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Abstract  
 
In recent decades, to the conservation of species-rich hay meadows throughout Europe has 
been given major attention. Yet, those habitats are at risk mainly due to intensification or 
abandonment, even in the countries where extensive traditional farming still exists. The 
member states still face difficulties on different levels when implementing EU policies. In this 
paper we (i) compare the implementation of EU conservation policies, (ii) analyse the gap 
between scientific knowledge and knowledge of public administration and (iii) follow the 
collaboration between institutions for nature conservation and for agriculture in the German 
federal state of Baden-Württemberg and Romania. We applied a comparative case study 
design and methods, analysing five aspects for each case: (1) public administration structure, 
(2) management of protected areas, (3) monitoring of habitats and species, (4) reward systems 
and (5) stakeholders’ awareness. The results demonstrate that even though the structure of 
public administration in Germany enables multi-level governance, a functional system itself 
seems insufficient to assure the favourable conservation status of species-rich hay meadows. In 
Romania, organizational changes may be needed in the ministerial structures that are 
responsible for nature conservation and agriculture in order to increase institutional stability 
and capacity. In both cases, a conservation or agricultural approach to species-rich hay 
meadows in terms of formal institutional understanding (legislation) cannot cover the 
complexity of those semi-natural systems; thus it is suggested that there needs to be some 
mechanism for connecting social-ecological and cultural dimensions. 
 
Keywords: Species-rich; Hay meadows; Nature conservation policy; Management plans;  
                  Agri-environment; Public administration. 
 

 
Introduction  
 

In 2011, the European Commission adopted a new strategy to halt the loss of 
biodiversity [1]. There are two main policies through which biodiversity conservation 
objectives can be achieved in the EU: one is the Natura 2000 (N2K) network and the other is 
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). The N2K network is the most powerful biodiversity 
conservation policy tool of the European Union; it aims to ensure favourable conservation 
status for habitats and species in Europe [2]. The N2K network is based on two directives: one 
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targets habitats and species, except birds - [3], while the other targets birds [4]. One specific 
aim of the CAP is to preserve biodiversity through incentivizing environmentally friendly 
farming systems [5]. 

The implementation of the N2K regulations is, however, a difficult process for some 
member states of the EU, including old member states such as France, Greece, Germany and the 
Netherlands [2, 6] and new member states such as Hungary, Finland, Poland and Romania [7-
11]. The difficulties in implementing the N2K regulations include the lack of institutional and 
cultural history in formal conservation, institutional weakness and instability, as well as the 
absence of public participation [12]. Moreover, the overall lack of a complex, holistic 
understanding of the conservation problems in tightly coupled social-ecological systems such as 
the traditional cultural landscapes of Eastern Europe, and the lack of fit between the higher level 
regulations and the real world social-ecological complexities makes positive outcomes of the 
conservation policies harder [13]. While the CAP influences areas covered by N2K [14], its 
effectiveness in protecting biodiversity is disputed, especially in landscapes with a history of 
intensive farming management [15-17]. 

The extensively managed semi-natural grasslands of Eastern Europe (e.g. Romania) are 
considered biodiversity hotspots of highly international conservation importance [18]. These 
grasslands developed under extensive human management for many centuries, and are now 
threatened by abandonment, land use change or intensification [19]. There are several species 
and habitats of conservation interest (i.e. present in the Habitats Directive) which strongly 
depend on the continuation of extensive management, particularly mowing [20]. 

In the economically developed Western European countries, such as Germany, the 
higher level conservation policies (whether those related to N2K or CAP) were adopted and 
implemented more easily by institutions, because of the long tradition of formal institutional 
culture and development in these countries [21]. 

The sustainable conservation of the extremely species-rich hay meadows of Romania is a 
serious challenge for a whole set of institutions and organizations ranging from local to 
international. The main challenge lies in their capacity to harmonize institutional elements at 
multiple levels in order to create an efficient, institutional structure which can clearly and 
effectively implement the EU regulations for the benefit of the species-rich grasslands and the 
communities managing them, and is able to efficiently address the many regional, often local, 
issues raised around the implementation. 

The main goal of this study is to explore the structure of the institutional system around 
the implementation of the N2K regulations and CAP policies in two markedly different 
countries, Germany (DE) and Romania (RO) with regard to institutional development and 
current practice. By highlighting the strengths and weaknesses in both cases, we aim to identify 
the potential barriers to governance regarding the conservation of hay meadows in the two 
countries and to propose solutions for the development of a functional institutional system. 

More specifically, the questions addressed are:  
(1) How the Habitats Directive is implemented in the Southern Black Forest (DE) and 

the Central Apuseni Mountains (RO) in order to conserve species-rich hay meadows and what 
are the potential differences in the management of N2K areas? 

(2) How are the various knowledge types (e.g. scientific, traditional ecological) related 
to grassland management integrated into the conservation measures? 

