.: There is a urgent need to 
redesign and to restart the web page. On the other hand this new web page should represent the 
new product which is not finally designed. Furthermore, a new marketing tool on this web page 
should offer a sufficient number of Waldaktie, but there are none. The future process should 
incorporate these conflicts. 

5.1.9 Reflection 
In early January 2020 it became obvious, that the government of Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 
recognises the eco secs as an unique selling point of the country. The prime minister spent Wal-
daktie as a gift to chancellor Merkel and wants to install the eco secs as a part of the sustainable 
development strategy. 

This sounds like success, since it is the first time, that this recognition takes place outside the 
Ministry of Environment. But: 

• Currently the Ministry of Agriculture an Environment is founding a new foundation 
called “Forest Foundation” which will be based on a 20 million € budget taken from the 
300 million countries’ budget surplus from 2019. 

• This foundation will support civic engagement in tree planting in the state forests by 
paying the trees but engaging people for planting them. 

• The Minister did not consult any of the stakeholders of Waldaktie, neither Dr. Permien 
(who is the responsible employee) nor either the CEO of Landesforst or ANE (note: the 
minister is head of the advisory board of ANE!). 
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In case this information is true and the “Forest Foundation” will act as described this will de-
stroy the idea of Waldaktie followed so far. It was not possible to get any answer of the ministry 
yet. 

6 Overall lessons learnt 
As Waldaktie concerns land use, there can be many stakeholders involved. There has been no 
process threatening conflict between actors about this, but whenever critical or protected areas 
were planned to be planted, delays occurred because of the required consent of different author-
ities or interest groups. The lesson learned from this has been to avoid such areas. As soon as 
many actors interact in a consortium to work on an innovation there will be the problem of con-
flicting priorities, depending on the individual scientific background. It is important for the co-
ordinator of such a group to find a unifying aspect as an entry point into conversation and to be 
open to accept results that differ from his/her own idea of the best way forward. 

7 Outlook 
Recent developments have reinvigorated the political discussion about the Waldaktie. Soon, the 
form of the forest foundation behind the Waldaktie as well as the rights holder of the securities 
will be discussed anew. The InnoForESt practice partner Academy for Sustainable Development 
(ANE) has not only been the initiator of the discussion, but it also figures as a possible solution 
to reorganize the management structure of the Waldaktie. 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Overall case description1 
Where the forest begins to disappear, when it reaches its natural altitude limit, the mountain gives 
way to herbaceous surfaces, large open areas that man has over the centuries learned to use as a 
space available for grazing livestock. In the Province of Trento, a wise management of the territory 
aimed at preventing the abandonment of mountains has ensured that areas between woodland 
and pasture became an uninterrupted continuum. In fact, the two environments blend together to 
become wooded pastures that can sustain both wood production and grazing. The innovation pur-
sues an active forest-pasture management and is based on two preconditions. In the forest, the 
Province of Trento adopts a close-to-nature silviculture approach aiming to foster natural regen-
eration, to improve structure and composition, and to keep production levels constant over time, 
allowing the forest to provide other functions beyond the productive one. As part of the manage-
ment of pastures, it promotes livestock breeding in order to maintain the production activities 
related to the mountain grazing. Interventions of environmental improvement so far have varied 
according to interests (economic, biological-naturalistic, cultural, landscape) and objectives 
(woods, pastures). 

As part of the project, the Autonomous Province of Trento (PAT) wants to try to introduce an 
integrated resource management approach by stimulating a new way of thinking by landowners, 
a different interpretation of the forest-rural pattern, moving from single to multi-owner and multi-
year interventions or initiatives based on multi-land and multifunction approach. The goal is to 
favor projects that sustain more than one function of the wood/pasture, to promote a long-term 
planning distributed over time and space. This can be achieved through actions at the technical 
level, by proposing a range of interventions with different priority outcomes, the social level, by 
finding shared objectives, preferences, interests, goods, and the economic level, by evaluating fi-
nancing types and mechanisms. 

Primiero is an ideal context in which to analyze these issues given the multiple roles played by the 
forests, particularly in terms of timber production (i.e. high quality wood) and tourism support 
(i.e. tourism is the most important economic activity), and the significant loss of pastures (and 
associated forest expansion) over the last 30-40 years. The maintenance of an adequate equilib-
rium between forest and pasture is looked at as a crucial element of a broader strategy of ecosys-
tem service protection and one that requires the active participation of all relevant stakeholders. 

1.2 Problem background 
This case’s innovation helps answer the question: how to manage the forest-pasture system in a 
way that ensures the delivery of multiple ecosystem services, including timber production, slope sta-
bilization and recreation support, while being financially sustainable? The innovation builds upon 
thirty plus years of forest management led and actively undertaken by the Forest Service of the 
Autonomous Province of Trento, which maintains close ties with a wide array of stakeholders in-
tervening on the forest-pasture system at various levels. The innovation encompasses such ele-
ments as marketing strategies in the timber sector, initiatives to attract new kinds of visitors, im-
provements in the current tourism offering, restoration of historical pastures, enhancement of the 
existing forest road network, etc. 

 
1 This was taken directly from the InnoForESt website. 
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The innovation action developed throughout the first and second CINA Workshops to focus more 
on the development of tourism and pasture restoration scenarios with the involvement of new 
stakeholders, as the primary needs changed after the Vaia storm hit the Primiero area and some 
stakeholders manifested less interest in the project (e.g., timber production firms and private for-
est owners). 

2 Case overview 
2.1 Case history 
Trentino is well known in Italy and beyond as a place of great natural value and environmental 
quality, and this is due in particular to natural resources and forests, which cover 63% of the ter-
ritory. Such forests provide a great deal of services and the Autonomous Province of Trento has 
always accorded great importance to their protection. Stakeholders recognize the multifunction-
ality of the forest, even though they understandably seek to enhance the function that more 
strongly support their income. 

The protection of multifunctionality has been guaranteed over the years by the Province through 
a regular supply of funding. The latter was facilitated by the fact that the Province, having a special 
autonomous status, manages most of its budget autonomously, without depending on the national 
Government. 

Table 1 Brief history of the Primiero innovation. 

Forest planning and management evolved through both the adoption of local-scale tools and cul-
tivation improvements supported by financial measures and direct interventions of the forest ser-
vice. Two elements have been particularly important and have characterized forest management 
in this region. On the one hand, the systematic adoption of close-to-nature silviculture (instead of 
clear-cut) and forest consolidation favoured a step beyond mere biomass production, becoming 
suitable tools to guarantee other fundamental forest ecosystem services, such as those associated 
with landscape and recreation as well as those related to slope stability (which is highly benefited 
by forests). On the other hand, structural, provisional and compositional improvements helped 
maintain the productivity of several forest areas (i.e., wood production), therefore ensuring the 
possibility to cut at a level of intensity that is sufficient to limit the expansion of marginal areas 
(unlike what happened in other regions of the Alps). Such forest planning approach is today a 
widely accepted tradition in Trentino. 

Period Description 
Beginning of 20th century Forests under management planning in Trentino are 3% of the total. Aus-

trian planning (until 1918 this territory was part of the Austro-Hungarian 
empire) primarily aimed at reforestation with resinous trees. 

End of WWII Forests heavily damaged in terms of structure and species diversity due to 
strong wood demand for war. In some areas, original species mix replaced 
by monocultures of Norway Spruce. 

1950s Forest planning is born: silvicultural criteria are established in 1953 and 
volume based tariffs are introduced in 1956. 

1966 Program of hydraulic-forest protection to increase the stability of the terri-
tory through multiple interventions across space and time, as a response to 
the big flood.  

1980s-present Focus no longer on timber only, but increasingly on multifunctionality: pro-
tection of soils, maintenance of ecosystems, recreation, etc. 
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The recently introduced Landscape Fund (implemented by the Province of Trento) brought about 
some changes: trees are no longer planted (it is in fact forbidden by law), but financial incentives 
are provided to turn wooded lands into pasture or grassland in a way that re-establishes mid-
elevation mountain areas. 

The management of pastures and farms has also changed: activities that used to be common prac-
tice for maintaining the pasture and the stability of the territory (e.g., stone removal, wastewater 
management, invasive species removal, fence maintenance) have been progressively abandoned 
(due to the effort required) and are now being undertaken again just because ad hoc funded 
awareness-raising activities have been carried out. 

The management of the forest-pasture system has also been crucial to the tourism industry as the 
balanced mix of healthy forests and pasture areas creates a landscape that is greatly appreciated 
by visitors. The Forest Service of PAT maintains close contacts with a wide array of actors that 
play a key role in the management of the forest-pasture system. 
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2.2 Brief stakeholder constellation 

Stakeholder Typea Roleb Inter-
estc 

Influ-
encee Participationf Motivation 

Overall 
im-
portancee 

Artisan association: 
sawmills PR BU M M I  Mostly interested in timber production. 5 

Association of breeders PR BU H H D 

Interested in milk production/transformation (Breeders are inter-
ested in pasture improvement and availability. The forest property, 
and consequently the forest management, includes not only forest but 
also pasture) 

9 

Hunters association PR BE M H I Interested in forest management due to its impact on hunting oppor-
tunities 6 

Hotel organization (hotels, 
restaurants, huts) PR BE M M I Concerned about landscape quality as it enables tourists to appreci-

ate the region. 5 

PU landowners (municipali-
ties) PU U User H H D Various interests, mostly economic. Seeking a balance between differ-

ent services. 9 

Private landowners PR U/BE H H D Timber, climate regulation, aesthetic, biodiversity 9 

Natural Park (Paneveggio) PU MA H M I Mainly interested in biodiversity protection. Has an influence on for-
est management 6 

Forest Service PU MA H H D 

Forest management (The Province of Trento is comparable to a re-
gion. In Italy, forest management is completely delegated to re-
gions/autonomous provinces so there are no conflicts in competence. 
Of course, local laws have to meet national and European principles) 

9 

Tourist office (APT) PU/PR BE M M I Aesthetic value, cultural value, spiritual value, recreation value, biodi-
versity value 5 

Alpine Club and other 
(CAI/SAT/Accompagnatori 
del territorio) 

PR BE H M I Aesthetic value, cultural value, spiritual value, recreation value, biodi-
versity value 6 

Association of agronomists 
and forest scientists PR BU H M I Planning, management 6 

a Type of actor: public (PU), private (PR) 
b Type of role: business (BU), beneficiary (BE), user (U), manager (MA) 
c. Interest in the management of the forest-pasture system: low (L), medium (M), high (H) 
d Potential influence on the management of the forest-pasture system: low (L), medium (M), high (H) 
e Type of contribution to the management of the forest-pasture system: direct (D), indirect (I) 
f Degree of importance accounting for the interest, influence and type of contribution (ranging between 3 and 9) 
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2.3 Reflection: overall governance situation before workshop 
In the Province of Trento (IT), a wise management of the territory aimed at preventing the aban-
donment of mountains has ensured that areas between woodland and pasture became an unin-
terrupted continuum. In fact, the two environments blend together to become wooded pastures 
that can sustain both wood production and grazing.  

As an alpine region, the IR enjoys a particularly rich and diverse supply of ecosystem services. The 
mosaic of forest and pastures holds great biodiversity, production, and scenic value. In the past, 
the management in the region has a tradition of balancing multiple forest ecosystem services, fo-
cusing in particular on the maintenance of pasture, slope stability, water retention, as well as tim-
ber production. 

In recent years attention to maintaining ecosystem services has expanded from the forest to the 
wider territory, with funds and technical support to maintain or recover open areas at meadow 
or grazing from the natural afforestation. Our current job aims to active, balance and integrated 
management of the forest-pasture system in mountain areas. This entails the promotion of close-
to-nature silviculture aiming to foster natural regeneration, improve structure and composition, 
and keep high production levels over time, and the adoption of livestock breeding practices help-
ing support production activities related to mountain grazing and limiting the abandonment of 
agricultural and grazing activities. 

Our idea is to improve the method in forest pasture management mentioned above by searching 
for new management techniques, new actors and business models. We consider our work as a 
good practice to be encouraged and the project is helping us in this effort. 

In order to guarantee this balance we use directly public funds to help landowners, mainly public, 
to recover rural landscape by turning wooded lands into pasture or grassland. Actually we use 
two different types of funds on two different environment with ecological differences mainly for 
the altitude and forest/pasture composition and structure. On the timber line, at high altitude, we 
recover wooded pastures and at the medium elevation we use public funds to recover meadows. 

Originally, this kind of forest-pasture management was tested by a demonstration project in 2014 
in the region of Primiero. The project was born thanks to the collaboration between the Forest 
Service and the Province of Trento and thanks to the determination, the passion and the spirit of 
initiative of Luigi Gottardo, director of the forest district of Primiero. The project lasted one year 
and was funded entirely from the Province, it involved three farms in the nearby of the pastures, 
which were restored by the wood cutting and which were properties of the public administra-
tions. The presence of a strong form of associations among farmers and local cheese producers 
and the big economic interest related to pasture management and local food production facilitated 
the involvement of different actors in this first initiative. 

At the end of 2015, the collaboration among the Province, the local community, the Forest Service, 
the Agriculture Service and the Landscape Service has made possible the elaboration of a plan for 
the management of open areas. The plan was used as a base for a new project, which took place 
between the years 2015 and 2018, which permitted the restoration of 60 ha of meadows and pas-
tures in the area of Primiero on private properties.  



 

268 
 

The Forest Service managed the intervention of restoration, the Province funded the initiative 
through the Landscape Fund and 15 farmers were involved, which could later benefit of the eco-
nomic support of the European funds granted by CAP. The landowners obtain a small income from 
the sell of timber, but the real benefit resulted from the sense of gratification which derived from 
their contribution to the change under way. The idea of the innovation was born as natural follow-
up of this initiative, keeping at the center of the action the need for traditional rural landscape 
conservation. 

As part of the innovation idea, i.e. prototype, to pursue a participatory (e.g., involvement of many 
actors including private forest owners), integrated, and balanced management of forest-pasture 
ecosystems in the Primiero mountain areas, the governance of the innovation is characterized by 
the engagement of several stakeholders interested in its development and implementation. The 
constellation of stakeholders revolves around the main innovation idea to restore mountain 
pastures, introduce crowdfunding as a new funding source, increase tourism activities and 
improve collective management by forest owners and timber production firms. The governance 
situation related to this case sees the involvement of hotel owners, association of hunters, 
association of breeders, Paneveggio Natural Park Authority, PAT Forest Service and tourist office. 
Due to their particular nature, some actors are intrinsically more involved in some actions than 
others. For example, the association of breeders is a key player as far as the restoration of pastures 
is concerned, as their economic activity depends on pastures. Likewise, opening the dense forest 
to create new open areas and pastures is of extreme interest for the association of hunters who 
might provide valuable insights about the improvement of the habitat of various animal species. 
Paneveggio Natural Park Authority has a key role in the protection of landscape values, in 
restoring the balance between pastures and forests as a way to attract tourists and implement 
tourism strategies along with the PAT tourist office. Hotel owners represent a key actor for the 
improvement of infrastructures, tourism offer and packages. In this case the collaboration 
between the PAT tourist office, the hotel owners and the Alpine club is an essential element of the 
governance and for the success of the innovation ideas. The Paneveggio Natural Park Authority 
together with the general requirements of nature conservation plays a key role in highlighting the 
risks associated with practices aimed at attracting more visitors/extending the tourist season. The 
collective management of forests by private forest owners and timber production companies was 
high on the list to achieve an active and integrated management. However, in the year 2019 as a 
consequence of the Vaia storm, their involvement declined as they decided to focus on the 
management of the emergency and timber collection and processing. 

In the second CINA workshop, as a result of ongoing discussion and interaction with actors and 
stakeholders, the collective management scenario was dropped to focus only on pasture restora-
tion and increasing tourism. As consequence of Vaia storm, which shifted significantly the atten-
tion of the representatives of sawmills and the woodsmen from the goals of the project, therefore 
it became very difficult to guarantee their involvement. New stakeholders were contacted, such 
as: the director of the social cheese factory of Primiero, the director of the Local Action Group of 
Eastern Trentino (LAG), teachers of the local schools and a PhD student of the University of Pa-
dova, involved in the study of restoration techniques of pastures and conservation of native spe-
cies. Of great importance was the involvement of the social cheese factory through its director 
who is deeply connected and has a high stake in both scenarios by providing technical comments 
on the restoration of pastures and ideas for the promotion of the rural landscape and the devel-
opment of local tourism, which is one of the most important sources of income. 
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3 Overall approach 
3.1 The innovation strategy 
What we call innovation is in fact a relatively long-standing practice in the region that deals with 
the multifunctional management of the forest-pasture system under the guidance and direct in-
tervention of the Province. InnoForESt can greatly contribute to strengthen this practice by solv-
ing some of the issues in the management and fostering the active role of all stakeholders. We are 
particularly interested in stimulating a bottom-up process through which stakeholders can ac-
tively propose alternatives to public funding and steer forest-pasture management activities that 
help maintain the natural capital in the years to come. 

The credibility and role of the Province were key to stimulating the interest of stakeholders and 
getting them together. In order to figure out innovation ideas, we thought it would be fundamental 
to have an introductory workshop during which stakeholders could discuss the main issues that 
emerged during face-to-face meetings held in the period May-July 2018. The points raised by 
stakeholders during the workshop were expected to provide very specific variables that, once 
properly set, could eventually lead to the definition of the prototype.  

In order to facilitate the process of moving from variables to the prototype, an intense work was 
conducted by the innovation team to explore all possible nuances, obstacles and opportunities 
associated with the issues. The discussion of each variable was based on the “six hat method” by 
Edward De Bono. The method assumes that we can look at any problem by wearing six hats, each 
of which reflects a different way of thinking (perspective). Such perspectives might be considered 
in the future as the key characters of actors involved in role-board games designed for this inno-
vation region. The white hat is that of a person knowing data and information about a topic. The 
red hat is that of a person perceiving emotions and having intuitions. The black hat is that of a 
person who knows something will not work. The yellow hat is that of a person who sees opportu-
nities. The green hat is that of a creative person. The blue hat is that of a controller. 

The “six hat” internal discussion proved useful homework allowing us to get to the strategic work-
shop with significant knowledge about the implications of each variable and to define some real-
istic “levels” that these variables could take on. 