(3) How does collaboration between agriculture and nature conservation institution 
guarantee the administrative framework of species-rich hay meadows in their socio-ecological 
context at different levels? 
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Materials and Methods 
 

The study area in Germany, Baden-Württemberg - Southern Black Forest  
The Southern Black Forest forms one of the subdivisions of the biggest mountain range 

of Baden-Württemberg. The forest vegetation in upper areas is represented by Fagus, Abies and 
Picea. Between the most important grassland plant associations of mountain range are Molinio-
Arrhenatheretea, Festuco-Brometea, Calluno-Ulicetea. The intensification of agricultural 
practices on grasslands led to important losses, but important species-rich hay meadows remain 
in cultural landscapes in their natural function [22, 23]. Several categories of protected areas 
were designated as either natural parks, landscape protected areas or natural reserves and N2K 
sites, where species-rich grasslands are important for biodiversity. We refer to the institutional 
structures from this region of Germany simply as ‘Germany’ (Fig. 1a). 

 
The study area in Romania - Central Apuseni Mountains 
The Apuseni Mountains separate the Pannonian Basin from the Transylvanian Basin and 

form a transition between the Eastern and Southern Carpathians. Forests are composed of 
Quercus, Carpinus (low altitude), Fagus and Picea. The principal grassland plant associations 
are: Festuco-Agrostetum capillaris, Scorzonero roseae - Festucetum nigricantis, Violo declinate 
- Nardetum [24]. The protected areas are represented by the Apuseni Natural Park, two N2K 
sites (SCI and SPA) and a series of natural reserves and natural monuments. Traditional rural 
land use and grassland management is an important aspect in this area [25]. Arnica montana L. 
is the symbol species of the region which is present on two habitat types: 6230* and 6520 [26]. 
We focused on this part of Romania in the study because of the habitats and unique landscape 
features of the area [27], which are comparable in natural conditions for land use (mountain 
areas) with the Southern Black Forest. The future development of this area [26] will be similar 
to the trends in land use in the Southern Black Forest (Fig. 1b). 

 

 
Fig. 1. Geographical position of case study in Europa:  

a. The study area in Germany, Baden-Württemberg - Southern Black Forest; 
b. The study area in Romania - Central Apuseni Mountains  
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The multiple comparative case study 

We applied the multiple comparative case study research design and methods [28, 29]. 
Five aspects were addressed: (1) public administration structure, (2) management of protected 
areas, (3) monitoring of habitats and species, (4) reward systems and (5) stakeholders’ 
awareness. These are the key elements of the implementation of the nature conservation policy 
on species-rich hay meadows, linking the social, economic and ecological systems. The case 
study created the framework for the general understanding of the implementation process in two 
different countries and made the comparison more focused.  

To address these five points, we used triangulation from multiple sources, including (i) 
semi-structured interviews, (ii) grey literature (e.g. reports, intern documents and guidelines) 
and policy acts (e.g. legal acts, national plans) and (iii) scientific publications (e.g. other 
relevant case studies). 
 

Table1. The sample of interview partners involved directly or indirectly in the implementation of nature conservation 
policy on species-rich hay meadows 

Abbreviation  Interview partners 
Country/ 
Federal State 

Nr. of 
interviewees 

                           Research institutions on nature conservation 

LUBW 

Landesanstalt für Umwelt, Messungen und Naturschutz  
Baden-Württemberg 
State Research Centre for Environment, Measurements  
and Nature Conservation Baden-Württemberg

Baden-
Württemberg 

1 

 Research institutions on agriculture  

LAZBW Landwirtschaftliches Zentrum Baden-Württemberg 
Agricultural Centre Baden-Württemberg 

Baden-
Württemberg 

2 

ICDP Institutul de Cercetare Dezvoltare pentru Pajişti Braşov 
Institute for Grassland Research and Development Braşov 
 

Romania 
1 

 Regional/national level of public administration 

RP Regierungspräsidium Freiburg  
Regional Council Freiburg

Baden-
Württemberg

2 

ANPM Agenţia Naţională pentru Protecţia Mediului 
National Environmental Protection Agency 
 

Romania 1 

 Local nature conservation authority 

LRA Landratsamt Breisgau-Hochschwarzwald  
District Office Breisgau-Hochschwarzwald 
 

Baden-
Württemberg 

2 

 Management structure/local level 

APNA Administraţia Parcului Natural Apuseni 
Administration of Apuseni Natural Park 
 

Romania 1 

 Non-government organizations with role of lobby 

ADEPT Adept Foundation Romania 1 

PROPARK ProPark Foundation 
 

Romania 1 

 Other key, non-government actors 

ARNICA 
SYSTEM 

Local companies providing conservation and research on 
oligotrophic grasslands and sustainable use of natural resources 

Romania 1 

 Total 13 
 

Special interest was given to the expert interviews, which offered subtle information that 
was impossible to gain from the other two sources. Ten semi-structured interviews were carried 
out, with 13 persons from different governmental and non-governmental sectors, involved in 
nature conservation in both of the countries. The institutions were selected after a preliminary 
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analysis and consultation with experts during September-December 2014. The German part was 
carried out in January and February 2015 in Baden-Württemberg (with a special focus on the 
Regierungsbezirk Freiburg, which has administrative responsibility for the Southern Black 
Forest). In Romania interviews took place in March-April, 2015, where some of the partners 
have nationwide responsibilities, because of the centralized public administration, but special 
focus was given to the Central Apuseni Mountains. The interviews were conducted in English, 
German and Romanian. The interviews lasted approximately 50-90 min and were recorded, 
producing 107 pages of transcript in summary (Table 1). 

For the data analysis we coded the data on the five topics we discussed [30] using NVivo 
[31] qualitative data analysis software. The results are also structured on the five themes 
described above. In the description of the results we refer to interview partners simply as e.g. 
GE1 (German partner 1) and RO1 (Romanian partner 1) (Fig. 2). The results represent the main 
opinions and interpretations expressed by the interviewees, which were verified by the two 
other sources of the triangulation. 

 
Fig. 2. Landscapes with mountain hay meadows in protected areas:  

a. Southern Black Forest - Germany; b. Apuseni Mountains - Romania 

 
Results and Discussions  
 

Public administration 
The importance of institutional cooperation in the successful implementation of nature 

conservation policy in agricultural areas was highlighted by the interviewees in both countries. 
In Germany the institutional atmosphere was considered more collaborative with clearly 
defined roles under the umbrella of the Ministry of Rural Development and Consumer 
Protection Baden-Württemberg (MLR). The policies are implemented by regional councils and 
lower conservation agencies in each district. At every level separate departments are 
responsible for nature conservation and landscape management including for agriculture and 
forests. The knowledge transfer (during joint meetings) within institutions was often 
emphasized as being the key to success of the implementation process. 

In Romania the institutional structure was characterized as unsatisfactory because of the 
current structure of the public administration. There are distinct ministerial institutions for rural 
development as well as nature conservation activities, namely the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Rural Development (MADR) and the Ministry of Environment, Water and Forests (MMAP). 
For this reason, special departments for nature conservation, agriculture and forestry cannot be 
found within the same institutions. At every level there are stand-alone institutions that are 
territorial representatives of those two ministries.  

The success of collaboration within the ministries depends on the situation and on ‘the 
professional quality of employees’ (RO3 - Romanian interview partner). A weak collaboration 
exists between the two ministries, even if the official organizational and functional documents 
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stipulate inter-institutional collaboration. Furthermore, interviewees often highlighted the low 
administrative capacity of the authorities that are responsible for the coordination of delegated 
management bodies for N2K sites and other protected areas. 

 
Management plans and conservation measures 
In Germany responsibility for the development of management plans comes within the 

scope of regional level public institutions (‘Regierungspräsidium’). The lower level institutions 
(‘Landratsamt’), together with external service bodies like Landscape Conservation 
Associations (LEV) are in charge of implementing the measures. The LEV’s are dialogue 
partners between farmers, municipalities and nature conservation authorities. This structure was 
positively characterized by the interviewees and every institution seemed to fulfil its own well 
defined role, which is respected by others.  

The development of conservation measures in Germany is strongly correlated with the 
federal state-wide comprehensive habitat and species mapping, which is performed every 12 
years by the State Research Centre for Environment, Measurements and Nature Conservation 
Baden-Württemberg (LUBW) and external experts. In recent years the LUBW has also mapped 
the lowland (6510) and mountain hay meadows (6520) in order to increase the success of the 
implementation of nature conservation policy, reward systems and management planning. 

The integration of available agricultural academic knowledge in conservation measures 
is still not on a satisfactory level from an agricultural point of view. ‘Even if there is more than 
enough knowledge’ the integration of information also depends on the willingness of political 
actors in nature conservation to find out more about the subject (GE2 - German interview 
partner). The collaboration of a nature conservation research centre with other research 
institutes is occasional; the reasons include personal capacity issues and ‘there are only 
occasional cooperation projects’ (GE1).  

In Romania the responsibility active management is delegated by the MMAP to 
administrators/custodians (5/10 years) that are in charge of the development of management 
plans and conservation measures. Merging the management of IUCN categories of protected 
areas with N2K network’s management (2007) created a series of difficulties within the on-
going process of development and approval of the management plans. For example, the 
proposed management plan (2008) for the Apuseni Natural Park was not officially approved by 
the authorities (MMAP), who were waiting for the integration of the management measures of 
the N2K areas for the same region, designated in 2007. Delegating management often ‘creates a 
number of risks’ (RO3) such as conflict situations, insufficient resources, loss of governmental 
control and lack of personnel for proper supervision. The multiplicity of property rights, the 
peculiarities of the traditional land use system, the structure and distribution of the current 
internal zones within the protected area, which is unrealistic, creates a series of challenges for 
the administration staff. The collaboration with the MMAP was highly criticized, highlighting 
its weaknesses in its capacity to deal with the situation at national level. Furthermore, there was 
no collaboration with the MADR. This situation also applies to the other natural parks, whose 
borders overlap with N2K areas. 

In Romania there is no nationwide habitat and species mapping. This mapping takes 
place, together with the development of the management plans, which are mainly financed by 
structural funds. The development of measures takes place by consulting experts who 
participate in the development of the management plan. 