3.2 Platform and network process 
The analysis of the innovation and ways to strengthen it in the months/years to come started from 
face-to-face meetings with all stakeholders listed in the table of section 2.2. Most of these meetings 
were conducted with only one stakeholder category at a time to facilitate discussions about issues 
felt by each stakeholder in a unique way. The organization of meetings relied on the long-standing 
relationship the Forest Service of PAT has had with all stakeholders. This strongly facilitated the 
involvement of stakeholders and the establishment of a fruitful conversation with them. 

The meetings developed from a predefined list of questions, including the definition of the forest-
pasture system, the identification of challenges and opportunities associated with the manage-
ment of the system, the possible improvements to such management, an assessment of the activ-
ities performed by the Province and the delineation of the stakeholder’s role within the manage-
ment framework currently in place. Anyway, despite the structure, the dialogues followed their 
own paths based on the stakeholders’ feelings. 

The interviews were particularly useful in identifying a series of issues and paths for the innova-
tions. In particular, the following issues were highlighted: 
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• Forest roads are not recognized the same kind of multifunctionality that the forest itself 
has: they are only meant as “production tools” (i.e. ways to transport wood and forest 
products), while they enable all sorts of activities and particularly tourism. 

• Forest roads are often inadequate for various functions being often too narrow and having 
little side spaces. 

• Bureaucracy tends to hinder both interactions among stakeholders and private initiatives. 
• Wood firms, which are often small in the area, struggle to compete in an increasingly open 

market. 
• Operators of the wood supply chain call for support in the field by specialized personnel. 

Some of the innovations that, according to stakeholders, InnoForESt could stimulate are: educa-
tion activities about forest management for tourist, training on new forest management ap-
proaches for technicians, increased participation of private actors in the multifunctional manage-
ment of the forest-pasture system. 

The knowledge acquired through these interviews was key to defining the workshop strategy and 
in particular led to the decision of running a non-strategic workshop prior to the strategic (CINA) 
workshops. This non-strategic workshop aimed to bring all stakeholders together, establish a 
smooth communication between them all and collectively shape the previously identified issues 
in a way that could help us define actual scenarios for the innovation. 

During the running of time, we realised that the network process was certainly facilitated by the 
existence of form of cooperation already present and consolidated in the region. An example is the 
Green Way Primiero, an association born in 2015 with the aim of developing innovative 
projects in the energy sector, reducing combustible fossil fuels, improving mobility and caring 
for the landscape in a broad sense. The founding members are municipalities, the natural Park 
of Paneveggio, APT, the local bank and ACSM SpA (an enterprise which manages green 
hydroelectric power stations), this collaboration ensures the improved quality of life of local 
residents, which also translates into a way of doing tourism. Some of the concrete actions 
implemented by this agreement are the promotion of a system of electric bike and car sharing, 
with the realisation of a net of charging stations which connects the strategic points of the 
region and the organisation of thematic tour which permits to explore history, traditions and 
technological innovations implemented in the territory, in order to inform and raise 
awareness. Another example of the collaboration between the Alpine Society of Trentino 
(SAT) and the tourist office in occasion of Vaia storm: each time SAT, thanks to its volunteers, 
restored the tracks, which were no more accessible due to the tree crashes, it promptly 
informed the local tourist office, which in turn notified it to the touristic operators. The 
natural park of Paneveggio has already collaborated with farmers and breeders for the 
restoration and maintenance of meadows and pastures, taking advantage of the financial 
resources granted by the RDP. 
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These forms of cooperation are evidence of a network process which was already born in the 
last period and which is evolving during the years trying to answer to various needs of the 
local community. In the context of InnoForESt project, we selected the stakeholders to involve 
considering the central topic of the innovation, but the choice fell in most cases unconsciously 
on actors already protagonists of collaborations and other forms of associations. This situa-
tion probably helped significantly our role of coordinators and the ongoing of the workshops. 
Our conviction is that in Primiero there is a network process already consolidated, which 
needs however to be enhanced and systemized, as the stakeholders themselves highlighted 
during the meetings. 

The challenge will be to find a figure who can play the role of leader of the wide initiatives and 
collaborations already existing locally. The team project covered only marginally this role, 
probably more concentrated to develop the content of the innovation. We tried to explore the 
hypothesis of Trentino Marketing as leader of any local development projects, but it straight 
declared that its role is to promote and finance single end products, not to steer network pro-
cesses. The Forest Service of the Province of Trento can certainly ensure technical support 
and rule the forest management at a high level, but to drive local processes it is necessary a 
figure more next to reality of the region. The individual activity we proposed in the second 
CINA workshop had the goals also to explore individual intentions to take control of the situ-
ation and lead the change. From this work it raised there is a large availability of cooperation 
among the stakeholders, director of social cheese factory and director of natural park of 
Paneveggio also declared to be available to lead eventual initiative or project. The proposals 
expressed by the actors were explicit and concrete only in some cases, otherwise they were 
quite generic, so this did not help to identify a clear and possible network of connections. 
Nevertheless, as we pointed out above, probably it is better to focus the attention on the ex-
isting relationships, trying to strengthen them and to make system of them, instead of insist-
ing in new forms of cooperation and initiatives, which could bring to a dispersal of resources 
and to a general disorientation. 

The creation of a digital platform could help to make system and highlight the existing net-
works born in the last years. At the moment the digital one made available by InnoForESt 
project was not effective, perhaps also because the team project didn’t encourage convinc-
ingly the use of it, fostering on the other hand the figure of Luigi Gottardo, the director of the 
forest district of Primiero, as a form of physical platform, recognising in his authority a point 
of reference for all stakeholders, out of the context of the European project too. Rather than 
to create a new digital platform from scratch, it could be an alternative solution to start from 
the existing ones, such as the website of Green Way Primiero or APT. 
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3.3 Overall CINA workshop strategy 
The workshop strategy was tailored after careful analysis of the innovation and the specific socio-
ecological context in which it takes place. Such strategy relies on three major workshops: a non-
strategic introductory one followed by two strategic (CINA) workshops. Discussions within the 
innovation team highlighted the difficulty of providing stakeholders with ready-to-use scenarios 
and suggested a meaningful approach would instead focus on key variables whose analysis during 
workshops might lead to a prototype, namely a scenario to follow. The first workshop, a non-stra-
tegic one, was meant to discuss the issues that emerged during the face-to-face meetings and iden-
tify the variables that would constitute the scenarios. The analysis of the first workshop’s output 
by the innovation team allowed the definition of meaningful levels for these variables, namely 
options that could be considered in the future for the establishment and improvement of the in-
novation. The second workshop started from these options and was an opportunity to discuss 
them and choose those that seemed more suitable for the development of the innovation. The 
combination of the selected options would have led to the definition of scenarios to adopt for the 
successive building of the prototype. Nevertheless, the events which occurred in the region 
changed completely the context and influenced the selection of scenarios. In the third workshop 
the analysis of the previous selected options was put aside, in order to focus only on the two sce-
narios, which were considered more important. The meeting aimed at discussing the feasibility of 
the prototype, exploring its strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats. At the moment a 
fourth workshop seemed not be necessary, but the team project is exploring the alternatives to 
organise small working groups to further single topics and support eventual emerging initiatives. 

The sequence of the workshops was as follows: 

• First non-strategic workshop (22 January 2019): it represented the occasion for a first 
contact with future stakeholders, it was crucial to explore their level of participation, their 
motivation and interests. It was basically an opening meeting, which laid the basis for the 
next innovation analysis and visioning CINA workshop. Moreover it was important for the 
project team to test for the first time the effectiveness of the methodological approach 
chosen, given the low experience in participatory process. The analysis of the feedbacks 
and results permitted to learn from that first experience in favour of the organisation of 
the official CINA workshop. 

• First CINA workshop (7-24 May 2019): we can classify it as an innovation analysis and 
visioning CINA workshop, stakeholders discussed on the validity of different variables for 
each of the four scenarios presented, with the aim to start to reflect on limits and impacts 
of the innovation and to start to define the structure of the innovation prototype. 
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• Second CINA workshop (17 December 2019): the outputs of the previous workshop and 
the impact of Vaia storm on the general context convinced the whole project team to focus 
only on specific scenarios, so that the process of prototype selection was concluded by us 
as result of the analysis of the participatory process going on and of the chance of success 
of the innovation. This workshop was structured and organized in order to put the stake-
holders in the condition to reflect on the interconnection between the two scenarios se-
lected (pastures and meadows restoration and local tourism development), on the goals 
of the innovation and on the factors, both negative and positive, which were deemed cru-
cial for the future development of the innovation, in the short, medium and long term. We 
tried to promote both cooperation and personal initiative, with the aims to push the stake-
holder to express their real intentions and personal targets, in order to play the game in 
first person, take control of the innovation development and foster the concrete realisa-
tion of the defined goals. These aspects characterized the second CINA workshop both as 
“prototype assessment” and as “roadmapping” CINA workshop. 

In conclusion of the participatory process, given that the attempt to foster personal initiative 
among the stakeholders and the invitation to take part to small work groups on particular issues 
were not successful, the project team took the opportunity to cross and interconnect the innova-
tion process with the process of elaboration and approval of the Mountain and Forestry Plan 
(PFM).  

The elaboration of the plan was born as reaction of the Department of Agriculture, Forest and Soil 
protection to respond to the necessity of modernisation of the economic system of Trentino and 
of encouragement of new forms of entrepreneurship arisen by the a provincial law in the year 
2019. The Department identified the PFM as the instrument to accomplish to this request of en-
hancing the economic competitivity and introducing simplification measures. 

The starting point is to create a database which permits to identify the areas which could be po-
tentially be restored to meadows and pastures. For these specific areas, simplification of bureau-
cratic procedures are foreseen in case of transformation request. The selection of the areas has 
been done through GIS analysis, starting both for meadows and pastures from open areas already 
exploited by farmers for mowing and grazing animals in the year before by farmers, following the 
principle to favour active farms and hence to support the economic potential and the real entre-
preneurship of the region. After this first phase, the planning process includes the organisation of 
technical groups in each district, in order to verify the validity of the results directly with the for-
estry officers for each geographical areas. We took part to the technical group which occurred on 
the 4th March 2020 for the Primiero area, our innovation region. Luigi Gottardo, director of the 
forestry district and partner of the project, evaluated each single area, excluding some of them 
because of their insignificance from the zootechnical point of view or because of the low interest 
shown by farmers and landowners towards the restoration of meadows and pastures for those 
specific areas. In some cases some integration will be proposed, in order to enhance the potential 
of the agricultural economy of the region. 
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Luigi Gottardo daily works in strict contact with forestry landowners and local farmers of Primi-
ero, he has a deep knowledge of the territory, so he played a decisive role in this phase of the 
planning process. Furthermore Luigi, as partner of the InnoForESt project, took part in the CINA 
workshops and knows the needs and issues arisen by the stakeholders. Therefore, the technical 
group represented also the opportunity to interconnect the two participatory processes and to 
enhance the interests of the stakeholders, which has been strongly taken into account by Luigi in 
the evaluation phase of the selected areas.  

The next step of the planning procedure is the approval process, which will entail public confer-
ence with a restricted list of participants, who will have the possibility to discuss the plan proposal 
and present specific observations. 

At the moment the timeline of the PFM elaboration process is unsure for the Covid-19 emergency, 
but our intentions were to follow the evolution of the process and find the right way to emphasize 
both PFM and InnoForESt experience and their interconnection also with the support of the As-
sessor for Agriculture and Forestry. 

4 Type 1 workshop(s): Innovation analysis and visioning 
4.1 Visioning workshop 1 
4.1.1 Scenarios used 
The first workshop focused on four variables, each characterized by three levels or options. As 
specified in section 3.3, no predefined scenarios were considered given the difficulty of meaning-
fully designing them. Instead three levels or options were presented for each variable and stake-
holders were asked to choose their preferred ones (one per variable). The selected options would 
collectively generate the prototype. 

Four variables were considered: crowdfunding for enhancing the supply of ecosystem services, 
restoration of pastures, collective management by forest owners, collective management by for-
estry firms. The options considered for each variable/topic are presented in the following table, 
which shows how, moving from 1 to 3, the level of commitment required to stakeholders increases 
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Table 2 Increasing level of commitment across the four variables applied in the scenarios. 

4.1.2 Setting 
The workshop was held in the Primiero Community Centre, in a mid-sized room with moving 
chairs and tables, and a screen for projecting slides. The room is kept stark, while at the same time 
an artistic fresco spreads over the entire upper ceiling. 

Variable Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 
Crowdfunding 
for restoration 
and actions 
aimed at im-
proving the 
supply of eco-
system ser-
vices 

Products: improvement of 
infrastructures on trail "x" 
(5 posters + 20 garbage 
bins + 20 benches) near 
settlements in the region's 
five municipalities 
Resources: Trentino Mar-
keting/PAT fund the prep-
aration of information fly-
ers and a web interface for 
payments, displaying up-
dates on donations. The 
tourism office patronizes 
the initiative and promotes 
it through tourist offices 
and among its members, 
who will advertise it with 
tourists. The tourism office 
collects a contribution 
from hotels that is propor-
tional to number of beds 
and level (i.e. stars)  

Products: improvement of 
infrastructures on trail "x" 
(5 posters + 20 garbage 
bins + 20 benches) near 
settlements in the region's 
five municipalities. Specific 
tourist packages and mar-
keting actions are pro-
moted to anticipate the 
tourism season and start 
educational activities in 
schools 
Resources: Trentino Mar-
keting/PAT fund the prep-
aration of information fly-
ers and a web interface for 
payments, displaying up-
dates on donations. The 
tourism office patronizes 
the initiative and promotes 
it through tourist offices 
and among its members, 
who will advertise it with 
tourists. The tourism office 
collects a contribution 
from hotels that is propor-
tional to number of beds 
and level (i.e. stars)  

Products: improvement of 
infrastructures on trail "x" 
(5 posters + 20 garbage 
bins + 20 benches) near 
settlements in the region's 
five municipalities. Specific 
tourist packages and mar-
keting actions are pro-
moted to expand the tour-
ism season over spring and 
fall, and start educational 
activities in schools 
Resources: Trentino Mar-
keting/PAT fund the prep-
aration of information fly-
ers and a web interface for 
payments, displaying up-
dates on donations. The 
tourism office patronizes 
the initiative and promotes 
it through tourist offices 
and among its members, 
who will advertise it with 
tourists. The tourism office 
collects a contribution 
from hotels that is propor-
tional to number of beds 
and level (i.e. stars)  

Restoration of 
pastures at 
mid-eleva-
tions 

About 25 ha of pasture-
forests, pastures and 
grasslands are restored. 
One cut per year, pasture 
for 40 days and the spread 
of x hundreds kg of sludge 
per hectare are guaran-
teed. 

About 50 ha of pasture-
forests, pastures and 
grasslands are restored. 
One cut per year, pasture 
for 40 days and the spread 
of x hundreds kg of sludge 
per hectare are guaran-
teed. 

About 100 ha of pasture-
forests, pastures and 
grasslands are restored. 
One cut per year, pasture 
for 40 days and the spread 
of x hundreds kg of sludge 
per hectare are guaran-
teed. 

Develop a 
shared man-
agement of 
forest owners 

Some forest owners adopt 
a common system for the 
measurement of lots 

Some forest owners adopt 
a common system for the 
measurement of lots and 
the release of contracts 

Some forest owners adopt 
a common system for the 
measurement of lots, the 
release of contracts and 
sales 

Develop a 
shared man-
agement of 
forestry firms 

Some firms adopt a service 
of cutting and removal of 
timber from the forest 

Some firms adopt a service 
of cutting and removal of 
timber from the forest, and 
a service of response to in-
tervention calls  

Some firms adopt a service 
of cutting and removal of 
timber from the forest, and 
a service of response to in-
tervention calls, and a 
shared service for selling 
timber 
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The workshop encompassed both plenary and group sessions. First, the goal of the workshop and 
methods were presented to all participants. Then participants discussed the proposed topics in 
small groups (4-5 people) under the direct supervision of one or more members of the innovation 
team. Finally, a wrap-up plenary session was held to share the findings of the various groups, de-
rive some conclusions and discuss the follow-up. 

Participants were provided with sheets reporting the topics to be discussed and the options to 
choose from. Peculiar elements of each option were highlighted in bold so that participants could 
easily capture differences between the various options. 

4.1.3 Participants 
This workshop was in fact split in two sessions, one focusing on crowdfunding and pasture resto-
ration, the other focusing on collective management of forests. Participants were invited based on 
their expected interest in the above topics, knowing that some of them would have hardly con-
tributed to discussions on topics that are far from their daily business. 

Participants invited at the first session were members of the following stakeholder groups: asso-
ciation of breeders, association of hunters, hotel owners, tourist office, Natural Park, Forest Ser-
vice. The association of breeders was expected to significantly contribute to the discussion about 
the restoration of pastures as their economic activity relies on those. In particular, they were ex-
pected to provide some technical comments about how much additional pastures is required and 
how much may be practically restored. The association of hunters might provide valuable insights 
about the importance of opening the dense forest to improve the habitat of various animal species. 
Hotel owners were expected to comment on the opportunities and difficulties associated with the 
attraction and involvement of visitors. We thought they could particularly comment on the idea 
of raising the tourist tax as a way to generate revenues for restoration, something they may find 
overly problematic. Another area in which their comments could be particularly important is that 
of extending the tourist season, which currently is just summer and winter but could partly in-
clude spring and fall. The tourist office might complement the opinion of hotel owners, by provid-
ing a broader perspective. They could certainly comment on the tourist tax issue and the attitude 
of visitors towards initiatives aimed at raising funds. The Natural Park might highlight the general 
requirements of nature conservation, the risks associated with practices aimed at attracting more 
visitors/extending the tourist season, and offer its availability in supporting initiatives (even 
within the Park’s boundaries) of pasture restoration and greater tourist involvement. The Forest 
Service, in its established role of process supervisor, might remind everybody the status quo, high-
lighting what is more needed on the side of management and what is reasonably achievable in the 
short to medium run. 

The tourist office did not show up because of another commitment and so did some hotel owners 
and representatives of the Alpine Club. Such absences may become a problem for discussing the 
tourism topic. An effort is needed to attract these stakeholder groups so that tourism can be fully 
considered in the prototype. 
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Participants invited at the second session were members of the following stakeholder groups: for-
estry firms (i.e. woodsmen and sawmills), public landowners (i.e. municipalities), Forest Service. 
Forestry firms have some strong feelings regarding the wood market: the difficulty of treating the 
supply of timber currently available owing to the storm as well as the need of a reorganization 
and greater collaboration to face competition from the outside. Public landowners were deemed 
crucial to the workshop not only because they own most of the forests in the region, but also be-
cause they are administrators of municipalities whose subsistence is deeply based on natural re-
sources and their enjoyment (i.e. tourism). The Forest Service, in its established role of process 
supervisor, might remind everybody the status quo, highlighting what is more needed on the side 
of management and what is reasonably achievable in the short to medium run. 