The current conservation status of the grassland habitats (Apuseni Mountains) is 
maintained by use of the semi-subsistence traditional land system and by management of the 
grassland. The majority of interviewees from the nature conservation side consider the 
development of measures to be a kind of ‘easy job’ which could be defined within some 
meeting sessions with the land owners, describing the existing traditional practices. The severe 
vulnerability of the traditional land management system was highlighted and its importance in 
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the conservation of grasslands and sustainable use of natural resources were discussed: ‘it is 
much more a grassland management with traditional elements. We cannot call it traditional, as 
long as people are not mowing by hand. (…) There are some elements in traditional 
management which have not been studied in depth yet. It is hard to recommend something 
which you have not studied enough’ (RO6). 

 
Monitoring of grassland habitats 
The responsible institutions have increased their focus on the conservation status of hay 

meadows because their status is still unfavourable. Therefore, special attention is given to the 
development of conservation measures by authorities. The LUBW coordinates also the 
monitoring, which mainly consists of three different activities. The monitoring results are not 
always good enough to evaluate the real success of the implementation of the measures but the 
‘information is still enough to gain a good overview of the major changes, which are on-going 
in the structure of habitats in general’ (GE1). 

In Romania all interviewees criticized the monitoring in general as being unsatisfactory 
and completely unrelated to a realistic context. The lack of habitat distribution maps and 
management plans in some cases makes the monitoring impossible. According to legislation, 
the monitoring of habitats and species falls within the responsibilities of the administrative 
structure/custodians of the protected areas. The data are centralized by the MMAP. For 
grassland habitats there is no clear monitoring strategy at national level. This has a negative 
influence on the situation of grasslands in the Apuseni Mountains. 

 
Reward systems that target species-rich grasslands 
Reward systems have been developed in both study areas, but the financial support 

differs in either case and depends on a number of factors. The reward programs can differ from 
one federal state to another in Germany. In our case there are two principal reward schemes for 
Germany (Baden-Württemberg) and one for Romania. 

Agri-environment payments 
In Germany, the agri-environment payment for 2014-2020 takes part of the Funding 

Program for Agri-environment, Climate Change and Animal Welfare (FAKT). Cultural 
landscape, protection of natural resources and biodiversity are supported under these different 
measures for agricultural land. There are different payment packages available for grasslands. 
Some of them depend on the level of intensity of land use; others cover the grasslands under 
Annex I of the Habitats Directive, biotopes of national interest. The subsidies are results-based 
and the level of the biodiversity of habitats is measured by indicator species presence/absence. 
The agricultural departments on a district level, in collaboration with LEVs and others, play an 
‘indispensable role’ in concluding the contracts with the farmers (GE4). The interviewees from 
the authorities for agriculture frequently mentioned the negative opinion of the stakeholders on 
the agri-environment payments, because the requirements for land use are too extensive and the 
farmers cannot survive economically according to an interviewee (GE2).  

In the new Romanian Rural Development Program 2014-2020 (PNDR), the agri-
environment measures include payment packages for high nature value grasslands, traditional 
agricultural practices and other measures aimed at conserving species that are dependent on 
grassland habitats. The packages differ just in the variation of mowing period and animal 
charge; no differentiation based on the intensity of use has been established by the authorities. 
No packages are available based on the level of the biodiversity and based on indicator species. 
In spite of the weaknesses in comparison with the German programme, the agri-environment 
schemes have a ‘positive impact upon the stability of the farmers’ (RO4) and the tendency to 
abandonment in general. Positive effects on the oligotrophic grasslands in the Apuseni 
Mountains, in habitats of Arnica montana, were also highlighted (RO6).  

Payments for conservation purposes 
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In Germany farmers can also benefit from financial support for grasslands (five years 
contracts) in accordance with the Landscape Management Guideline (LPR) when more specific 
measures have to be implemented. The contracts are prepared in a local context for each plot, 
depending on conservation measures, which are strongly linked to the distribution maps of 
habitats and species. The interview partners from the nature conservation authorities have 
positive expectations regarding the new LPR even if the farmers are sceptical because of the 
complicated application requirements. “This program offers larger compensation opportunities” 
(GE4). 

In the case of Romania, the N2K payments will not be properly implemented “unless the 
number of developed management plans increases and structured information on the 
distribution of habitats and species” (RO2) is available. Nature conservation institutions already 
recognize the importance of future cooperation between the two ministries and their subordinate 
institutions. The interviewees expect difficulties in this direction, but linking effective 
conservation measures with direct payments “will improve the success of N2K” (RO5). In the 
Apuseni Mountains, once the conservation measures for protected grassland habitats are 
officially established and included in the management plan, “better solutions can also be found 
for supporting farmers which have Arnica montana habitats” (RO6). 

 
Stakeholders’ involvement in decision making 
In Germany, LEVs and local authorities are mainly responsible for the direct contact 

with stakeholders. Interviewees mentioned several events where stakeholders could influence 
the decision making processes. The overall limiting factor in good collaboration is that 
landowners/farmers ‘feel restricted in their autonomy’ (GE4). As the interviewees from local 
nature conservation authorities mentioned, their ’daily work is also to work on the confidence 
of stakeholders from time to time’ (GE4). Some interviewees from the nature conservation 
frequently mention that the stakeholders’ negative opinion on N2K arose because they cannot 
intensify the management of grasslands (e.g. biogas production). The results from the 
agricultural section highlight the main attitude of farmers, which is very hard to change. Even 
though the N2K principles allow for stakeholders to use their areas in the same way as they 
have done all the time (e.g. to keep the local traditional land use), the farmers consider that ‘this 
is my area. I can do the same as before. I can do what I want’ (GE2). 