Representatives of sawmills did not show up due to previous commitments and this may be a 
problem given their crucial impact on the wood market and forest management. An effort will be 
made by the innovation team to get them back on board for the rest of the process. 

4.1.4 Key thematic findings 
Regarding the crowdfunding topic, the Tourist Office and Trentino Marketing have already acti-
vated similar initiatives (online fundraising and dissemination). Trentino Marketing could be fur-
ther involved as funding body and activator. The idea of using resources collected to improve trails 
is nice, but garbage bins should be avoided as they need to be cleaned periodically and benches 
should be as simple as possible and made with locally available materials. The improvement of 
thematic trails near villages is a good option to favour contact with mid-elevation areas. Local 
tourist operators are often not trained/expert enough and are not able to generate a network. 
Active tourism is a niche that should be expanded besides school trips and elder tourism. Local 
youth could be involved more for the development of digital tools promoting cultural, gastronom-
ical, forest aspects (revenues from the app might be used for educational activities and communi-
cation). There is still a lack of clarity about who should take care of the topic in the first place, but 
the tourist office and hotel owners seem the ideal candidates. 

Regarding the pasture restoration topic, emphasis was placed on responsibility – land owners 
should receive support based on their willingness/commitment to maintain the newly created 
pastures over time – and the risk associated with an increased extent of pasture, namely an in-
crease in animals with subsequent heavy environmental effects. Good practices by breeders and 
land owners should be rewarded and compensations should be spread over long time frames un-
der strict controls to make sure that pastures are maintained. It would be important to identify 
criteria for the monitoring of pasture quality (not just the amount of restored pastures). It is im-
portant to separate the different actors – owners/breeders vs. small owners – and at the same 
time try to create a network of them all. 

Regarding the topic of shared management by forestry firms, participants proposed a series of 
strategies (some of them already proposed or partially implemented in the past) that, in their 
view, would improve things and bring in advantages for all. Such proposals include: implementing 
a combination of sales of standing trees and sales of cut trees with “alleged auctions” (the owner 
conducts the auction before trees are cut); establishment of a consortium of firms, multi-annual 
auctions. 
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Regarding the topic of shared management by land owners, participants primarily focused on the 
lack of conditions that, if in place, would enable a marked improvement in forest management. In 
particular, they mentioned the heterogeneous contract schemes across different municipalities, 
lack of common rules for owners and firms, uneven tariff schemes. Finally, they mentioned the 
importance of a common vision, without which it is hard to improve things significantly. 

4.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
Crowdfunding for restoration and supply of ecosystem services 
The first group highlighted that garbage bins along the trail should absolutely be avoided as they 
favour the release of waste in the forest and must be emptied by someone. The tourist tax is al-
ready partly devoted to the maintenance of trails, but we can think about how to complement it 
with money from other sources. While tourists may be willing to contribute, if properly informed 
about the goals, hotel owners may have some fears (i.e. losing customers). If we really want to 
stimulate tourism in the area, priorities are the extension of the tourist season, the widening of 
the tourist opportunity spectrum and the establishment/reinforcement of collaboration among 
hotel owners. The group chooses option 3 as the one to pursue. 

A hotel owner of a high-level resort in the region contradicts the idea that there is only one visitor 
type in the summer, namely elders: the true problem is that the target in the area has historically 
been the Italian tourist (particularly from neighbouring Veneto). She strongly expresses the idea 
that the area should look beyond national borders (e.g. German and Czech tourists), but in order 
to do that the knowledge of English is required. If this obstacle is overcome, then the potential is 
significant: several potential visitors are attracted by the relatively wild character of the area. 

The second group suggests trails may be attractive if they are assigned unique themes, possibly 
related to the municipality in which they are found. The experience has shown that, given today’s 
mobility options, visitors are more than willing to move in order to reach a thematic attraction 
(e.g. museum, trail). The length of these trail is clearly a crucial issue and one that is related to the 
type of visitors we intend to attract. It is important to observe, however, that most tourists walk 
relatively short distances. These trails could certainly be promoted through a brochure, but an 
app would be much better. The group chooses option 1 as this is the most easily implementable 
in the short term. 

The third group agrees on the need to avoid the installation of garbage bins and the importance 
of giving value to mid-elevation areas. The group believes the operators’ knowledge of the terri-
tory is still rather weak and the Tourist Office may not be the best actor to organize excursions. 
The tourist tax could be increased by half a euro and an app be used to reach out to as many visitor 
types as possible. The group chooses option 3, which could be implemented in different stages. 

A hotel owner and the president of the National Park added that local actors (many of whom are 
just hired for the season) should be trained about what the territory can offer and schools could 
be involved to both foster environmental education and widen the spectrum of visitor types. 

Pasture restoration 
The first group, which chooses option 3, highlights that a crucial issue is the maintenance of re-
stored areas and that today mowing is only carried out as a “gardening” activity (hay is generally 
thrown away). Maintenance could be enforced through provincial law, which states that those 
who benefit from funds for mowing are expected to maintain the mowed area for a 10-year period. 
The group also highlights problems associated with conflicts between multiple owners in the 
same area. 
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The second group also emphasizes the importance of rewarding good owners who maintain re-
stored areas. The group also highlights how an issue of the area is the extreme fragmentation of 
properties, that turns into a problem when it comes to mowing and restoration (e.g. non-mowed 
patch within a mowed area). 

Paolo Mori, the moderator, mentions the experience of forest condominiums where several own-
ers share their properties (they do not sell them) and one forest operator manages them. 

The third group adds the idea of defining the restoration area based on the capacity of local firms, 
while accounting for the accessibility (including mechanized access) of the areas to restore. A suit-
able method of mowing has to be selected in order to guarantee the collection and re-use of hay 
(some methods generate a useless residual). Finally, we should all be wary of the potential vicious 
cycle that may occur if the expansion of pasture area induces an increase of cowsheds. 

Shared management by forestry firms 
The first group chose option 3 intended as a combination of management by land owners and 
management by firms. Land owners should promote both sales of standing trees and cut trees 
according to the system of the “alleged auctions”. This seems to bring in significant advantages for 
all as firms could manage purchase and sales of wood knowing that what they cannot buy is re-
covered through a cutting service. Municipalities instead would have less bureaucratic issues, 
while having the possibility to sell already cut wood with higher revenues. 

The second group discusses about the possibility of constituting a consortium of firms and the 
idea of multi-annual auctions (price is fixed as auction base, which eventually determines the ac-
tual price) to minimize bureaucratic things, which group members recognize as deeply problem-
atic. They finally suggest land owners should give preference to consortium members, (partly) 
closing the market to outsiders. 

Shared management by land owners 
The first group chose option 3, although group members highlighted the issue of different contract 
schemes: at the moment, each municipality uses a different one. Some greater uniformity could be 
guaranteed by something like the old “forest association” (made up of seven public land owners, 
not supported by dedicated personnel but managed by municipalities one at a time), which no 
longer exists. Common rules are highly needed (for both firms and owners), but different admin-
istrators can hardly establish an agreement: change could come from the bottom. 

The third group also chose option 3, though group members have different views when it comes 
to practical aspects (e.g. tariff schemes). Sales could be improved if approaches of the private sec-
tor were adopted, but common visions are lacking at the moment. 
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4.1.6 Process 
The division of workshop participants in groups proved a wise decision as put everybody in the 
condition to talk freely without being intimidated by a large audience. Something that had already 
emerged in the previous (non-strategic) workshop is the fact that some stakeholders, when al-
lowed to talk, tend to reiterate opinions and themes that are particularly dear to them even if these 
may be partly out of scope. This makes it a bit difficult to stick to the main topic at times. The 
workshop emerged as great place of constructive discussion, but also a place of “fight”, when some 
long-lasting differences of views emerge abruptly. Nonetheless, the face-to-face interaction ena-
bled by the workshop proved to be a great opportunity to share experiences and skills, discover 
initiatives conducted by others (e.g. Trentino Tree Agreement) that could be replicated in other 
contexts (transferability) and/or upscaled. When choosing options, stakeholders do not seem 
fully aware of the “costs” these might have for them (e.g. commitment required) and tend to look 
primarily at their own advantages rather than the overall welfare (e.g. forestry firms trying to 
preserve their market space without considering the burden imposed on the community). 

4.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
Some people, as expected, are more talkative and influential than others and they tend to take the 
stage. Representatives of the Forest Service and the Natural Park, owing to their important role 
and advanced knowledge of natural/administrative/social issues, have the power to steer the dis-
cussion. Friendships and professional collaborations certainly matter and contribute to the for-
mation of alliances that put forward their opinions with particular strength. Similarly, long-stand-
ing conflicts emerge in the form of the impossibility to understand another’s opinion or the ten-
dency to dismiss it. Some stakeholders (e.g. a hotel owner) shows an incredible strength and mo-
tivation to change things. This seems to generate two consequences: on the one hand, it infuses 
enthusiasm and the desire to do something; on the other hand, however, it stimulates diffidence 
because some people may receive comments as personal criticisms. Forestry firms tend to be ra-
ther strong in the discussion, trying to impose their vision on others, even though this might be 
only partly beneficial for the community at large. Members of the Forest Service can tackle firms’ 
activism by explaining the pros, cons and reasons of different decisions. 

4.1.8 Lessons learnt 
It appears to be hard to engage various actors with different partisan interests, mainly economic, 
and different competences and activate a beneficial collaboration and discussion. Despite the low 
experience in activating and managing participatory processes, PAT was able to engage a wide 
range of stakeholders who were previously involved in a preliminary workshop and informed 
about the main objectives of the project. This first workshop allowed us to: i) identify those stake-
holders who showed great and genuine interest in the project and that were worth inviting to the 
second CINA workshop, ii) and select the scenarios to be further developed. 

4.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
The first workshop was not organized with the aim to select explicitly the factors which are fun-
damental for the evolution of the innovation. No specific methodology or strategy was applied to 
pursue this goal, nevertheless the analysis of the results of the discussions, which took place dur-
ing the meeting, permits to already identify some of the factors, which could gain importance in 
the course of the project. 
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Here a short list: 

• Financial resources, both public and private (higher tourist tax was mentioned). 
• Political support, specific regulatory instruments. 
• Coordination among public administration, especially among municipalities (in particular 

for the management of the harvest and sale of wood, forms of contract for the landown-
ers). 

• Bureaucracy simplification. 
• System of control and monitoring. 
• Availability of accessible open areas (possibility of mechanized access). 
• Economic sustainability of the restoration interventions. 
• Maintenance and continuous support and contribution. 
• Fragmentation of forestry properties (as an obstacle for the success of the restoration pro-

ject). 
• Valorisation of local products. 
• Competition with global market (positive as incentive for the development of a high qual-

ity market, negative for economic lost due to the entrance of big foreign companies in the 
wood sector). 

• Education, environmental awareness-raising (especially starting from local schools) and 
specific training for touristic operators (knowledge of English language to open the tour-
istic offer to foreign visitors). 

At the moment it’s not possible to classify or to weight the factors for importance and value, but 
this could be probably possible later on, after the second CINA workshop. 

Governance modes 
The team project has always tried to apply a non-hierarchical approach within the first non-stra-
tegic workshop. The starting point, after Vaia storm, was to observe and understand, through the 
reading of articles and press releases, the social and economic phenomena arising from the ex-
treme events. The aim was to analysis the responses of the community and to transfer and incor-
porate those processes in the process of development of the innovation. That’s to say that we 
didn’t impose a governance approach a priori, but we adapt our strategy at the current situation 
and at the social context of the region from the very first moment, limiting the control of the pro-
cess at the focus on the main issues. 

The first CINA workshop was structured in such a way that the participants were put at the same 
level of the project managers. The entire meeting based on a free and open discussion in small 
groups, in order to permit to everyone to feel at ease and to contribute spontaneously to the de-
bate. The discussions were stimulate by a sheet were the main issues were reported. These issues 
were selected from the team project considering both feedbacks from the non-strategic workshop 
(22th January 2019) and the outputs of the internal discussion based on “the six-hats method”. 
This is the evidence that a big effort was done in order to facilitate a bottom-up process and there-
fore in order to enhance the real needs and perspectives of the stakeholders. 
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5 Type 2 workshop(s): Prototype assessment 
5.1 Prototype workshop 1 
5.1.1 Scenarios used 
Vaia storm, which occurred in October 2018, completely changed the background of the Innova-
tion Region. The destruction of a big part of the forest heritage of Primiero changed temporarily 
the priorities of the region. The restoration of the principal infrastructures, the retrieval and the 
sale of the crashed trees became the priority. This event strongly influenced the evolution of the 
innovation and the building of the prototype too. Indeed, Vaia storm shifted significantly the at-
tention of the representatives of sawmills and the woodsmen from the goals of the project, as a 
consequence it became very difficult to guarantee their involvement. For these reasons the project 
team decided to reduce the number of scenarios, putting aside the topics regarding the develop-
ment of a shared management of forest owners and forestry firms and focusing on restoration of 
pastures and meadows and the development of local tourism initiatives.  

Moreover, the analysis of the results of the first CINA workshop steered to the decision not to 
further explore the options given for each variable and to change the approach for the next meet-
ing. That’s why the second CINA workshop didn’t start from the solutions indicated in the previous 
table, although the main topics raised from the discussion dealing with it were kept into account 
for the development of the related scenarios. 

The restoration of pastures and meadows and the local tourism development are the two scenar-
ios used as background for the activities of the second CINA workshop and the basis for the devel-
opment of the final prototype. 

Scenario 1: restoration of pastures and meadows 
The aim is to re-established mid-elevation mountain areas turning wooded lands into pastures 
and grassland, whose role is crucial for several actors. This represents an opportunity for eco-
nomic development and enhancement of the traditional alpine landscape. 

Firstly, it is necessary to create a map of existing open areas and introduce specific planning in-
struments which give a broad vision of the current condition of the region, above all after the event 
of Vaia storm. In this way it is possible to indicate the area of intervention, never forgetting the 
economic sustainability and practical feasibility of restoration and management actions. It is es-
sential to verify the accessibility to the new and existing grasslands and to provide the territory 
with infrastructures, which support the future maintenance of the pastures. 

The availability of public funds is the starting point for the realisation of these measures, but it is 
crucial to introduce economic support instruments which reward virtuous attitudes, on the basis 
of the quality level of pastures and meadows. It’s important to avoid any form of abuse of the 
public financial resources by big and small breeders and farmers, especially if coming from out of 
region, which aim only to obtain the funds, without granting the continuous presence of livestock 
on the rented areas. To ensure the continuous maintenance of pasture and meadows, by the ani-
mal grazing and the regular mowing activity is fundamental in order not to waste the initial effort 
for the restoration of the historical former condition of the area. Moreover, the cattle dimension 
must be proportional to the surface of the pasture, to preserve the flora biodiversity and the qual-
ity of the ecosystem, which could be damaged by the excessive exploitation of the vegetation and 
muck-spreading or by the reduced number of animals, not sufficient to limit the phenomenon of 
reforestation. Consequently, technical methods of control and monitoring are needed, in order to 
achieve an optimal management of the financial resources and correct maintenance of grasslands. 
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Scenario 2: local tourism development and environmental sensibilisation 
The local tourism development is deeply interconnected with the restoration of the traditional 
mountain landscape, which supports the identification with his own territory and cultural herit-
age, an essential condition to obtain significant results at social and economic level.  

It’s fundamental to strengthen the collaboration between the local actors of the different sectors, 
to stimulate the exchange of expertise, experiences and knowledge, the promotion of new and 
already existing initiatives. It is appropriate to apply specific marketing strategies, which can in-
tegrate the agricultural activities and the touristic offer, in order to emphasize the local economy 
and cultural heritage. This can not be possible without the development of tourism policies which 
are attentive to the quality and protection of the environment, through the full involvement of 
rural operators and the visitors education. 

The environmental education and sensibilisation must involve the local people too, especially the 
young generation, thanks to scholar policies which support the synergy between the school and 
the territory and the realisation of targeted projects on the local realities. 

5.1.2 Setting 
The workshop was held in the same room of the first CINA workshop, in the Primiero Community 
Centre. At the beginning the stakeholders introduced themselves and the project team did a sum-
mary of the previous meetings. All participants sat in a circle and they were provided with two 
sheets reporting the program of the day and the main topics raised in the last CINA workshop, 
shown by a diagram. Afterwards, participants were divided into groups of 4-5 people and they 
filled out a poster with some questions about the innovation under the direct supervision of one 
or more members of the innovation team. They could answer both freely and by attaching small 
cards which reported some of the factors influencing the innovation. A plenary session was held 
to share the findings of the various groups. Successively, the participants were invited to individ-
ually answer a form, which had the aim to investigate their real individual interest in the project. 
The workshop ended with a plenary session, during which the participants discussed the main 
topics raised from the previous activities and with a short presentation about “Methods for the 
quick certification of the quality of pastures” of Valentina Rossetti, PhD student of the University 
of Padova. 

5.1.3 Participants 
Many changes occurred to the composition of the stakeholders who took part in the second CINA 
workshop. The representatives of sawmills and woodsmen were not invited, as a consequence of 
the change of the context. Indeed, due to Vaia storm in October 2018, it became very difficult to 
keep their interest in the project high. They were too busy and concentrated on their business 
activities. Therefore, the team took the decision to put aside the scenario on the development of a 
shared management of forest owners and forest firms, focusing on the restoration of pastures and 
meadows and the development of local tourism. 
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Considering the evolution of the innovation’s structure, the project team decided to integrate the 
group of stakeholders with other actors, who could make a significant contribution with their 
point of view. The new stakeholders are: the director of the social cheese factory of Primiero, the 
director of the Local Action Group (LAG) of Eastern Trentino, teachers of the local schools and a 
PhD student of the University of Padova, involved in the study of restoration techniques of pas-
tures and conservation of native species. The production activity of the social cheese factory is 
deeply connected with the restoration of new pastures and meadows, which are essential for the 
production of high-quality milk and consequently local valuable cheese. It was expected to con-
tribute on both scenarios, not only by providing technical comments on the restoration of pas-
tures, but also ideas for the promotion of the rural landscape and the development of local tour-
ism, which is one of the most important sources of income. 