In Romania (Apuseni Natural Park and many other natural parks), the stakeholders can 
be directly involved in decision making and the management of protected areas by being a 
member of the Management Advisory Board of the protected areas (e.g. agriculture association, 
NGO, local company) or participating actively in the public consultation processes of 
institutions. Other possibilities were mentioned during the interviews such as educational or 
information activities organised by the authorities or protected area management boards. The 
stakeholders’ standpoint was usually negative, mainly because of the misunderstandings and 
their awareness of N2K, ‘most of them understood that Natura 2000 areas are totally restricted 
and this raises a series of problems’ (RO5). The lack of motivation and intention of protected 
area managers to get involved in a dialogue with stakeholders was also criticized by the 
interviewees.  

 
Discussions 
 

Our study can be summarized under the following main points:  
(i) The implementation process of the EU nature conservation policy in Baden-

Württemberg (Germany) and Romania differ with regard to their historic and economic 
backgrounds and with regard to the respective strengths of their public administration, 
institutional capacity and structure; 
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(ii) The gap between scientific knowledge and public administration can be bridged with 
continuous knowledge transfer and a problem-oriented approach in the case of species-rich 
grasslands; 

(iii) The lack of, or weaknesses in, collaboration between authorities on agriculture and 
nature conservation are creating a series of difficulties in the implementation process at 
different levels and the involvement of stakeholders in decision making also has crucial 
importance. 

We will discuss our findings on the two countries within the context of institutional 
development and conservation efficiency below. 

 
The implementation process of the Habitats Directive on different levels 
Our findings show that in Germany’s case its advantage in implementing nature 

conservation policy is due to the public administration structure and history. Even though the 
current structure seems to have a huge advantage and longstanding experience in implementing 
policy, the system itself cannot guarantee a favourable conservation status of the species-rich 
hay meadows. Our conclusions are similar to the findings of other studies [32, 33]. In this 
situation the results-based subsidies were not a solution in every case [15], just a more 
transparent method of investing money in conservation measures [34, 35]. In addition, in other 
studies [36, 37] an important role of farmers in conservation was highlighted during the 
implementation process in Germany. Even so, the semi-structured interviews revealed the 
unwillingness of farmers to create conflict situations especially at the local level. The farmers’ 
opinions, needs and desires have to be an active part of the management processes. As it was 
revealed in a case study in England [38], the institutions are preoccupied with imposing 
regulations, restriction and controls, but participatory governance processes are needed to 
improve the acceptance of the stakeholders. 

Romania, a new EU member state, is still facing challenges implementing the 
Community legislation. Institutional changes and instability have influenced multiple domains 
and levels of public administration [39, 40]. By the classification of the N2K sites as a protected 
area category, a series of new difficulties have also surfaced in the governance of other areas of 
national interest, leading to conflicts between public institutions and delegated management 
structures [41]. In addition, the low administrative and economic capacity of the responsible 
ministry is negatively influencing the success of the protected areas’ management [9]. As in 
other Eastern European countries, in Romania there is also a lack of information on the real 
distribution of habitats and species and on threatening factors. The conservation is also 
underfinanced [42-45]. The results of this study confirm the current reality of nature 
conservation from an institutional point of view and show how problems on a national level 
also have a negative influence at local level, such in the case of the Apuseni Mountains. 

Despite its weaknesses in public administration, Romania has an advantage. The land 
users still maintain the natural functions of the species-rich grasslands using local traditions and 
knowledge  in spite of the existence of current difficulties on an administrative level [46, 47]. 
As long as they have a participatory role in nature conservation actions, public institutions can 
profit from the viability of these socio-ecologic systems. The efficiency of the public 
institutions must be further developed in order to achieve the targets of the biodiversity strategy 
at national/regional and local levels. An ineffective implementation of the conservation and 
agricultural policy could lead to negative consequences not only in the vegetation composition 
of hay meadows [48], but also on the level of the entire cultural landscapes as happened in the 
European Alps [49]. Maintaining traditional practices such as the extensive use of species-rich 
hay meadows and traditional land-use management within the cultural landscape is not an 
active and conscious choice of the farmers. It is much more a result of local circumstances 
(either subsistence or semi-subsistence conditions) [50], which makes the traditional systems 
highly vulnerable to the new trends in globalization. Even if the agri-environmental schemes 
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prove to be efficient, further development is required to respond better to the specificity of local 
contexts (e.g. intensity of use, indicator species). According to our results important changes 
will be necessary in the structure of the payment system and of institutions in order to have the 
capacity to coordinate the N2K payments. 