The Local Action Group (LAG) of Eastern Trentino is a private-law association, established in 2016 
to allow for the implementation of the RDP (Rural Development Programme) 2014-2020 in the 
Province of Trento. Sustainable development, integrated development of tourism, agriculture and 
culture, diversification and evolution of local farms and enterprises, cooperation and collabora-
tion among local communities are just some examples of the goals which guide the LAG’s strategy. 
The strong connection with the aims of the innovation created great expectations on their possible 
contribution to the workshop, especially to enhance the possible financial resources and to pro-
pose themselves as a reference in the future for the development of the innovation. 

Teachers provided valuable insights on the importance of education and sensibilisation of the new 
generation on sustainability, nature conservation and cultural traditions of the mountain areas. 
The PhD student of the University of Padova represents the branch of scientific research, which 
could strongly contribute to the creation of new techniques of monitoring and control of the qual-
ity of the pastures, as a basis for a fair distribution of the funds. 

The core part of the group of stakeholders remained basically the same: association of breeders, 
association of hunters, hotel owners, tourist office, Natural Park Authority, Forest Service, private 
and public landowners (i.e. municipalities), Alpine Club (SAT, local expert guides) and association 
of Agronomy and Forestry. 

The director of the LAG did not attend the workshop and neither did a representative of Alpine 
Club, private owner and some of the public owners (mainly of municipalities). Despite all of these 
absences, the main groups of stakeholders were well represented, although the presence of all 
components would have certainly granted a further contribution to the development of the sce-
narios of the innovation. The participation of LAG director would have certainly represented a 
great opportunity to explore the actual financial resources and receive a different insight on the 
possibilities of tourism development. In the eventual future workshops, it could be appropriate to 
involve this actor again, together with other private breeders, in addition to the representative of 
the breeders association. Their personal point of view and their deep connection with the terri-
tory could be important to highlight other issues and necessities. 
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The project team tried to involve also Trentino Marketing, which covers an important role in pro-
moting and enhancing the touristic initiatives and the peculiarities of Trentino region. For this 
reason it could give an interesting contribution to the development of the innovation, either as 
intermediator or coordinator of emerging initiatives. Its support could be granted not only by 
their broad knowledge in promotion and divulgation, but also in terms of availability of economic 
resources. Trentino Marketing declared it will monitor the evolution of the innovation, but any 
kind of concrete contribute will provide only in response to a definitive and well-structured pro-
posal. 

5.1.4 Key thematic findings 
Restoration of pastures and meadows and development of local tourism collected great interest 
among the stakeholders, confirming the choice to focus on these two topics, limiting the number 
of scenarios for the prototype assessment. The combination of results of each part of the work-
shop gives rise to some particular issues. First of all, participants pointed out the importance of a 
strong and wide collaboration between the actors of the different sectors. This allows for the con-
tinuous exchange of information, knowledge and experience, which is essential to generate syn-
ergy and a high level of involvement. Stakeholders should make available their expertise and ini-
tiatives, without jealousies and fears, this is certainly the first step for the construction of a shared 
project. This aspect is even more important considering that in Primiero, both for what concerns 
the valorization of landscape and the local tourism development, many successful initiatives and 
measures have already been developed and what is now missing is a systematic coordination of 
the involved actors. 

Another important issue is the environmental education and environmental awareness: the res-
toration of the traditional mountain landscape and the preservation of the cultural identity cannot 
be separated from a radical change of mentality of politicians, local people, visitors and especially 
of the future generation. 

Obviously, to reach these goals a long time is needed, nevertheless it is relevant to start even today 
with educational projects in the schools, initiatives targeted to the tourists and training plans for 
technicians, politics and local operators. The identification with his own local region, tradition and 
culture and the attention for nature and biodiversity conservation are essential conditions for the 
realisation of the project, in this sense education and sensibilisation become a priority. 

Another topic which arose from discussions is the necessity of environmental policy instruments 
and political support, especially from European policy, generally considered insufficient for what 
concerns agriculture and rural development. As already highlighted in the last workshop, the 
availability of public funds on local, provincial and European level is crucial, but these resources 
need to be managed under the control of a unique institution, as suggested by a forest and agri-
culture assessor for a municipality of Primiero region. Less attention was given at private financial 
investments, which are in any case also important to support projects and initiatives. 

More relevance was given to the excessive bureaucracy, which often represents a big obstacle for 
the realisation of actions, even when they are self-financed and valuable both from the landscape 
and touristic point of view, as a hotel owner personally experienced. Procedures and regulations 
are essential a form of guarantee, but they really need to be simplified, in order not to discourage 
projects and initiatives which could be profitable for the territory. 
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An interesting aspect is the fact that all stakeholders seemed to have gained awareness of the deep 
interconnection between the two scenarios: it’s well established that the enhancement of the mul-
tifunctionality of the forest has an impact on economic profit, landscape preservation, nature con-
servation and tourism development. The restoration of pastures and forestry interventions as-
sured a “territory profit”. They enable to preserve the landscape, which benefits not only single 
entrepreneurs and farms, through the valorisation of local products, but also the entire commu-
nity by increasing the touristic attractiveness of the territory. 

5.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
Scenario 1: restoration of pastures and meadows 

The interest of stakeholders in restoring new pastures and meadows is evident, not only for the 
economic impact on their business activities, especially for breeders and the social cheese factory, 
but also for the impact on landscape and the attractiveness of territory. Indeed, this topic was 
raised several times in the individual forms as a goal of a hypothetical action plan. 

The director of the social cheese factory of Primiero pointed out that the reason why they are so 
interested in the creation of new open space in the woodland is not to increase milk and conse-
quently cheese production, but instead it is the increase of local forage production. This could limit 
the import of forage, granting the increase of the control of the production chain, from grass to 
final cheese product, and providing high quality products which enhance the tourism offer. Thus, 
the ultimate aim is the self-sufficiency and quality. In this regard, the president of the breeders 
association of Primiero, indicated the building of a drying system for the whole consortium as a 
priority goal for future collaboration. This together with the restoration of meadows in middle 
altitude mountain region (1300-1700 m) could rise the availability of local raw materials. 

The increase in grasslands surface could also help to resolve the problem of manure management, 
which represents one of the problems the breeders are facing in the last few years and which 
cannot be underestimated. The correct fertilisation of pastures is crucial for the production of high 
quality forage and hence of high quality milk and cheese. Nevertheless the increase of pastures 
extension won’t be the definitive solution. If the correct equilibrium between livestock density 
and level of fertilisation of grasslands, the quality of grasslands and forage couldn’t be granted 
anyway in the future. 

Regarding this issue, a freelance forester reported an interesting example of how it is possible to 
face the problem of manure management: in the area of Storo, in the south-west of Trentino, the 
need for manure to fertilise the corn fields couldn’t be satisfied by the low number of farms. 
Nearby, in the Ledro valley, on the contrary they had much more organic fertilizer than they 
needed, so breeders made an agreement with Storo’s farmers and brought them their manure. 
This experience of compensation should be taken into account also for Primiero valley. 

Another issue which was particularly emphasized during the workshop is the necessity to keep 
always in high consideration the economic sustainability and practical feasibility of restoration 
and following maintenance of the new open areas. Especially if we considered the possibility to 
restore pastures or meadows in the areas affected by tree crashes during Vaia storm. A careful 
choice has to be made, so that breeders and farmers could be put in the condition to easily reach 
these areas and to ensure their future maintenance. In this sense, the Forest Service of the Prov-
ince of Trento is crucial, as coordinator and technical support of all restoration interventions.  
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During the discussion, some stakeholders questioned the necessity to create new pastures and 
meadows, considering the large surface of abandoned grassland already present in the region. 
Perhaps it is better to begin from a detailed census of all abandoned open areas, in order to have 
a clearer idea about the starting conditions and to adjust the restoration interventions to the real 
necessities of local breeders in respect of the principle of economic sustainability. In any case, the 
requirement of infrastructures is evident, because the creation or the restoration of grassland 
must consider their ease of management, which can be granted only if these areas are easily ac-
cessible.  

The participants mentioned some political and technical instruments which could be useful in this 
context: maps and plans for the identification of the areas of interest, a framework agreement 
among municipalities, Natural Park and breeders association, a management protocol for restored 
grasslands and guidelines for the interventions. Independently from the kind of legal instruments 
which would be introduced, once again stakeholders pointed out the necessity to simplify the bu-
reaucratic procedures, which so often discourage and limit the local initiatives, even when they 
are valuable both from the landscape and touristic point of view. A process of simplification could 
be probably made possible for provincial and municipal legislation, but it will be more difficult for 
local institutions to act on European legislation and regulations, unless the European authorities 
themselves introduce some changes, as the director of the technical office of the Provincial Forest 
Agency (APROFOD) highlighted. In any case, the simplification of procedures doesn’t mean to can-
cel all those limits and rules which are intended to avoid abuse and illegality. The fragmentation 
of properties was also mentioned as one of the biggest obstacle to these kind of measures, how-
ever, an effective solution to overcome this problem hasn’t been found yet. 

The definition of new instruments of economic support is inevitable, as they pointed in the first 
meeting. Nevertheless, the introduction of funds has to be combined with a system of allocation 
which rewards only virtuous breeders on the basis of the quality level of pastures. In this way, the 
financial resources can be best managed, granting the correct use and maintenance of grasslands. 
However, this kind of funding entails the introduction of a method of control and monitoring of 
the breeders’ activities, about which Valentina Rossetti (PhD student of the University of Padova) 
gave some hints during her PowerPoint presentation. Nevertheless it is clear that this aspect still 
needs to be further studied, before final official protocols can be drawn up. In any case, there is 
evidence of possible future collaboration between university and Forest Service to work on the 
definition of a specific methodology of control and monitoring, which could be applied in the fields 
by forest officers. 

A representative of hunters association, suggested that in the regions where big predators, such 
as brown bears or wolves, are consistently present, funding for the restoration and maintenance 
of pastures should take into consideration also the bigger effort that the breeders have to face. For 
example, institutions could give more money for each animal to the breeders who work in the 
range of a pack of wolves. About this, a revision of the current funding could be necessary, which 
the Province of Trento grants for the management and prevention of damages of large carnivores 
in order to avoid overlap and waste of resources.  

The coexistence with big predators will surely be a challenge in the medium term, in some regions 
it could represent an obstacle for the management of new open areas and the next breeding activ-
ities, but at the same time it’s a phenomenon which could certainly become an element of valori-
sation of the territory and of cultural identification, if it will be managed in the best way. 
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Scenario 2: local tourism development and environmental sensibilisation 

The local tourism development is deeply interconnected with the restoration of the traditional 
mountain landscape, which support the identification with his own territory and cultural heritage, 
an essential condition to obtain significant results at social and economic level. It’s important to 
go on supporting every kind of initiatives which enhances the rural and landscape aspect of the 
region, which represent an opportunity of valorisation of the territory and economic develop-
ment. 

The restoration of rural complex of “malga” (traditional word which means the ensemble of hut 
and alpine pastures) was explicitly indicated as goal for a possible future local project. The idea is 
to restore old and abandoned structures together with the grasslands around them, to create ed-
ucational farms, which permits to integrate the agricultural activity with the touristic offer. 

The alderman for forest and agriculture for the municipality of Fiera di Primiero proposed to cre-
ate paths which lead the tourist from the valley’s lowlands till the “malga”, with several infor-
mation points about mountain activities and traditions, with an explanation of the role of woods-
men, breeders, Natural Park of Paneveggio and natural environment. Once arrived at the farm, the 
visitors could taste the local products and see part of the production process.  

The availability of specific funding and the realisation of new infrastructures and services are cru-
cial to permit the easy access to the farms. Generally, the planning and the realisation of forest 
roads and other infrastructures should always take into account also the tourist use, in respect of 
their multifunctionality. 

This kind of initiatives are not new for the Primiero region, the local tourist office, together with 
Trentino Marketing, has already promoted similar experiences to the visitors, which try to trans-
mit the peculiarities of the territory and cultural identity of the alpine community. The success of 
these initiatives strengthens the conviction to go in this direction, creating innovative tourism 
products, which include the full involvement of economic and agricultural operators and support 
the development of environmentally friendly tourism. 

The sensibilisation about nature, wellness and landscape protection of local people and visitors 
must be a priority in every development project. In this sense, the role of education and schools is 
fundamental as an opportunity of information and education of the young generations and their 
families. The synergy between school and territory should be improved by the introduction in the 
school programs of project works on specific local realities, so that young people could increase 
their awareness on the peculiarity of their region, facilitating the process of cultural identification. 

It’s essential to enhance the existing collaborations among the different actors, given that the net-
working of the professional competences is essential to grant a transversal usability of the terri-
tory and the tourism promotion. An example is the collaboration between the Alpine Society of 
Trentino (SAT) and the tourist office in occasion of Vaia storm: each time SAT, thanks to its volun-
teers, restored the tracks, which were no more accessible due to the tree crashes, it promptly in-
formed the local tourist office, which in turn notified it to the touristic operators. 

The competition with the global market could big challenges in the medium term, it could repre-
sent a threat for the local development, but at the same time also a positive factor as it could stim-
ulate the continuous research of high quality and niche products, which is the only way to support 
the economic activities and the valorisation of community territory. 
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5.1.6 Process 
For the second CINA workshop a detailed program was expected, which changed for what con-
cerns the timing and the sequence of the activities, preserving anyway the goals and foreseen core 
activities. This flexibility permitted the team project to satisfy the ongoing process of the work-
shop, giving more time to the discussions when appropriate. 

The program included a first moment for the stakeholders to introduce themselves, especially the 
new ones, which was followed by a short overview of the process of the innovation illustrating the 
two principal scenarios, which were further investigated at that point. Sitting in a circle, all stake-
holders received the program of the day and an information sheet where a basic diagram showed 
the main issues and topics raised in the last meetings according to the two scenarios (restoration 
of pastures and meadows/local tourism and environmental sensibilisation). This permitted the 
project team to easily guide the presentation and the stakeholders to have a general and quick 
view of the topics. 

We chose not to use presentation slides, but instead to use an informal approach, trying to make 
them feel involved from the very start of the workshop. After a brief introduction of the activity 
program, participants were divided into 3 groups of 4-5 people. The project team structured be-
forehand the composition of the groups so that in each of them every role and competence was 
well represented. 

Participants had to fill out a poster, answering some questions dealing with the innovation: the 
purpose was to make them reflect on the goals of the two scenarios, the necessary conditions to 
make them concrete, the elements of interconnection between them, the principal actors and the 
factors which they considered crucial for the innovation in a future perspective. The conviction 
was that the use of structured material could help to guide the discussion and to stimulate reflec-
tions, more than a simple group discussion, as happened in the first CINA workshop. Moreover, 
the opportunity to express findings and concepts in a written form could help to interiorize them. 

They could answer both freely and by attaching small cards which reported some of the factors 
influencing the innovation. The goal was to facilitate an indirect selection of factors, avoiding a 
vote by a show of hands or other explicit forms. The use of cards helped them to start immediately 
with the activity, giving them inspiration and stimulating easily answers to the questions. Obvi-
ously, participants could also add other factors on empty cards, if they considered it important. 

Once again, the group activity proved to be effective in involving every participant, putting them 
in the condition to talk freely and to encourage the sharing of experience, knowledge and different 
insights. The activity was constantly supervised by the project team, with the intention to steer 
the discussion when necessary, to give support and to follow the flow of the debate. At the end, 
one representative for each group share their findings to the others, pointed out the main issues. 

In the second part of the workshop, we proposed to the stakeholders to take position and clearly 
express their interests and intentions towards the realisation of a shared project of local develop-
ment, which could develop over the deadline of the European project. They received a form with 
some questions about goals, roles, strategy, resources, time limits and expected results. They had 
to answer individually. This activity aimed to understand if there are concrete possibilities to as-
sist at the birth of new collaborations and initiatives in the innovation region, improving and sup-
porting the realities already in existence. 
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In conclusion, a plenary session was held to share last findings and comments of the participants, 
the team project declared the intention to share the results of the meeting with the stakeholders 
and to support every eventual initiative also by meeting in small working groups, in order to sat-
isfy necessities and lead the process at least to the end of the project. At the end, Valentina Ros-
setti, PhD student of the University of Padova, displayed her slide presentation on “Methods for 
the quick certification of the quality of pastures”. This has been an occasion to demonstrate the 
intention to contribute concretely to the evolution of the innovation. 

5.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
In the second workshop, similarly to the previous one, some people contributed more actively to 
the discussion and to the group activity than others, mostly thanks to their temperament and their 
personal level of involvement. This was evident especially during the plenary session, when only 
some of the actors expressed clearly their opinion and insight. The director of the tourist office 
took a firm position defending his work and what his team has done till now, although he was 
aware of the possibility of further progress, also thanks to the opportunity given by this project. 
The way the project team pointed out the necessity to develop the tourist aspect of the innovation, 
probably brought out this defensive attitude. Both the president of the association of breeders and 
the director of the social cheese factory took part actively to the debate. They underlined their 
interest to follow the evolution of the innovation, demonstrating high pro-activity and spirit of 
cooperation in order to obtain as much as possible from possible future collaborations. 

During the group activity, stakeholders were generally collaborative, some more talkative than 
others. It was interesting to observe how the same issue or the same factor could be interpreted 
in different ways from the participants depending on their role and competence. Some stakehold-
ers (e.g. a hotel owner), likewise to the previous meeting, showed incredible motivation and a 
strong temperament, which shined through their speeches. This kind of attitude not always re-
sults effective to communicate an opinion, because it can in some cases make the interlocutors 
uncomfortable. Once again, representatives of the Forest Service and the Natural Park had the key 
role to steer the discussion, thanks to their broad knowledge, competence and thanks to the public 
role they are used to play everyday. 

5.1.8 Lessons learnt 
Based on the experience of the previous workshop, we have organized workshop 2 aiming at a 
direct and active engagement of all stakeholders and invited them to collaboratively develop the 
prototype and innovation idea. The elements and details which arise during the workshops will 
allow specific interests and needs of this small mountain community to be identified and therefore 
submit to the EU for consideration.  

No need has emerged for a third general workshop that involves all stakeholders, but instead the 
necessity to create thematic sub-groups which should focus on their scenario of interest. These 
further meetings should have the aim to support further collaboration among the stakeholders, 
which could evolve in a concrete local shared project. The intention of the project team is to follow 
the evolution of these possible initiatives, at least till the end of InnoForESt project. 
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5.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
The activities which have been held during the second CINA workshop helped to highlight the 
factors which are more relevant for the stakeholders. The use of the cards during the group activ-
ities stimulate indirectly the choice of the main factors, without proposing them an explicit exer-
cise of selection. 