 
The integration of knowledge related to grassland management into  
conservation measures 
In general, implementation problems do not always just emerge as a result of the 

performance of governmental structures, but also as a result of the contradictory goals of the 
N2K network, which make it difficult to set priorities in conservation [51, 52]. Moreover, social 
and policy research on the N2K network is underrepresented and corresponds little with 
ecological concerns [13]. In addition, a consistent vegetation classification among European 
countries would have a direct effect on research and conservation practice [53]. Our results 
show that in Germany further developments are necessary in order to integrate the ecological 
scientific knowledge of species-rich hay meadows into policy and nature conservation 
strategies. Even though recent research is focused on improving the effectiveness of the result-
oriented payments the need for a holistic approach [54, 55], as well as the re-establishment of 
socio-ecological systems and resilience based perspectives are necessary [56]. Reconnecting 
land users with these socio-ecologic systems, together with increasing the strength of public 
institutions, might lead land users to achieve a favourable conservation status for species-rich 
hay meadows and lead them to maintain the cultural landscape structure. 

In Romania the lack of comprehensive scientific knowledge of the distribution of 
habitats and species of conservation interest renders the development of local conservation 
measures in many cases impossible. The land users are much more connected with these semi-
natural systems than institutions and have been creating an informal framework of unwritten 
conservation rules, which have been respected for centuries. The local traditional ecological 
knowledge could contribute to conservation and the development of management plans [57], 
but it is not valued or investigated sufficiently by specialists according to our interviews and 
results. The knowledge from such informal structures must be integrated within these formal 
institutional systems. In the study special focus was given to the Apuseni Mountains, where 
after a long-term agronomic research activity [58], the current scientific knowledge on species-
rich hay meadows failed to be integrated by local and regional level authorities. To respond to 
the needs and specificity of every protected area, interdisciplinary research is necessary for 
supporting the good ecological status of habitats and cultural landscapes [59]. The traditional 
ecological knowledge of highly species-rich grassland management and traditions in small-scale 
farming kept by the local communities in Romania could be a source of inspiration for nature 
conservationists from Germany or other countries [60, 61]. 

 
Institutional cooperation to achieve the sustainable use of species-rich hay meadow 
In Baden-Württemberg (Germany), collaboration between public institutions and 

organizations on agriculture and nature conservation is an important factor in its success. The 
problem oriented service meetings within the institutions of the ministry (MLR) are a huge 
support for local level authorities. Particularly in Baden-Württemberg (and some other federal 
states like Bavaria), the landscape conservation associations (LEVs) collaborate in a close and 
flexible manner with farmers, which facilitates the implementation of conservation measures for 
species-rich hay meadows. More focus has to be given to finding out alternative solutions to 
achieve the favourable conservation status of these habitats. Thus, the complexity of the 
situation requires an approach which opens ecological and social dimensions within a 
multiservice management framework facilitating local initiatives [62, 63]. 

In Romania the lack of history of institutional collaboration, the instability of 
governmental structure and a lack of clear goals for nature conservation have often lead to a 
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failure to implement the policy at national level, as it was the case in Greece [6]. In Romania 
the political instability and low institutional capacity and capability have had both a strong 
direct and indirect influence on every level of public administration, creating similar difficulties 
to other post-communist countries [42]. Therefore, to improve nature conservation and 
agriculture, organizational changes to the structure of ministries at a central and regional level 
might be necessary in order to balance the disparities between their responsibilities. Knowledge 
transfer could also lead to bridging this gap in order to develop proper solutions at both a 
scientific [64-66] and public administration level [67] as in Germany. Beside organizational 
changes, nature conservation strategies and rural development planning must be in agreement 
not just theoretically, but also taking into account local needs [68]. Local initiatives which allow 
for the conservation of species-rich grasslands and sustainable use of natural resources such in 
Apuseni Mountains (e.g. Arnica System), must be integrated within a multi-level governance 
structure [69]. 
 
Conclusion 
 

In this paper, we seek to contribute new insights into how countries that have different 
governance structures and histories of nature conservation administer species-rich hay 
meadows. A complex network of public administration and land users undertake nature 
conservation. By comparing and contrasting the situation in Germany (Baden-Württemberg) 
with that of Romania, we could offer new perspectives. Future research will have to focus more 
on the practical consequences of administrative measures and on the development of flexible 
policy strategies for different levels which respond better to socio-ecological realities. 
Interdisciplinary and trans-disciplinary research has to focus on a problem-oriented approach of 
topics that are in-between domain and interests. This could lead to a deeper understanding of 
the complexity of reality and could bridge domains which initially seem to have less in 
common. 

The link between natural sciences and public administration has to be strengthened in 
both cases. The continuous knowledge transfer from research to public administration 
(Germany) is a huge advantage which makes the public administration responds more 
realistically and flexibly to the complexities of current problems in these socio-ecological 
systems. In Romania it is highly questionable if the current institutional structure alone can 
ensure the conservation of species-rich hay meadows in their complexity. In Romania much 
more support has to be given to public administration in order to increase their interactive 
institutional capacity and capability to solve problems.  

Solutions can emerge from: (i) research focused on the interaction of public 
administration and nature conservation/sustainable agriculture, (ii) more stability in the public 
administration and (iii) changes in the institutions’ structure and responsibilities to assure 
collaboration and continuous knowledge transfer. In Romania the political changes during the 
last twenty years have thoroughly changed the institutional forms of central and local 
governments, as has been the case in other post-communist countries from Eastern Europe. 
Further comparative case studies might lead to a deeper understanding of the complexity of the 
current situation of countries in transition, focusing on the history of political systems, changes 
in property rights and land use after the communism and comparisons with the systems and 
processes in countries which have had a similar amount of time within the EU.  