The analysis of factors started from a list we prepared for the RBG, which took place in Trento the 
week before (on the 10th December 2019). The list was created by the combination of the factors 
we identified through the study of the materials regarding the previous workshops and the stake-
holders’ interviews and the list which the components of WP3 gave to us. To represent the factors 
we used clear and synthetic concepts, in order to make them immediate and let the stakeholders 
to freely interpret them, falling them in their background. From this list we created the cards 
which the stakeholders could attach on the posters to answer to the questions, also adding new 
factors on blank cards we provided them. The participants were not asked explicitly to select the 
factors they considered most important, but the cards were presented as an instrument they could 
use to carry out the proposed activity. 

To identify the most important factors, we classify them according to the frequency they were 
mentioned during the whole workshop, considering the activity group (counting both the cards 
used on the posters and factors quoted during the presentations of each group) and the individual 
activity (counting those which raised from the answers given in the form). To calculate the overall 
frequency, similar concepts or specification of the reference factors were aggregate. Obviously, 
also new factors not considered in the initial list were counted and included in the final classifica-
tion. Here a part of the list of the factors resulted more important according to our evaluation (in 
yellow the new factors raised from the activities): 

Table 3 Factors classification for frequency of citation during the workshop activities. 
FACTOR SPECIFICATIONS OF STAKEHOLDERS POSTER INDIVID-

UAL 
FORM 

TO-
TAL 

Environmental policy instru-
ments and political support at 
national and European level 

Municipal/Provincial/European/breeders as-
sociation/Paneveggio Park/tourism 
agency/school funds 

3 12 15 

Cooperation and network of ac-
tors 

 3 8 11 

Valorisation of the cultural and 
historical identity protection 

Restoration of the landscape/repopulation of 
mountain areas/valorisation and restoration 
of mountain huts and pastures  

2 7 9 

Education and sensibilisation Training (families, young people, technicians, 
politicians, touristic operators and actors) 

4 4 8 

Biodiversity protection Environmental enhancement 3 3 6 

Scholar policy based on synergy 
between school and territory 

Projects on specific territorial realities with 
local school 

4 2 6 

Private financial resources   5 5 
Simplification of bureaucracy  2 3 5 
Infrastructures Multifunctionality of forester roads/accessi-

bility and connection 
4 1 5 
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These results confirm the issues raised till now: the development of targeted policy instruments 
and the political support at all hierarchical level are crucial to permit the change in the region. 
Without this, a bottom-up process is not satisfactory for the realisation of the aims, even if the 
residents and local actors themselves are the promoters. The necessity to restore the traditional 
mountain landscape and therefore the cultural identity of the territory was also mentioned. High 
evidence was given to the education and awareness raising, especially direct at the young gener-
ations and families, technician and politicians. Regarding this aspect, among the new factors the 
role of the school was recognized as crucial to contribute to change the attitude of the community, 
probably this factor raised only at this point of the process, thanks to the presence of two teachers, 
which were not involved previously. 

Another interesting aspect is the explicit need of coordination among actors and existing initia-
tives and collaborations, which highlighted the necessity of making system of what has already 
been implemented in Primiero, rather than introducing new actions and forms of networking. The 
importance of private investments and of bureaucracy simplification are indicated as new factors, 
because not included in our official list, but they’re not certainly new as challenges and critical 
issues for the Italian innovation. 

Beyond all this considerations, the selection of these factors could be useful for the development 
of the prototype, in light of a balance of all already existing initiatives, projects and collaborations 
activated on the territory, in order to verify the real priorities of the region. The weight of factors 
need to be estimate in the whole context, overcoming the individual perception of the participant. 
This approach could probably change significantly the order of priority and it could be useful for 
the realisation of an operative road map, as next step of the innovation development and as start-
ing point of a new coordination plan for the local development. 

As last consideration, we analysed the work of Stefan Sorge on the factors of our IR and we com-
pared his results with the classification which we obtained from the analysis of CINA workshop 
outputs. We noticed almost immediately that the most important factors arising from WP3 anal-
ysis are mainly the same selected by stakeholders: the availability of environmental policy instru-
ments, such as funds or specific regulations, and political support is crucial, in the same way of 
cooperation and networks of actors, access and exchange of knowledge and information among 
stakeholders, valorisation of the cultural and historical identity protection and education and sen-
sibilisation. 

Instead, more attention was given to factors which are particularly connected with the participa-
tory process and the characteristic of the actors, such as power and representativeness of stake-
holders in the decision-making processes, their role of enabler, changer, supporter or hinder of 
the process, their level of participation and the possibility to have regular meetings or a direct 
contact by means of a physical platform. 

Communication, promotion and 
marketing strategies 

Dissemination 4 1 5 

Valorisation of local products High quality/niche/valuable products 3 1 4 
Access and exchange of 
knowledge and information 
among stakeholders 

 3 1 4 

Coordination among actors Create system/valorisation of existent collab-
orations and synergies/networking of expert-
ises of operators 

4 0 4 
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It was interesting to notice the importance given to extreme events and their impacts on the in-
novation process (in our case the impact of Vaia storm was quite evident) and to external threats, 
represented by environmental, climatic, economic and political changes. 

In conclusion, among the more relevant factors Stefan Sorge mentioned there was also social ac-
ceptance, which is obviously fundamental for the stakeholders directly involved in the innovation 
development process, because it has a strong impact on their level of participation. Moreover, it’s 
important for the community in order to support possible changes fostered by the innovation, in 
our case landscape restoration and reinforcement of rural activities development. For this reason 
to focus on education and awareness raising at all levels become even more relevant for the suc-
cess of the innovation. 

Governance modes 
The Italian team structured the workshop so that the stakeholders could feel as much as possible 
involved and part of a process, which they themselves were contributing to build. The choice of 
avoiding frontal presentation, sitting from the very first moment in a circle, letting them introduce 
themselves to the other participants and the group activity were all attempts to support a self-
governance process. 

Our role, especially moderator Paolo Mori’s (Compagnia delle Foreste S.r.l.), was substantially of 
mediator and promoter of the sharing and cooperation process, which easily arise with the group 
activity. We tried to encourage the confrontation and to manage the time of the different activities, 
applying a flexible approach, in order to identify the momentary needs of the stakeholders and 
not force the ongoing of the workshop. 

We always tried to avoid hierarchical governance mode, even for what concerns the development 
of the scenarios and the prototype. The intention of team is to keep in high consideration the in-
terests and feedbacks of the stakeholders, so that the decision process can be led by the real cur-
rent needs and inclinations of the local community. The selection of the scenarios after Vaia storm, 
the identification of the conservation of traditional landscape by the restoration of pastures and 
meadows are an evidence of this attempt to let the stakeholders and social and economic contest 
steer the process. The Italian team is having the crucial role to make system of all the outputs 
coming from the workshops and other related event, in order to synthesize and focus the attention 
on the main elements for the development of the innovation. 

In light of recent developments, the governance mode of our innovation is changing towards a 
more hierarchical mode. After the unsuccessful attempt to foster personal initiative among the 
stakeholders and the organisation of small work groups focusing on particular issues, the project 
team took the control of the innovation process and identified in the process of elaboration and 
approval of the PFM a big opportunity to valorise the results obtained till that moment through 
the CINA workshop process. 

To strengthen the interests and needs of the stakeholders arisen from the bottom-up process re-
mains the priority, but our role changed his form, from simple promoter and mediator to master-
minds and steersman of the process. The goals and core topics of the innovation are still the same, 
only the approach changed. Basically we are trying to incorporate the innovation development 
process in a planning process, which is recognised at institutional and provincial level, in the effort 
to answer to the requests of the stakeholders. 



 

294 
 

6 Overall lessons learnt 
Looking back at the entire participatory process put in place during the last three years, we can 
affirm that it has been a positive experience, stakeholders were generally involved and collabora-
tive and they took part actively in the activities we proposed during the meetings. The workshops 
have been occasions of enrichment and mutual growth. Nevertheless, if we think about CINA 
workshops focusing exclusively on the impact they had on the innovation development process, 
it is necessary to highlight some critical issues. CINA workshops haven’t been relevant to trigger 
a change in our IR. First of all, when we try to encourage individual initiatives and the participation 
to small work groups, we didn’t receive any feedbacks. Even the attempt to deepen the develop-
ment strategies and move from a general to a specific level, which we pursued with the individual 
activity in the second CINA workshop, wasn’t sufficient to make new collaborations come out. This 
stimulated a critical reflection on what the project team and the InnoForESt itself really represent 
for the stakeholders. Probably they don’t see us as an opportunity or an effective means to reach 
their personal and collective goals or to promote their initiatives. One of the reason is possibly the 
lack of economic support by InnoForESt project, indeed this is crucial to stimulate concrete devel-
opment programs on the territory. Moreover, we strengthen the conviction that the area chosen 
as IR in Italy was not ideal for the InnoForESt purpose. It would have been more interesting to bet 
on other valleys of Trentino, where local tourism and economy in general need to be encourage 
by new proposals and ideas and especially the network and collaborations among actors are 
weaker than those of Primiero. Perhaps, in a different area it would have been possible to assist 
to a participatory process more effective at least from the point of view of concrete impacts on 
local community in the present and in the near future. 

In conclusion, even if the general approach of CINA workshops and governance of the innovation 
has not turned out as essential for the birth of new initiatives and development strategies, it has 
been anyway useful to analyse the background of the region, make a balance of existing activities 
and forms of collaboration and highlight needs and perceptions of local actors. The elements 
which emerged from the process underlined the importance for Primiero community to continue 
along the same direction, making system of all the successful initiatives and active networks. 
Moreover it represented anyway a good opportunity to underline the issues, particularly im-
portant for our local reality, to bring to the attention of the European Commission, related to forest 
management and FES provision, which is one of the final goal of the InnoForESt project. 

 

7 Outlook 
A first brief analysis of the answers given by the stakeholders during the individual activity, it was 
useful to investigate the real personal interests and ambitions of the participants. Moreover, it 
gave a more detailed vision of the possible future collaborations. It will be interesting to see if the 
eventual next group activities could help to foster the development of concrete proposals for the 
two scenarios, which could be supported by Trentino Marketing and other institutions also out of 
the context of the InnoForESt project. Next step will entail a detailed analysis of the material pro-
duced in the last CINA workshop, in order to prepare the new proposal to the stakeholders and to 
program the next objective. 
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Reflecting on the future innovation process, we can exclude the implementation or development 
of specific concrete initiatives as support of the local tourism and economic development, which 
directly emerged from the stakeholders of InnoForESt project. Nevertheless, if we consider the 
interconnection which we are promoting between the innovation process and the PFM elabora-
tion process, we can assume that, in medium and long terms, some direct impacts on the rural 
economy and landscape restoration will be noticeable certainly at the local level, in Primiero, but 
probably also at the provincial level. We identified this path as an alternative channel to give an-
swers almost to part of the needs expressed by the stakeholders during the workshops. That’s to 
say, to introduce of planning instruments to identify the wooded areas which potentially can be 
transformed in meadows or pastures, to increase the simplification of bureaucracy, to foster the 
landscape restoration and to protect the historical identity of the local community (rural activities, 
traditions of the mountain areas), to strengthen the political support to the rural economic devel-
opment (not exclusively by funds). 

The technical group, which was part of the PFM process, permitted us to enhance the interests of 
our stakeholders strictly related to the issue of meadows and pastures restoration. We hope to 
have the opportunity to follow closely the whole approval process and to observe how it will de-
velop, in order to better understand the concrete implication on the region, not only considering 
rural economy but also tourism development and awareness-raising, which are topics deeply in-
terconnected, as the stakeholders underlined during the participatory process.  

Concluding, if the implementation of the PFM will be effective and local actors will be able to ex-
ploit this opportunity at best, the innovation development process will have reached part of our 
goals. 
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1 Introduction 
1.1 Overall case description 
“Love the Forest” (Älska Skog in Swedish) is a multi-stakeholder partnership project about the 
Swedish forests. The main activity of “Love the Forest” is a contest for elementary school students 
and teachers, organized by the Nordic region's largest science center: Universeum in Gothenburg. 
The contest and its mission is defined in conjunction with the “Love the Forest” partners from 
academia, business representatives from the Swedish forestry industry, local politicians and peo-
ple who work for various organizations. The partners support the project with financial and hu-
man resources, knowledge and continuous advice. 

Love the Forest is based on the working model “Young people speculate” where elementary school 
students meet the “Love the Forest” partners. During these meetings, the students can express 
their visions and ideas about the Swedish forests and showcase how they see forest resource use 
in the future. This way they have the opportunity to influence their surrounding environment and 
its future. The main activity is a competition in which the classes develop a project idea around 
innovative and new uses of forest resources and the forest itself, which they then present to the 
different representatives from industry, academia and the public. 

The Love the Forest project aims to disseminate facts and fascination about the Swedish forests 
and to encourage students to visit the forest more often. Furthermore, the project aims to give 
them the opportunity to reflect on how the Swedish forests are currently used and how they can 
be used differently in the future to achieve a more sustainable world. This sustainability perspec-
tive should be explicit in the pedagogical content of “Love the Forest”. For example, we stimulate 
participating students to acknowledge a breadth of ecosystem services, to take into account the 
social and ecological consequences of proposed solutions/innovations at different time scales. 
Furthermore, Love the Forest should touch upon the complexities that surround forestry (e.g. 
multiple interactions between forests and climate) in a way that fits with the age of the partici-
pants. 

For Universeum, the competition is an appreciated part of its business as it contributes both fi-
nancially and pedagogically to the science centre’s core mission of education. In addition, it also 
increases the visibility of Universeum among schools and schoolchildren and strengthens net-
works with partners from the Swedish forest industry as well as academia beyond Gothenburg 
University and Chalmers University (both of which are founding members of Universeum). 

InnoForESt first of all provides an opportunity to systematically study and analyze the “Love the 
Forest” multi-stakeholder educational initiative in order to gain a better understanding on how it 
potentially contributes to a transformation of the Swedish or European forest sector. The project 
gives a unique opportunity to identify factors of importance for up-scaling and transfer of this 
niche model to widely different biophysical and institutional forest contexts in Europe. 
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1.2 Problem background 
The Swedish forest has played a key role in Sweden's economy for centuries. Sweden’s forest 
cover is one of the highest in Europe with 70 percent, making the forest our greatest natural re-
source. About 57 percent of Sweden’s land area is covered by productive forest land . It is essential 
for the Swedish economy that the forestry sector continues to drive the economy forward. How-
ever, the demand for forest products is changing and the Swedish forests sector needs to accom-
modate a range of pressures. Sweden is the third largest exporter of wood products after Canada 
and the United States . On the one hand, the forest industry must supply timber that is used to 
produce sawn wood, pulp and paper, as well as raw materials for energy production. On the other 
hand, forests are increasingly seen as providing a range of important non-provisioning ecosystem 
services, such as carbon sequestration, biodiversity habitat, water regulation and space for recre-
ation, hunting, indigenous Sami reindeer herding and tourism. Combining these multiple uses is a 
challenge. The Swedish forest sector must find a balance between respecting different values peo-
ple hold and products and services supplied by the Swedish forests, in order to transition towards 
a more sustainable society via a more sustainable use of the forests and forest resources. “Love 
the forest” was developed in response to these challenges, recognizing the significance of getting 
more people to visit and enjoy the Swedish forest and to learn about its ecological functions and 
understand the importance for society. Ultimately, the goal is that young schoolchildren can re-
flect on all the values and products of the forest and understand its significance for our common 
sustainable development. This in turn should increase the interest for the forestry sector. 

2 Case overview 
2.1 Case history 
The project “Love the Forest” started in 2016 as a joint initiative of the Universeum Science Centre 
(which was founded by the University of Gothenburg and Chalmers University, Gothenburg Mu-
nicipality and the West-Swedish Chamber of Commerce) and a number of Swedish forest enter-
prises and forest associations. Love the Forest started as an educational initiative with the aim to 
teach children more about the importance of forests in the Swedish context (Figure 1).  

The idea for Love the Forest emerged in 2015 when Universeum began to work on its forest theme 
as part of a grand re-design of its tropical forest exhibition and education program geared towards 
bringing issues related to the world’s forests closer to the audience. 

Fi   Ti li  f L  th  F t 1 0 
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During the fundraising process of this development, potential and actual partners showed a great 
interest to support the Älska Skog initiative primarily economically. Subsequently, a dialogue was 
started on what kind of initiative would give the greatest impact 

Through several workshops with Swedish forest actors, their main purposes for participation 
could be formulated, which then defined the core purpose of the idea. Universeum then developed 
the idea and presented Love the Forest's plans, timetable and costs for the actors. In this planning 
process special consideration was given to partners who can be regarded particularly valuable for 
the project and the perspectives dealt with, and hence can participate without needing to contrib-
ute equally financially. 

As in all business models, there were actors who did not have sufficient resources (human and/or 
economic) allocated in their budgets in order to participate. In addition to financial support for 
the project, there is also a need for partners to have an interest in the content of the competition, 
which for some companies in the Swedish forest industry can be difficult to find time for. And also, 
since there were a wide range of different forestry interests among the actors, some of them felt 
that the proposal did not match their interests and terminated the collaboration. 

Agreements were signed between Universeum and those actors who wanted to become partners 
in ÄS. The partners signed up for a 3-year commitment (2016-2018) and the first steering com-
mittee meeting was held in November 2016. In 2017, the Love the Forest initiative was run for 
the first time and then again in 2018. The Love the forest initiative was first designed to be run for 
two consecutive years. Due to the positive response of the involved partners, schools and pupils, 
we are now working to re-design the project into “Love the forest 2.0”. The aim is to develop the 
project into a long-running yearly initiative where students can take part, visit Universeum, and 
learn more about the importance of forests from different perspectives. 

Figure 1 Gantt chart of Innoforest project duration. 
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2.2 Brief stakeholder constellation 
On a general level, partners in Love the Forest have an overriding common agenda to increase 
awareness on forestry and forests in Sweden, making people spend more time in the forests, and 
to attract future potential employees. Today fewer young people are growing up with direct ex-
perience of forestry and there is a concern that this will mean a loss of interest in the sector com-
pared to other areas. For the project´s partners the initiative means a wide range of benefits, for 
instance in gaining an understanding of what values young people hold in regard to the Swedish 
forests. Moreover, the project partners come in contact with the younger generation – an im-
portant stakeholder in the long-term run, either as consumer and beneficiaries of the Swedish 
forest, or potentially even in the form of new employees or forest managers. The partners are 
given the opportunity to describe their work, their mission and the importance of the forest in a 
different and more easily accessible way, that is by reaching out to the broad public (students, 
teachers and potentially even the families of the students). Through Sweden’s largest science cen-
tre, Universeum, a communication channel is established that plays an important role for future 
sustainable forest development. 

The initiative requires a high level of commitment and resources from the partners who run the 
project together with Universeum. The forest companies and associations involved have to devote 
considerable time in order to design the project´s assignment in a way that reflects society´s chal-
lenges. They also have to choose, and understand, the right target group, in this case schoolchil-
dren and teachers. Therefore, the collaboration with Universeum is an important element, since 
their staff knows how to use educational methodologies to convey knowledge, provide inspiration 
about a range of topics and spark creativity among the visitors and the target audience. The com-
petition also requires teachers who are willing and have the time and opportunity to introduce 
new ways of working in the classrooms and to free up the resources needed for a successful out-
come for the pupils. 

The partners involved sometimes have different interests and motivations to partake in an 
initiative such as Love the Forest. Either they want to support broad public education and get 
young people to become interested in Swedish forest topics again, or they see these types of 
initiatives as a way to build consumer trust and a favourable public image. In order to prevent and 
mediate potential conflicts that may arise when groups with different and sometimes opposite 
views meet, it is important that the scientific perspective is clearly present in the Steering Group. 
In this way, representatives from the research community are able to provide the scientific basis 
needed to make informed and balanced decisions and to provide a counterweight to politized or 
even polemic debates around forestry. Table 1 below lists some key stakeholders in the original 
Love the Forest project (2017-2018). As we are still in the process of developing Love the Forest 
2.0, it is not yet clear which partners/sponsors will be involved there. However, in the first two 
CINA workshops some new stakeholders (additional to the ones listed in table 1) included 
representatives from regional and local administrations (e.g. county administrative board of 
Västra Götaland, Region of Västra Götaland, city of Gothenburg). 
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2.3 Reflection: overall governance situation before workshop 
Sweden has a strong forestry sector including several large forest owners and forest-related in-
dustries. In the case of Sweden's largest forest-owner association as well as Sweden's state-owned 
forest-owning company, timber extraction and timber processing into sawn timber, paper, and 
pulp go hand in hand. However, the latter is also engaged in seedlings production, the develop-
ment of forests as venues for hunting, fishing, and other nature-based experiences, and promoting 
growing forests as a substantial contribution to climate regulation. The Swedish Forest Agency 
aims to balance objectives of production and environmental/nature protection. Yet, large volumes 
of timber production in Sweden tend to dominate environmental values related to forests. Timber 
extraction in large volumes raises problems due to neglected environmental values. Nevertheless, 
the Swedish forest-owner association highlights that “it is crucial to find the balance between the 
environment and increased production”. Subsequently, the most recurring debates among Swe-
dish stakeholders are referring to the balancing of preserving FES and the extractive use of re-
sources. One such debate is around forestry management practices using clear-cutting or selective 
logging methods, as the latter is still practiced on a very limited scale in Sweden where clearcut-
ting is the norm. Another debate, and related, is on whether all growth volumes should be used as 
a renewable resource, or if the forest should be left for improved carbon sequestration. 

Table 1 Stakeholders that were involved in Love the Forest 2017-2018. 
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The large ability for carbon sequestration by Swedish forests, in combination with the increasing 
need for forest biomass for the growing bioeconomy, has fuelled interest in intensification of for-
est management. Important management changes brought forward by the Swedish forest agency 
includes the reduction of wildlife populations (manly cloven-hoofed game) and the need to in-
creasingly make use of improved varieties for achieving the increase in productivity. However the 
need, means and broader consequences regarding such intensification practices has been chal-
lenged by a range of actors. These actors argue for the need for increased diversity and a less 
intensified Swedish forestry that is more robust to withstand climate impact and other calamities, 
and to encourage a much broader range of ecosystem services. Finally a larger debate has been 
ongoing since some years regarding ownership rights versus protection of diversity. Central in 
this discussion is the registration of key biotopes (indicating a biodiverse forest). The industry 
argues that registration of key biotopes in productive land in itself means no formal protection of 
the land and does not give any right to compensation, while in practice the wood resources in a 
key biotope becomes useless because there are few buyers of none-certified forests (these areas 
cannot be certified). It is then argued that the inventories of key biotope areas in practices hiders 
the right to decide the right to use (harvest) timber on your own land. 

Following these and other discussions a situation of fundamental goal conflicts regarding the best 
use and management of Swedish forest resources exists. These also came forward very clearly in 
the stakeholder meetings during the Love the forest 1.0 preparations. In the development of the 
innovation we tried to manage these different perspectives in two ways. In the development of 
theme one, forests as a platform for integration, we did essentially not see any prevailing conflicts 
but rather a uniform support for a better introduction of new Swedes to our nature and to learn 
about forestry, the right to public access, and to appreciate and benefit from our forests. In the 
development of theme two we experienced that the issues of the best use of Swedish forests in a 
changing climate is surrounded by highly diverging views and also an urgent need for more 
knowledge sharing about the complex interrelations between climate and forests. Here we instead 
based the theme of “the climate challenge” on the need for stakeholders to continue their learning 
processes through increased dialogues in-between potential stakeholders which would be re-
quired to realise the “climate challenge”. Even if this could cause extended discussions continuing 
(or even in some cases starting) the dialogue around these issues is important for the resilience 
of Swedish forests. The continuation of Love the Forest could contribute here in offering one plat-
form that can enable further collaboration between actors and potentially towards more robust 
decision making in the forestry sector, and also prepare the next generations in identifying syner-
gies and trade-offs that have a long term impact. 
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3 Overall approach 
3.1 Innovation strategy of the case study 
The strategy for the innovation of Love the Forest 2.0 has essentially been to follow the plan for 
the CINA workshops steps in order to developed elaborated, pedagogically enhanced version of 
Love the forest that could start running in the year 2021. This is in turn driven by an overriding 
aim to develop the goal of enhancing knowledge and curiosity regarding the multiple values and 
services of Swedish forests together with relevant stakeholders. The carried out and planned 
workshops follow the CINA core development steps; innovation analysis and visioning, innovation 
assessment and conceptualisation and innovation road mapping, further described below. In the 
development process, several important pedagogical, collaborative and economical challenges of 
the innovation need to be taken into consideration and discussed, some of which also have an 
important impact on the innovation strategy:  

One of the project's greatest challenges is to find space in the educational curriculum. Teachers 
and students must meet the performance objectives and therefore it can be a challenge to find 
space for the project. Another challenge is to create a broader target group, i.e. a diverse group of 
students. Project participants shall represent Swedish diversity in many respects, which must lead 
to an active and conscious selection process carried out by the project coordinator. The final chal-
lenge involves project partner commitment. In addition to financial support for the project there 
must be an active interest in the competition's content, and for large companies in the Swedish 
forest industry, it can be difficult to find or commit the necessary resources for participation in 
the multi-stakeholder educational initiatives. To meet these challenges strategically, different 
types of actions are required. Most of all, on the part of Universeum, a methodical and structured 
relationship with the Gothenburg City School Board is beginning to appear. In order for the city's 
teachers to be given space in their curricula, their principals need to be instructed by the board. 
Therefor, the Universeum CEO and Head of Education meets annually with representatives from 
the city's school board. From an innovation perspective, it is also strategically important to involve 
the city's principals in the development work. The more involved they are and feel, the more likely 
they are to engage their schools and students in the project. For our last workshop, the Innovation 
team invites both teachers and principals to participate. 

To meet the challenge of increased diversity among participating students, several different strat-
egies are planned. Here too, teacher participation in development is an important aspect – it is 
they who know best what is needed to attract the interest of non-Swedish-speaking students and 
their families. Universeums innovation team is networking with teachers from socioeconomically 
vulnerable areas on a weekly basis in its mission as a supplementary classroom. 

The last challenge is the most strategically difficult, since participating companies do not openly 
acknowledge their commitment to brand boosting (greenwashing). But by being clear about Uni-
verseums mission and the project's purpose and goals in every business contact, Universeum 
hopes to be able to engage partners with genuine interest in the sustainability of the future. 
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3.2 Platform and network process 
Before the 2.0 version of Love the Forest was developed, we had several occasions to meet and 
interact with various stakeholders involved in Love the Forest 1.0. In this way, we could observe 
stakeholders and the Love the Forest 1.0 project steps in action. Also, we got better informed of 
the views of key stakeholders (students and teachers) regarding forest ecosystem services in gen-
eral and Love the Forest in particular (Goodwin, Brogaard, Krause 2019). These occasions were 
mainly part of Love the Forest 1.0, but also after the finish of the project some networking and 
data collection in the Västra Götaland Region and beyond has been taking place. 

Examples of networking occasions 

• Teachers Inspiration Day – teachers from participating schools are given inspirational lec-
turers. 

• Final Event at Universeum – practical exercises on forestry and the winners of the contest. 
• Focus group sessions with school classes who had participated in Love the Forest. 
• Interviews with key stakeholders of Älska Skog 1.0. 

As part of a master thesis project at LUCSUS, a workshop about the regional implementation of 
Sweden’s new National Forest Program was attended in the region of Västra Götaland in spring 
2019. In this way, ongoing debates and challenges as well as different stakeholder’s positions in 
those discussions in the region were captured. He0072e, also interviews with the Steering group 
members of the Regional dialogue process in Västra Götaland were conducted, focusing on the 
design of the regional dialogue processes. 

In the initial contact with stakeholders, a platform specific area available on the InnoForESt portal 
would have been useful for storage of preparation material and results to be used for the work-
shops. This would also have made stakeholders more aware of the InnnoForESt project and the 
other cases studies in the project, in an early phase. Several of the participants in our workshop 
asked about the other experiences from the other case studies in the project. In October 2019, we 
had a pre-CINA3 meeting at Universeum, where we further consolidated and concretized our final 
prototype (a school project for high school students about the interactions between climate and 
forests) with Universeum staff members. This was a creative and productive meeting in which we, 
amongst others, decided to direct Love the Forest 2.0 towards high school students writing their 
mini-thesis (gymnasiearbete). 

3.3 Overall CINA workshop strategy 
WS1: 

The aim of this first workshop was to carve out the first set of scenarios towards Love the forest 
2.0. The starting ideas were based on reflections and lessons learned from Love the forest 1.0 
carried out with the previous partners through interviews and from findings from questionnaires 
and focus groups with teachers and students done by the case study team in spring 2018. Back-
ground information was brought together in a text of 11 pages that was compiled by Christa from 
our research and deliverable material and sent out before the workshop. 



307 
 

The workshop was facilitated and moderated by the organization Realize (Mr. Thomas Hagbard). 
Realize supports companies and organizations to work concretely with the creation and implan-
tation of innovations. The involvement of the external facilitator was suggested by Universeum, 
as they are used to work with external facilitators in the development of new projects. Further-
more, we judged that a professional facilitation was needed when participants’ time is limited and 
time should be used very efficiently to reach the workshop goals. It also made it possible to have 
us as innovation area teams as participants in the workshop besides of that we had been part of 
the planning process amongst others through three meetings with Realize facilitator Thomas. 

WS2: 

Along the lines of the CINA approach, the second workshop was dedicated to prototype assess-
ment, with the aim to further conceptualise the three main scenarios that emerged out of the ex-
ercises in workshop 1. Due to the number of stakeholders that in the end could participate, two of 
these scenarios were selected for the conceptualisation. The same external professional modera-
tor we used in the first workshop (Realize, Mr. Thomas Hagbard) facilitated the second workshop. 
This approach worked really well and contributed to an open and relaxed atmosphere. Further-
more, we were able to connect with the invited participants with who we plan to work in the fu-
ture. 

WS 3: 

Following the CINA approach, our third and final workshop was a roadmapping workshop, with 
the aim to test and get feedback on our prototype and two scenarios from high school teachers. 
The two scenarios were outlining different options for the part of our prototype that was still the 
most unclear. This was with regard to how to organize the relationships between the involved 
actors in the school project (students, teachers, scientists, case study partners and Universeum). 
We also included a number of questions to get feedback on the prototype more broadly. A 
Universeum staff member moderated the workshop, and the IR team members that were present 
took the role of observers and note-takers. The workshop was very productive and led to a 
number of important new insights for the innovation. 

In summary, the sequence of workshops that we had in the Swedish team started with a visioning 
workshop where two of the innovation themes were elaborated into several scenario-embryo. 
The 2nd workshop then assessed two further developed scenarios emerging out of workshop 1. 
After workshop 2 the team had two elaborated scenarios that were then discussed together with 
Universeum staff at several occasions, including one meeting with the full IR-team. Out of this 
meeting our prototype then emerged. This prototype, the climate challenge targeting high school 
students, was then assessed in a third workshop, the roadmapping workshop, where different 
conditions and options to make the prototype more viable was discussed. 
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4 Type 1 workshop(s): Innovation analysis and visioning 
4.1 Visioning workshop 1 
4.1.1 Scenarios used 
The preconditions for the workshop were:  

• Love the Forest 2.0 wants to take advantage of all the accumulated knowledge and experi-
ence from previous projects at Universeum. Love the Forest 2.0 wants to attract the parts 
of our target group that was previously difficult to engage with. Love the Forest 2.0 has the 
ambition to attract a broad field of partners/financers. 

• Love the Forest 2.0 ambition is to be the most attractive school project in terms of attract-
ing students. 

In our first CINA workshop, we started off with the two main themes that had come up as desirable 
directions from the interviews with the partners of Love the Forest 1.0. These were:  

a) The interactions between forests and climate (including climate change impacts on forests 
as well as forests’ and forestry’s role in climate mitigation and in climate adaptation), and 

b) The use of forests as a platform for improved integration of migrants according to a model 
of nature-based integration. 

4.1.2 Setting 
The workshop was held in Universeum’s conference room (Gothenburg), from 10am to 3pm that 
is located in the staff area of the large building in central Göteborg. Hence the setting was very 
familiar for the Universeum staff while new to the outside participants. Lunch was catered by Uni-
verseum to eat in the lunchroom where also other staff were eating while we were there. One 
large roundtable, PowerPoint presentation by Moderator who presented objectives and aims of 
the workshop, breakout groups for discussions in smaller constellations (two groups) with mixed 
groups of stakeholders. For the 2nd part of the workshop and the creation of new scenarios the 
groups were again split and 3-4 persons were intensively working together for the part. 

Figure 2 Two scenarios as presented to the WS 1 participants. 
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4.1.3 Participants 
Besides the Swedish innovation area team and Universeum staff (those that took active part de-
veloping and running Älska Skog 1.0, as well as staff with key roles in past school project) two 
external experts were invited related to two main tracks suggested by the partners for Älska Skog 
2.0. Those were a) forests and climate change as well as b) the forests as a platform to learn about 
Swedish forests for newly arrived Swedes. LUCSUS staff took part as well. 

WS1 participants: roles and organisations: 

• Project manager / content developer // Universeum 
• Head Fundraiser // Universeum 
• Project manager // Universeum 
• Pedagogue / content developer // Universeum 
• Pedagogue / content developer // Universeum 
• Senior guide / content developer // Universeum 
• Pedagogue / project planner // Universeum 
• Head of Programme // Universeum 
• Recreation Coordinator // County Administrative Board of Västra Götaland 
• Program officer // Focali (Forest, Climate, and Livelihood research network) 
• Researcher in Swedish IR // LUCSUS 
• Researcher in Swedish IR // LUCSUS 

Invited stakeholder who notified absence: 

• Business director // Universeum  
• Pedagogue / content developer // Universeum 

4.1.4 Key thematic findings 
The key findings from this first visioning workshop were of two types: lessons learnt from previ-
ous and similar projects and input from previous project partners. 
Lessons learnt: 

• Practical work works best: if we work on forests – be in the forest. Not just talk. An im-
portant and difficult note for schools/classrooms/science center. 

• Applicable to all students despite age: concrete assignments works best. We can´t be theo-
retical / hypothetical. When working on actual problem based cases the participants get 
more engaged. 

• Partners who engage with real problem cases and not only financial means are more satis-
fied with the project and cooperation. 

• Since the teacher is the one planning the semesters and assignments in relation to the cur-
riculum, the teacher has to be the one seeing the pros with participating in the project. If 
the teacher´s work will be eased when participating, the chances that they´ll join increases 
significantly. 

4.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
The setup of the workshop consisted of the following main working steps as below. Some findings 
and reflections are presented under each of those, while the emphasis is put on the final exercise 
developing concrete future scenarios for Love the Forest. 
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1. Ecosystem services from forests – brainstorming  

In this exercise, the two groups were identifying a range of services from the forest. Those were 
written down on post-its and then grouped according to type of service. In addition to the services 
described in the traditional ecosystem services framework as well as the services integrated into 
developed concepts in the next exercises, the following main values and dimensions in relation to 
forests were brought forward by the working groups:  

• to see animals in their natural environment (experience, curiosity)  
• all people have a connection to nature and in the forest we can connect to our origins 
• spending time in forests creates security and confidence for oneself by testing boundaries 

in controlled forms  
• learning more about the right of public access is important 
• cultural inspiration (developing art, design, music etc. ) 

2. Problem formulation in relation to the two main tracks 
a) problems of integration: 

○ Ignorance, reluctance, fear, language issues 
○ Sweden's has complex social codes and a special culture that is difficult to quickly 

overview/understand. For example, one is supposed to be quiet, just right/just 
enough. The “Jante law” means that, in Sweden, doing things out of the ordinary, 
or being overtly personally ambitious is viewed as unworthy and inappropriate. 
Also the saying “one oneself is the better farmhand” is telling: if you want to be 
certain something gets done, do it yourself. 

b) problems related to climate change understanding 
○ Difficult to connect local and global dimensions  
○ Lacking basic knowledge of ecosystem services  
○ Poor knowledge of what can be done on individual, national and global level  
○ Difficult to link with their lifestyle (consumption and health)  
○ Lack of commitment, climate deniers  
○ Important to get to know about simple solutions in everyday life, difficult to see 

their own direct influence in everyday life  
○ Difficult to see/understand that a small change (positive or negative) can have im-

portant influence 
3. Matching problems/needs with different forest ecosystem services  

Here identified problems were matched up with ecosystem services. This part was the least in-
spiring and least useful exercise as to some degree everything could be matched together. 