In general, there is gap between the theoretical aspects of nature conservation policy and 
the practical consequences of their implementation. The active involvement of stakeholders in 
the governance of protected areas and Natura 2000 sites could lead to local initiatives which are 
stronger than an overall policy framework and give more practical support to achieve or 
maintain the favourable conservation status of the species-rich hay meadows.  

Due to its decentralized federal structure, in recent decades the nature conservation 
policy in Germany has been transformed into a complex interlinked horizontal and vertical 
policy structure at different levels, but the introduction of N2K has forced the federal states to 
give back a part their autonomy to European agencies [70, 71]. The short designation period has 
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created tensions with stakeholders in many cases, which are still active especially in areas 
where no conservation history existed before the designation of Natura 2000 areas (e.g. other 
categories of protected areas). Species-rich hay meadows are no exception to this situation, 
where conflicts mainly focus on the issue of production oriented grassland management and 
economic growth. 

However, the reward systems that aim to support the farmers and their use of extensive 
grassland do not favour the active participation of stakeholders in nature conservation, as long 
as these are understood by the farmers as being a chance for less (Germany) or more (Romania) 
economic benefits. Moreover, in Romania the lack of a results-oriented subsidy system makes it 
impossible to evaluate the real economic and ecological success of the invested money from 
agri-environment payments.  

The reconnection of farmers/landowners to their cultural and natural heritage by raising 
their awareness of the overall value of those socio-ecologic systems could lead to complex 
approach and multilevel solutions. In Germany and Romania there are different amounts of 
available local traditional knowledge, which is an enormous source of inspiration (especially in 
Romania) for nature conservation and sustainable agriculture. Managers of protected areas or 
the public sector have to take into account these values without devaluating them by not having 
a deeper understanding of their relevance. The gaps between public administration, managers of 
protected areas and stakeholders have to be bridged within integrated multilevel governance 
(e.g. nature conservation and agriculture) instead of domain oriented approach (e.g. nature 
conservation or agriculture). 

The European nature conservation policy should also integrate the local traditional 
knowledge with respect to species-rich hay meadows in order to rebuild (Germany) or maintain 
(Romania) their biodiversity and other natural, social or cultural values which are linked to the 
extensive land use.  

Strong collaboration at different levels between authorities (nature conservation and 
agriculture and stakeholders) improves the success of the implementation of EU conservation 
policies and contributes to maintaining the extensive management of species-rich hay meadows. 
 
Acknowledgments 
  

The authors are very grateful for all of the interview partners who took part in this study 
and for the comments of two anonymous referees. We also would like to thank Hubert R. 
Schübel, Evelyn Ruşdea for their support during the project and for Xavier Martel’s 
contribution English edition of the manuscript. I would like to thank to Tibor Hartel for his 
meaningful comments on earlier versions of the manuscript. The study was partially supported 
by the scholarship of the Deutsche Bundesstiftung Umwelt and European Social Found (project 
no. POSDRU/159/1.5/S/132765). AB is currently involved in the BiodivERsA-FACCE2014-47 
project, which offered great scientific support for this manuscript. 

  
References 
 
[1] * * *, The European Union Biodiversity Strategy to 2020, Luxembourg, Publications 

Office of the European Union, 
http://ec.europa.eu/environment/nature/info/pubs/docs/brochures/.pdf [accessed on 
15.04.2015]. 

[2] D. Evans, Building the European Union’s Natura 2000 network, Nature Conservation, 1, 
2012, pp. 11-26. 

[3] * * *, , The Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora, Council 
Directive 92/43/EEC 1992. 

[4] * * *, The Conservation Of Wild Birds, Council Directive 79/409/EEC, 1979. 
[5] * * *, The European Union overview of CAP Reform 2014-2020, Agricultural Policy 

Perspective Briefs, 5, DG Agriculture and Rural Development, Unit for Agricultural Policy 



HOW DO PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS ON NATURE CONSERVATION CONTRIBUTE TO THE CONSERVATION?  

 
http://www.ijcs.uaic.ro 561

Analysis and Perspectives, http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/policy-perspectives/policy-
briefs/05_en.pdf [accessed on 01.05.2015]. 

[6] E. Apostolopoulou, J.D. Pantis, Conceptual gaps in the national strategy for the 
implementation of the European Natura 2000 conservation policy in Greece, Biological 
Conservation, 142(1), 2009, pp. 221-237. 

[7] J. Cent, C. Mertens, K. NiedziaŁKowski, Roles and impacts of non-governmental 
organizations in Natura 2000 implementation in Hungary and Poland, Environmental 
Conservation, 40(2), 2013, pp. 119-128. 

[8] M. Grodzinska-Jurczak, J. Cent, Expansion of nature conservation areas: problems with 
Natura 2000 implementation in Poland?, Environmental Management, 47(1), 2011, pp. 
11-27. 