4. Developing ideas/concepts (scenarios) for Love the Forest 2.0 
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Figure 4 Examples of output from ideas development in track one – The forest as a platform for 
integration. 

Figure 4 Examples of output from ideas development in track two – Forest and climate change. 
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The final part of the workshop was dedicated to scenario development and resulted in six different 
potential directions forward. This was the main exercise in terms of concrete outcomes for con-
tinued work. This part went very well and groups advanced generally very quickly. Participants 
came up with three different scenarios for the climate change track and three for the integration 
track. Here, we present two from each track. The visualisations on the sheets below (Figure 7 and 
8) resemble as closely as possible the formulations used in the workshop. The scenarios were 
developed based on the problem formulations (related to integration and climate change respec-
tively) and discussions about the values and services that forests provide. The time for the exer-
cise was well used and all groups worked in a focused way in order to make the scenarios concrete 
in the relative short time. In the climate track there were no specific discussions in the groups that 
pointed to tension in how the “issues” were viewed or could be tackled. However, we repeatedly 
came to a divide on how central forest resources and the role of forests had to be in the scenarios. 
This breadth is reflected in the different scenarios. These range from scenario’s were trees are 
central (e.g. what happens in the absence of trees) to more lifestyle oriented scenario’s (e.g. focus-
ing on consumption and its environmental and climate impacts). 

4.1.6 Process 
The setup worked overall well and participants very soon engaged in the different group tasks 
divided into the two main tracks. One of the exercises came out less well: that was the matching 
the problems/needs with forest ecosystem services. The problems designed were in some cases 
not directly met by forest ecosystem challenges, but rather related to other more overriding soci-
etal level challenges regarding for example processes of integration of immigrants as this was one 
of the overriding themes.  

The Universeum staff expressed that they really appreciated working in this way where their cre-
ativity and experiences were used as input to developing new potential projects (scenarios). This 
in contrast to the normal work procedure at Universeum where staff are asked to react to industry 
or other partners’ needs and vision when initiating a school project. I (Sara) personally found it 
difficult to both participate and be an observer. In the end, I participated more than observed. We 
had discussed before that to be only observer may be inhibiting to the process. Furthermore, we 
were not supposed to take a lead in the discussions but rather ask questions and bring up ideas 
as “from within” the workshop participants. 

Time was too short towards the end of the day but this was the time limit as given by the managers 
at Universeum as this was the time they could spare for this activity. We also used the project 
funding for the staff according to the number of hours they devoted to this, as the organization is 
a profit organization. We ended up using more time for the final exercises than planned, so we 
didn’t have the opportunity to report back on our scenarios and really round off for the next step. 
This was unfortunate, but instead the scenarios were brought rather far and became more numer-
ous. 
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4.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
During the first workshop, facilitated by an external moderator, we tried to include a variety of 
stakeholders from different sectors, e.g. , local and regional government, industry, academia and 
NGO’s. The setting of the workshop at Universeum allowed for a relaxed atmosphere and open 
discussions among the participants, guided by the moderator who also proposed specific ques-
tions for the groups to focus on during the discussions. The discussion setting allowed for direct 
interactions among the different workshop participants in the smaller groups and created an open 
and interactive exchange of ideas and thoughts on the scenarios and ways forward to the ‘Love 
the Forest 2.0’ initiative. 

4.1.8 Lessons learnt 
This was an important event towards Love the Forest 2.0 and the choice to focus on developing 
ideas further based on Universeum staff and innovation area teams and external key experts 
worked out well. This is furthermore a way of minimizing stakeholder fatigue (involving too many 
stakeholders too often) as the partners in this case are also the ones that are the actual “buyers” 
of the new project to be developed. They are the one who will need to fund the project in the end. 

The workshop significantly moved the Love the Forest’s two tracks into more concrete scenarios 
that we perceive are corresponding to the original interests and demands from the interviewed 
stakeholders from Love the Forest 1.0 (the interviews were done prior to WS 1 in order to inform 
the workshop content and the development of the scenarios used for Love the Forest 2.0). This 
workshop foremost moved the project forward in terms of thematically defining ideas of content 
in the two tracks, concretising the various problem descriptions and scenarios related to them. 
Furthermore, pedagogical enhancement for improving the learning outcomes were developed 
and integrated into the resulting scenarios as input for workshop 2. 

4.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
The following three factors that were identified prior to the first workshop were considered fun-
damental for the development of Love the Forest 2.0 Throughout the process they have remained 
the basis for being able to successfully work towards developing the idea of our Love the Forest 
2.0. 

1) to contribute to the education of school children on forest topics (role of forests for climate 
change, biodiversity, society and economy), elevate their knowledge on the importance of forest 
ecosystem functions and services and critically analyse current forest management and uses. 

2) to capture the aspirations and needs of the different forest partners, and balance their different 
interests and views on forests with the overriding sustainability perspective that Universeum 
holds.  

3) to maintain economic viability for Universeum as the initiator and coordinator of Love the For-
est 2.0. This means that the initiative can be financed by the partners which also take an active 
role in participating in the development of various phases of the innovation. 

The scenarios created in the workshop aimed to find synergies between these three factors. 
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Governance modes 
During WS1, the main focus was on the content of our innovation in the light of the collective 
experiences that participants in the workshop had from Love the forest one and other school pro-
jects that they had been driving or taking part in. The workshop concluded that the governance of 
Älska Skog 2.0 would be similar to that of Älska Skog 1.0: a project driven by Universeum, directed 
towards students and teachers, and funded by partners from the Swedish forest industry / private 
sector, municipality and governmental agencies. 

5 Type 2 workshop(s): Prototype assessment 
5.1 Prototype workshop 1 
5.1.1 Scenarios used 
During WS1, in particular three clear requirements were set for the innovation to be imple-
mented: 

1. Students must work with real cases to achieve motivation. 
2. Since the project is about forest, many tasks must also take place in the forest (not just in 

classroom). 
3. The way to the students' hearts goes through the teachers – so there must be a carrot to 

make the teachers want to join the project. 

So, regardless of whether the groups at the workshop were working on an innovation with a cli-
mate or integration focus, the above three aspects would be taken into account. Therefore, the 
following three scenarios were designed through merging of the six sketches (related to climate 
and integration) that were developed during WS1 – and used as input to WS2. The two first sce-
narios are linked directly to the integration theme from WS1 (directed towards children with dis-
abilities and new Swedes), whereas the third scenario is linked to the climate theme from WS1. 
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Scenario 1 – Wild Kids 

Love the Forest 2.0 will be a school project in form of a competition for students in grade 4-6. It is 
free to all teachers/schools in the region to sign up, which in practices is likely to result that most 
of the participants are from schools in the Göteborg City Centre. This project is the option that 
most closely resembles previous years' editions of the Love the Forest. 

Students' mission is to design a day trip in the woods for a specific target group. The target groups 
are defined by our partners and are real "cases", that is, it are audiences who cannot, or do not 
want to, spend time in the forest. Some examples: GDF (Gothenburg Young Deaf Association)/US 
Gothenburg (young people with Visual impairment)/Autism and Asperger Gothenburg/RBU 
(Children and young people with disabilities). 

The work is carried out with support from coaches/mentors from the various target groups and 
partners with specific competencies. Forest excursions should cater to the different needs of the 
target groups while providing a holistic forest experience. The price is a real Wild kids-overnight 
stay in a forest for the whole class! 

Figure 5 Flyer for Scenario 1 as sent on the invitation. 
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Scenario 2 – Certified Outdoor Guide 

Love the Forest 2.0 will be a school project where students in grades 7 and 8 develop into outdoor 
guides in their various nearby forest areas. The mission is to plan and implement an outdoor ac-
tivity for students in SFI (Swedish language course For Immigrants). 

Classes are working in groups and are assigned to an outdoor coach (for example, volunteers from 
partners, the Scouts, outdoor activities, outdoor life and others). During the working period 
(March-June), students will visit different locations in the forest, map out a path, determine stops 
and decide what to talk about at the various stops. By guiding each other, they practice how to 
capture a groups interest and exert clear leadership. 

In order for all guided tours to hold a similar set-up (so that they can be assessed in a similar way), 
students will be asked to address some supporting questions: What's interesting about the site 
from a biological perspective? What activities can be carried out here? What happens to the site if 
one violates the right of public access? How will the site look in 20 years? 

After all these preparations, participating student groups will conduct their guided tour for SFI-
students, for max 1 hour. All participants will evaluate their experiences (via Google form), and 
assess the structure, content, and how well the guidance groups have conducted the tour. The 
participating students, after completing the final guided tour, become certified outdoor guided 
with stylish diplomas and prizes. A jury, consisting of partners and special education experts, will 
chose the contribution that best demonstrated understanding of the target group and offered a 
relevant content that both enriches and challenges. 

Figure 6 Flyer for Scenario 2 as sent on the invitation. 
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Scenario 3 – Climate Challenge 

This scenario presents a more classical school project for students attending class 7-8 (in the Swe-
dish system, 12-14 years of age), designed to inspire students, continuing education for teachers, 
and developing student’s independence through work on own projects. The mission is to identify 
a climate problem in one’s neighbourhood, to investigate it, and to propose a solution with the 
help of the forest. Proposed activities on student inspiration: imagine your world without trees 
(places in the woods or in town): What happens if all the trees would disappear (photosynthesis, 
pollination, build houses, etc)?  

1. The pupils find out facts about the problem and are looking out for a solution 
2. The students determine who they must influence to implement their solution/pay atten-

tion to the problem 
3. Students make contact with managers they identified 
4. On a separate occasion in the middle of the work and before the final day: students have 

collected questions and there is an opportunity to ask the expert. 

Study visits can include forests affected by climate change (e.g. fire, storm, and other environmen-
tal impacts). Here, it would also be interesting to compare forests with different management re-
gimes. How the final day should be designed is not yet developed, nor how the winners are chosen. 
The price will be climate offsets and planting trees in the schoolyard or nearby, possibly even prize 
money for class travel (which is a good carrot). 

Figure 7 Flyer for Scenario 3 as sent on the invitation. 
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5.1.2 Setting 
The 2nd workshop was held at the World Cultural Museum (Gothenburg) a major building just 
behind Universeum in one of their conference rooms, with a view over the city. The workshop 
started with a joint lunch at 11:30am and then lasted from 12:30-16:00pm. Set-up in pre-divided 
groups according to expressed interest and preferences for one of the scenarios we sent out to-
gether with the invitation to the workshop several weeks before. Two tables were used for the 
two scenarios. 

5.1.3 Participants 
Since the purpose of the second workshop was to develop a scenario according to the world's 
demand and needs, a wide group of partners were invited – both established and potential. The 
representation of both teachers, businesses / financiers, important ambassadors for the project 
and experts in forest related pedagogy was important. Unfortunately, the representatives for the 
financers (Sveaskog) and the experts (Swedish Society for Nature Conservation) cancelled on 
short notice. 

WS2 participants: Roles and organisations: 

• Project manager / content developer // Universeum 
• Senior guide / content developer // Universeum 
• Pedagogue // Universeum 
• Forest manager // City of Gothenburg – Real estate office 
• Forest technician // City of Gothenburg – Real estate office 
• Head of Nature pedagogics // City of Gothenburg – Park & nature management 
• Forest consultant // Swedish Forest Agency 
• Competence Manager // Region of Västra Götaland – Natural Resource Management office 

(organisation responsible for education on Natural Resource Management in the region) 
• Researcher in Swedish IR // LUCSUS 
• Researcher in Swedish IR // LUCSUS 
• Researcher / Deputy director // LUCSUS 

Invited stakeholders who notified absence: 

• Head Fundraiser // Universeum 
• Nature-pedagogue & teacher // Mölndal city 
• Head of Communications // Sveaskog 
• Climate and land use strategist // Sveaskog 
• Expert forest social values // Swedish Society for Nature Conservation 
• Nature guide & pedagogue // Swedish Society for Nature Conservation 

5.1.4 Key thematic findings 
In this workshop, we focused on the design of the school project rather than on the content. A 
number of proposals and ideas came up to further develop the “young people speculate” model 
that the Love the Forest project is based on: 

• Changing the application procedure by having participating schools designing a project 
that they aim to work with during the project time. This makes participants more prepared 
and there is a feeling of “award” of having being selected for the project. This is also ex-
pected to attract more participant classes for the project. 
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• Making sure that students spend more time in the actual forest during the project time. 
This may be through study visits that are compulsory or by promoting experiments in their 
own out-door environment. In the end, this has to be balanced with maintaining having 
time to visit Universeum at this is one of the important reasons for students and teachers 
to participate in the “young people speculate”-projects.  

• Closer integrating the project partners to the project and to the participating classes by 
assigning a mentor from the participating/funding organisations that is available for feed-
back and guidance over the project period. This makes better use of the in-kind inputs of 
the organisations. 

• More clearly making visible the results from the projects by for example using advertising 
space in local busses or on a specific billboard in the city for displaying results and increase 
dissemination. 

5.1.5 Detailed thematic findings 
The results gave a wealth of information from the different group discussions. Below we exemplify 
important output from the group working on the scenario climate challenge and wild kids respec-
tively. Firstly, participants were asked to provide spontaneous reflections on the provided scenar-
ios in terms of “pros” and “cons”. The Wild Kids scenario was appreciated because it is concrete 
and local and gets students to be outside. Climate change was seen as a more abstract, but also 
very urgent and important, topic. 

In a next step, participants were asked to specify five steps of which the school project for each 
scenario should consist. In this way the possible structure for the Love the Forest school project 
was outlined, for example consisting of application, kick-off, systematic work, creative work and 
reward. 

Then, participants zoomed in on each of the five steps they identified, and wrote down the planned 
activities, necessary resources, unclarities and the possible contribution of their organization to 
the school project in this step. Some results can be seen below.  

Figure 8 Results from spontaneous reflections on the provided scenarios in “plus and minus” or “pros and cons”. 
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Figure 9 Overview of workshop outcomes. Top: Results from the exercise on the five main steps of Love the Forest 2.0 and 
associated headings. Mid: Results from the detailed discussion on the different identified steps. Bottom: Film clips produced 
by the final groups presenting the two entrance scenarios for the “wild kids” and the ”climate challenge” – now analysed 
and reconceptualised. 
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Finally, the workshop ended with a creative component, in which participants were asked to vis-
ualize their reworked and further specified scenarios using LEGO. Participants then filmed the 
LEGO scene while narrating the different steps of the school project as they imagined it. 

5.1.6 Process 
The workshop was set up with the following steps: 

1. Spontaneous reflections on the provided scenarios – discussions in the 2 groups according 
to the 2 scenarios and 10 clear reflections to be listed in terms of Plus and Minus of the 
scenarios. 

2. How and why should your organization contribute to the development of Älska Skog 2.0. 
3. Based on the description, how do you think the concepts should be designed? What are 

the 5 main steps? What is the "HEADLINE" for each step? (Within this activity, at a moment 
when we stated to lose focus, we were interrupted in the work by the workshop facilitator 
and all were included in an energising dance session around the venue!). 

4. Build and describe your proposal. Use LEGO + post-its. Film your story + tell us about your 
suggestion. Summary and reflection on the proposals and the day. 

The results of WS2 were gained through recordings of the discussions, notes taken during the 
workshop and two films recorded from each of the two scenarios of a built-up LEGO visualisation 
of the scenario. 

Very engaged discussions in the groups – made us reflect that the participating people rather than 
the number of people has been very important in this step. The venue was inspiring and well po-
sitioned for the participants. The Swedish Innovation area team could participate in the exercises, 
as they did not have to facilitate the workshop. This enabled the team to feed their knowledge into 
the process as stakeholders. A warming up exercise using a simple Lego set was very creative and 
useful as an icebreaker and for introducing oneself to the workshop group in a personal way. The 
slot on the workshop agenda on how and why participants organizations’ could contribute to the 
development of this version of Love the forest 2.0 (part 2) was in the end not devoted time to in 
the workshop as the main funding organizations were not present in the workshop. However, this 
was also partly included in the “5 main steps sheet”. This aspect in the end needs to be carefully 
sorted out when the new partners are to be signed up. Another dimension to further work with 
and constructively move forward on are the different stakeholders’ position regarding the prefer-
able forest management and use of forests in relation to climate impact on forest ecosystems, and 
how to best use forest resources for climate change mitigation purposes. As this is an area where 
the views are rather polarised presently in the debate a new Love the forest project could provide 
a platform for constructive discussion on the themes. When groups were reflecting on the five 
main steps of the agenda and how the concept should be designed (part 3) the results were similar 
to each other across the groups. Further breaking each step down into tangible dimensions for 
each of those steps was difficult to manage for all the five steps and results became more elabo-
rated for the first part. 
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5.1.7 Stakeholder interactions 
During the workshop, all stakeholders who participated were able to get to know each other and 
could discuss their views and opinions related to the proposed scenarios in small groups. The 
discussion was open and friendly and facilitated by the moderator who also structured the work-
shop and the specific tasks. The participants were to document their discussion and thoughts on 
notes and had to fill out A3 sheets specifying the different ideas and necessary tasks in order to 
attain the objectives of the proposed scenarios. Lastly, the small groups were asked to visualize 
the order and ideal steps for the fulfilment of the scenario using Lego. 

5.1.8 Lessons learnt 
Getting a variety of external stakeholders to attend and be engaged in the workshop requires care-
ful planning. In the light of the delicate political context on forest governance in the Swedish IR, 
this could potentially include avoiding bringing stakeholders who hold conflicting views together 
in the same room. We can only speculate about why the two (for the workshop) most important 
external stakeholders withdrew their participation the day prior to the workshop, but it might be 
that the presence of the respective other stakeholder was a reason, or that it was just an unfortu-
nate coincidence. Using the external moderator was very helpful as it allowed us to be more pre-
sent in the workshop and actively participate in the discussion and development of the prototypes. 
However, finding the right balance between a) time of participants spent, i.e. , not having work-
shops spread over the entire day which would potentially reduce the attendance and willingness 
to sign up, and b) fostering a creative process while reaching more concrete and tangible out-
comes is challenging. Nonetheless, we believe that the workshop helped us to develop the scenario 
that will become the input for the third and final workshop and was an important stepping stone 
to create Love the Forest 2.0. 

5.1.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
By focusing on the design of the school project rather than the content in WS2, some new factors 
came up that need to be taken into account in the development of our innovation. For example, 
the school project we propose has to be attractive for schools/teachers since they are the ones 
who will participate in it. One prerequisite for this is that the project should be free of charge for 
participating schools. Another is to work with real cases and to focus on practical work that teach-
ers would not be able to offer to students otherwise (due to time restrictions etc.). 

A major challenge is to find time in the curriculum and/or to link the school project to specific 
subjects and learning outcomes. This might be easier to do with younger children, as their curric-
ulum is a bit more flexible. On the other hand, working with older children offers more opportu-
nities to capture some of the interesting and important complexities related to forest ecosystem 
functions and services. Furthermore, participants in WS2 were concerned about how to ensure 
that a wide range of different schools are included, i.e. from different areas in Gothenburg and 
with diverse socio-economic profiles. This might need some active interventions from Univer-
seum’s side to attract schools that usually do not participate in Universeum’s school projects. 

Apart from attracting schools/teachers, the school project should also be attractive for stu-
dents/classes. This becomes more important when higher grades are targeted, as more of the in-
itiative and decision-power then lies with the students. In discussing the different scenarios, the 
question came up multiple times whether the “carrot” included in the scenarios (e.g. competition, 
prizes) would be motivating enough to attract students. 
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Governance modes 
At this stage we did not discuss major changes to the proposed governance mode. However, two 
suggestions are worth noting. First, one of our key findings from WS2 is the need to integrate 
funding/partner organisations more closely to the project, for example by assigning mentors to 
the school classes. This would change the expectations put on participating stakeholders, and it 
could also open up opportunities to allow for different kinds of contributions from different or-
ganisations. Secondly, in discussing the Wild Kids and Climate scenarios, it was seen that the top-
ics of these proposed projects could allow for including a wider range of stakeholders than only 
forest stakeholders. This would broaden both the possibilities for funding and the range of inter-
ests to be taken into account. 

6 Type 3 workshops: Roadmapping 
6.1 Roadmapping internal workshop  
6.1.1 Scenarios used 
The third workshop was held in February 2020, but in order for WS3 to be as good as possible, i.e. 
get as many participants as possible that want to participate in the project, an internal workshop 
was held to "test print" the final scenario on Universeum’s talented educators (on 15 October 
2019). 

Figure 10 The two different scenarios for WS3: Year 7-9 students (left) and Highschool students (right). 
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The scenario that was presented ahead of the workshop was a distillation of the result from WS2, 
i.e. a further development of the "Climate challenge" scenario (see WS2). We chose to continue 
with this theme (instead of the integration-related scenarios) because of high stakeholder interest 
and the salience of climate change in the societal debate. It was a school project for the region's 
students in grade 7-9 (age group: 13-16 years old) with the aim of increasing knowledge of what 
causes our climate problems, what methods we use to gather data on climate impact and the 
importance of trees and forests for the climate and how climate change threatens forests in 
Scandinavia.  

During that internal “test print” workshop, the scenario was further developed. As the 
Universeum pedagogues thought that the complexity of the school project was too high for 
students in lower grades or even for grade 7-9, the prototype was developed into a high school 
project instead. For Universeum, this is an important development and a new challenge, since they 
have never implemented a project for the senior high school level previously despite the fact that 
it has been requested at different encounters with Gothenburg schools. 

6.2 Roadmapping workshop 3 
6.2.1 Scenarios used 
So, the final prototype used in WS3 is a project that offers senior high school students real forest 
cases originating from the participating partners which they can work on for their thesis that they 
do in the third year of their studies. Besides that, the initiative will include learning opportunities 
for both teachers and students through the organisations (university and others) that participate 
in the project on the relationships between forestry and climate change. Finally, also more general 
knowledge on research methods or scientific writing skills will be developed. 

The two scenarios for the prototype were outlining different options for the part of our prototype 
that was still the most unclear. This was with regard to how to organize the relationships between 
the involved actors in the school project (students, teachers, scientists, case study partners and 
Universeum). We also included a number of questions to get feedback on the prototype more 
broadly. 
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Table 2 Scanerios used in roadmapping workshop 3. 

6.2.2 Setting 
The third workshop was held in February 2020, from 4pm to 6pm, at Universeum’s conference 
room (Gothenburg). “After-work” snacks and drinks were provided by Universeum during the 
meeting. After the two-hour workshop, an exclusive guided tour through Universeum’s indoor 
rainforest was offered to the participants (after opening hours). The participants consisted of high 
school teachers representing two different high schools in Gothenburg. They were divided into 
two groups for a part of the discussion. 

Scenario 1: Teacher focus 

Knowledge transfer in the project is firstly directed 
to the high school teachers of participating stu-
dents. Through teacher education and coaching, 
inspiration days or seminars, teachers get support 
from both scientists, Universeum pedagogues and 
case study partners. 

This can be in terms of knowledge about climate 
and sustainability, but also about how to supervise 
research processes. During the project, teachers 
can check in with scientists and case study partners 
if this is needed. In this way, teachers become 
well-equipped to supervise the students’ high 
school projects, and they also receive long term 
competence development within climate and sus-
tainability. 

Scenario 2: Student focus 

Knowledge transfer in the project is 
firstly directed to the participating 
students. Through excursions and/or 
inspiration days, students can meet 
both scientists and case study part-
ners. 

Students gain knowledge about cli-
mate and sustainability, but also 
about how to approach the research 
process. During the project, students 
get back with questions to scientists 
and case study partners if this is 
needed. The direct contact with re-
search and working life maybe in-
spires students. 
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6.2.3 Participants 
The purpose of the third workshop was to understand what would be needed to make our proto-
type attractive and realizable for students and teachers. The participants therefore consisted of 
high school teachers of schools in Gothenburg. Both teachers and principals were approached, 
from both STEM (science, technology, engineering, mathematics) and social science spectra, and 
also different high schools. We ended up with representation from natural science teachers from 
two different schools. Note that a great deal of interest was shown through many positive re-
sponse emails, but due to the teacher situation (high workload and little time for development 
and planning) they regretted that they could not attend. 

WS3 participants / roles // organisations: 

• Project manager / content developer // Universeum 
• Workshop facilitator // Universeum 
• Manager pedagogical development // Universeum 
• Senior guide // Universeum (not present during the workshop, but came in afterwards for 

the guided tour) 
• Researcher in Swedish IR // LUCSUS 
• Research Assistant in Swedish IR // LUCSUS 
• High School teacher (economics & trade) // Hvitfeldtska gymnasiet 
• High School teacher (chemistry, mathematics) // Hvitfeldtska gymnasiet 
• High School teacher (biology, natural science) // Hvitfeldtska gymnasiet 
• High School teacher (biology, chemistry) // Hvitfeldtska gymnasiet 
• High School teacher (physics, mathematics) // Hvitfeldtska gymnasiet 
• High School teacher (biology, chemistry, natural science) // LM Engströms gymnasium 
• High School teacher candidate  

Registered participants who notified absence: 

• High School teacher // Sjölins gymnasium 
• High School teacher // Sjölins gymnasium 

6.2.4 Key thematic findings 
In this workshop, we received feedback on our prototype from high school teachers. Overall, there 
was a lot of interest for a school project hosted by Universeum and directed towards pupils writ-
ing their high school thesis. It was positive for Universeum to hear that there is a gap for them to 
fill, especially when it comes to formulating feasible real world cases and enabling contact be-
tween students and scientists. Participants expressed a clear preference for the student focused 
scenario, so this will form the basis for developing a final version of the new school project. Fur-
thermore, some adjustments and clarifications need to be made to the prototype based on the 
outcomes of this workshop (see more about this under detailed thematic findings). 

6.2.5 Detailed thematic findings 
1. High school theses are often written in groups of 2-3 students who are in the same study 

program – i.e. they will apply in groups and not 1:1. 
2. Teachers and students need help to find relevant and doable case studies that fit with dif-

ferent school subjects (beyond biology, which is nowadays the most popular subject for 
high school theses) – i.e. working on concrete case studies was a very good idea. 
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3. Own data collection is an important component for a successful high school thesis. This 
might however only be true for natural science subjects – i.e. our suggestions and ideas 
work well, but we need to work with only one programme at a time. 

4. Interdisciplinary work is not easily done. The high school theses have to be evaluated ac-
cording to ONE school subject, and should rather be done in non-mixed groups. (Different 
aspects of) the case studies should thus be clearly directed towards specific school sub-
jects – i.e. if we want to promote interdisciplinary collaboration between students, we 
should think through carefully how to make this work. 

5. Students today try to contact scientists, but they often do not get a reply – i.e. the sugges-
tion to have access to a pool with scientists to contact is one of the main components mak-
ing this proposed school project attractive. 

6. The organization and time plan differs between schools – i.e. it is important for Univer-
seum to be aware of this when developing a project that should fit multiple schools. 

7. Teachers do not feel a direct need for more knowledge on climate change / sustainability. 
They do not usually dive deep into the content knowledge that is relevant to the high 
school theses that they supervise – i.e. if teacher inspiration/education is to be included 
in innovation, it should be made clear what teachers can get out of it. 

8. Linked to the previous point, all participants shared a clear preference for the student-
focused scenario. 

9. Evaluation (and possibly competition) should only be based on academic performance 
and the idea to ask students to create a visualisation of their end products was approved 
by the participants – i.e. they were critical to the idea of including some kind of “votes from 
the public” in the competition. 

10. Students have to be opponents for each other’s high school theses. Afterwards, teach-
ers/scientists/stakeholders could ask additional questions or give extra feedback. 

11. Some practical questions to discuss include: time tables and scheduling + what happens 
with student groups who have applied with a proposal but are not selected to participate 
in Universeum’s new school project? 

6.2.6 Process 
The workshop was set up with the following steps: 

1. Presentation round: name, function, memory of one’s own high school thesis 
2. Discussion in two groups: 

a. How do you work with the high school thesis today? How is it organized in your 
school? What are possibilities and hindering factors? 

b. Is the high school thesis usually written individually or in a group? 
c. How important is the competition element in the prototype? 
d. How important is it to have real cases in the prototype? 
e. What knowledge do teachers need about climate change / sustainability? What 

kind of support would you need to supervise students who participate in the pro-
posed school project? 

3. Discussion in two groups of a few of the example case studies in the proposed school pro-
ject 

4. Plenary discussion 
a. What should be adapted in the prototype for you to be able to evaluate the high 

school theses in a good way? 
b. Which of the scenarios is most desirable to you? 
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c. What else should we think of / take into account to make the proposed school pro-
ject (prototype) attractive and realizable? 

d. What are you most excited about in the proposed school project (prototype)? 

Engaged discussions both plenary and in the two groups. IR team members split up in the two 
groups to take notes and to ask clarification questions. We gained a lot of insight in 1) how teach-
ers usually work with the high school theses, and 2) what could and could not work in our pro-
posed school project. 

Even though one of the schools was only represented by one teacher, this person was self-confi-
dent enough to be heard. The person who was probably most quiet and observant was the high 
school teacher candidate (who followed their internship supervisor to the meeting). The only 
thing that was unfortunate, was the lack of social science teachers in the room. When discussing 
the proposed case studies, some social-science-oriented case studies were dismissed relatively 
quickly as “not fitting in the natural science program”. Despite probing whether and how the case 
studies could fit in other programs, participants seemed to find it hard to leave their natural sci-
ence lens behind. 

Overall, however, the discussions were of good quality. The discussion questions were put up on 
papers against the walls, which forced the two groups to move around the room. The most difficult 
question to answer (for both groups) was: What knowledge do teachers need about climate 
change / sustainability? 

6.2.7 Stakeholder interactions 
During the workshop, participants engaged in open and constructive discussions. Most of them 
knew each other already, which allowed for an open atmosphere. At the same time, participants 
were curious to hear about each other’s experiences and also about how the high school thesis is 
organized in other schools. The moderator structured the meeting around specific discussion 
questions, and took a time-keeping role. IR team members took notes of the discussions, thus tak-
ing the burden of documenting the discussions away from participants. 

6.2.8 Lessons learnt 
The event was important for Universeum to establish contact with high schools and high school 
teachers, as Universeum has so far directed its school projects to primary schools only. 

6.2.9 Reflection 
Factor reconfiguration 
Returning to the factors that came up in the first two workshops, some of them have shifted mark-
edly in our final prototype. Below, we will shortly discuss them one by one. 

1) to contribute to the education of school children on forest topics and elevate their knowledge on 
the importance of forest ecosystem functions and services. 

Here, the focus has shifted from forest ecosystem functions and services to climate change miti-
gation and adaptation more broadly. There seems to be an interest from Universeum to embed 
this in a broad and more interdisciplinary understanding of sustainable development, focusing on 
the Swedish forestry sector. 

2) to capture the aspirations and needs of the different forest partners 
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By shifting the focus from forests (i.e. bioeconomy and specific forest based product innovations) 
to climate, the need to include private forest stakeholders (and their sometimes conflicting views) 
was reduced. As climate change is a topic that affects all, some larger private businesses in the 
area of Gothenburg could now become the target for fundraising efforts. This might lead to more 
freedom for Universeum when it comes to the content of the school project, which can now be 
more critical towards present management paradigms steering Swedish forestry than under the 
previous Love the Forest 1.0, which was mostly financed by the Swedish Forestry Industry. 

3) to maintain economic viability for Universeum 

This factor remains unchanged. Universeum requires financing for all its activities and the work 
hours put in by its staff, thus Love the forest 2.0 needs to secure long term funds to continue and 
implement the innovation that was developed. It can be added that as two unexpected situations 
arose during the InnoForESt project time that severely impacted the number of paying visitors to 
Universeum (heat wave summer season 2018 and CoVid-19 virus spring 2020) the need to have 
strong funding for the school projects was again underscored. 

4) to be attractive for schools/teachers – e.g. participation free of charge, real cases, fitting to school 
curriculum 

By shifting the target group for our school project from primary school students to high school 
students writing their gymnasiearbete (high school thesis), this factor has become more well-de-
fined. Universeum’s school project will now have to be compatible with the learning outcomes 
and requirements set for gymnasiearbete at the national level. It should also be compatible with 
the ways in which different schools work with this (e.g. time plans, organisation, etc. ). However, 
there is now a possibility of exploring and studying important and relevant topics around forests 
and climate change in Sweden, which fulfills the objective of broadening the understanding of for-
est issues among students. 

5) to include a broad range of different schools 

This factor also remains highly important. Apart from socio-economic background which, diver-
sity of study programs could also become a goal now, i.e. having students from natural and social 
science programs deciding to write their high school thesis about forests and climate change. 

6) to be attractive to students – e.g. offer a motivating price/competition 

On the one hand, this factor has become more important compared to before, as students 
themselves will have to apply to the project now. On the other hand, every student has to write a 
gymnasiearbete anyway and this might increase their motivation to apply, as they will receive 
scientific mentoring and support as part of this collaboration with Universeum. Also, a different 
age group compared to earlier scenarios puts different demands on what can be a good “carrot”. 
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Governance modes 
Even though not all details are set yet, some clear evolutions in the proposed governance mode 
are: 1) shifting of funding partners from forest stakeholders to a broader range of companies. In 
the region of Göteborg many larger companies are based including car manufacturers and other 
industrial businesses that increasingly need to engage in climate and sustainability issues 2) In-
clusion of additional “case partners” that contribute with a range of real-world case studies and 
mentorship rather than funding. This also increases their opportunity to be seen as future attrac-
tive employers to this group. 3) Scientists as a more active part of the stakeholder group to be 
included in the project. One drive to engage researchers in participating in such projects is that 
this may count as outreach and popular science collaborations for scientists and universities and 
is important to attract future students to different programmes. More fundamentally this can en-
able participating university partners to understand the interests and motivations that drive the 
students to engage in climate issues as well as to understand knowledge gaps regarding climate 
adaptation and mitigation of this age group. However participation will require assigned time 
(funded by the project) to work on such collaborations as many researchers have an increased 
workload and less time for these activities. 

7 Overall lessons learnt 
We experienced a very high level of engagement of the participants during the workshops. People 
were well prepared and contributed actively in all the three workshops we organised. This results 
in a very creative and result-orientated atmosphere. Nonetheless, sometimes we found it difficult 
to get some of the stakeholders on board and partake in the workshops, in particular the forest 
owners and the industry, who also cancelled their participation in WS2 a day before the planned 
workshop date (despite long term announcement and planning). We explain this with the devel-
opment phase that is rather long and there is a concrete time factor and uncertainty factor among 
the industry / private sector partners (will this really happen and when?). Moreover, it might be 
difficult for industry partners to explain the importance and make them see the added values of 
the scenarios we proposed. Probably, for them Love the Forest 1.0 was more of a CSR activity 
showcasing their outreach work than a meaningful value adding activity. Generally, there was a 
larger interest among public sector stakeholders, local and regional forest management organisa-
tions and universities than from the forest companies themselves. Again, we think this might be 
due to the perception of the lack of value added to their immediate activities. 

Regarding the workshop process, in retrospect, we do think it worked out quite well given the 
constraints we identified in the document. As the team had to prepare, develop and redevelop 
scenarios for each of the workshops this helped us in concretizing, sorting and merging the ideas 
that that precious workshop or stakeholder interaction had given rise to. Also in the end this had 
to be presented in an accessible way for the next workshop. 

For our IR time-constraints were a main factor when developing the actual workshops. We limited 
the workshops to half-day workshops or, in the case of WS3 to two hours due to the difficulty of 
getting people together during a full work day. Particularly in WS3 we counted on the personal 
interest of teachers who invested their free-time, after work, to come and participate in the work-
shop. In summary we think that the CINA methodology was useful to construct and guide the set-
up of the workshops, while at times, and as discussed in this report, it was also somewhat restric-
tive in how to develop the next steps of our innovation. 
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8 Outlook 
As we have discussed earlier in the report, the setup of the new stakeholder constellation is still 
not clear as we are in the process of developing the concept of our innovation Love the forest. Our 
ambition to further develop our idea of a senior high school project on forest-climate interactions 
in CINA workshop 3 worked very well and the participating teachers gave valuable insights re-
garding not the least the need to focus activities directly on the participating students rather than 
on the teachers at the schools. Following this third workshop, there will be a discussion with po-
tential partners regarding the participation and funding in the climate challenge. Also, a further 
discussion will be needed on the preconditions for participation from various stakeholders and 
their acceptance of key sustainability principles such as partners acknowledging the importance 
of a broad range of (forest) ecosystem services in the work with new groups of students. If we get 
partners on board for the senior high school project that we are now aiming for, Universeum will 
be carrying out this project in the coming years. In this way, Universeum will continue to be the 
main node connecting forest-related stakeholders, schools, and researchers in the innovation net-
work after termination of the InnoForESt project. 
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