[9] C.I. Ioja, M. Patroescu, L. Rozylowicz, V.D. Popescu, M. Verghelet, M.I. Zotta, M. Felciuc, 
The efficacy of Romania’s protected areas network in conserving biodiversity, Biological 
Conservation, 143(11), 2010, pp. 2468-2476. 

[10] A. Mihu-Pintilie, G. Romanescu, C.C. Stoleriu, O.M. Stoleriu, Ecological features and 
conservation proposal for the largest natural dam lake in the Romanian Carpathians – 
Cuejdel Lake, International Journal of Conservation Science, 5(2), 2015, pp. 243-252. 

[11] F. Watzold, M. Mewes, R. van Apeldoorn, R. Varjopuro, T.J. Chmielewski, F. Veeneklaas, 
M.L. Kosola, Cost-effectiveness of managing Natura 2000 sites: an exploratory study for 
Finland, Germany, the Netherlands and Poland, Biodiversity and Conservation, 19(7), 
2010, pp. 2053-2069. 

[12] V. Kati, T. Hovardas, M. Dieterich, P.L. Ibisch, B. Mihok, N. Selva, The challenge of 
implementing the European network of protected areas Natura 2000., Conservation 
Biology, 29(1), 2015, pp. 260-270. 

[13] V.D. Popescu, L. Rozylowicz, I.M. Niculae, A.L. Cucu, T. Hartel, Species, habitats, 
society: an evaluation of research supporting EU's Natura 2000 network, PLoS One, 9(11), 
2014, pp. e113648. 

[14] T. Cooper, K. Hart, D. Baldock, Provision of public goods through agriculture in the 
European Union, Report prepared for DG Agriculture and Rural Development, 
Institute for European Environmental Policy London, 2009, 
http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/analysis/external/public-goods/report_en.pdf, [accessed on 
24.04.2015]. 

[15] D. Kampmann, A. Luscher, W. Konold, F. Herzog, Agri-environment scheme protects 
diversity of mountain grassland species, Land Use Policy, 29(3), 2012, pp. 569-576.  

[16] D. Kleijn, M. Rundlof, J. Scheper, H.G. Smith, T. Tscharntke, Does conservation on 
farmland contribute to halting the biodiversity decline?, Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 
26(9), 2011, pp. 474-481. 

[17] M. Singh, A.K. Sinha, P. Singh, Maintaining the biodiversity of informal protected areas: 
a collaborative conservational approach, International Journal of Conservation Science, 
5(1), 2014, pp. 107-116. 

[18] J.B. Wilson, R.K. Peet, J. Dengler, M. Partel, Plant species richness: the world records, 
Journal of Vegetation Science, 23(4), 2012, pp. 796-802. 

[19] J.C. Habel, J. Dengler, M. Janisova, P. Torok, C. Wellstein, M. Wiezik, European 
grassland ecosystems: threatened hotspots of biodiversity, Biodiversity and Conservation, 
22(10), 2013, pp. 2131-2138. 

[20] L. Halada, D. Evans, C. Romao, J.E. Petersen, Which habitats of European importance 
depend on agricultural practices?, Biodiversity and Conservation, 20(11), 2011, pp. 
2365-2378. 

[21] T. Kaiser, M. Rohner, M. Reutter, B. Matzdorf, A. Schaepe, E. Hoffmann, Die 
Entwicklung einer Kennartenmethode zur Förderung von artenreichem Grünland in 
Brandenburg, Naturschutz und Landschaftspflege in Brandenburg, 18(2), 2009, pp. 44-
50. 



A. BALAZSI et al.  

 

 
INT J CONSERV SCI 9, 3, 2018: 549-564 562

[22] B. Nowak, B. Schulz, Wiesen. Nutzung, Vegetation, Biologie unde Naturschutz am 
Beispiel der Wiesen des Südschwarzwaldes und Hochrheingebietes, Naturschutz-
Spectrum Theme 93, Heidelberg Ubstadt-Weiher Basel, Verlag Regionalkultur, 2002. 

[23] W. Konold, R. Heinzmann, B. Wolfram Grönitz, Kulturlandschaften in Baden-
Württemberg, Karlsruhe: Braun, 2014. 

[24] G. Coldea, S. Farcas, M.O. Ciobanu, Floral and phytocenotic diversity of the main 
protected sites of the Apuseni Natural Park (Diversitatea floristică şi fitocenotică a 
principalelor situri protejate din Parcul Natural Apuseni), Presa Universitară Clujeană, 
Cluj-Napoca, 2008. 

[25] A. Reif, E. Ruşdea, F. Păcurar, I. Rotar, K. Brinkmann, E. Auch, J. Bühler, A Traditional 
Cultural Landscape in Transformation, Mountain Research and Development, 28(1), 
2008, pp. 18-22. 

[26] B. Michler, I. Rotar, F. Pacurar, A. Stoie, Arnica montana, an endangered species and a 
traditional medicinal plant: the biodiversity and productivity of its typical grasslands 
habitats, Grassland Science in Europe, 10, 2005, pp. 336-339. 

[27] E. Rusdea, A. Reif, W. Konold, I. Povara, PROIECT APUSENI – an Inter and 
Transdisciplinary Approach for Sustainable Regional Development in the Apuseni 
Mountains in Romania, Bulletin UASVM Agriculture, 66(1), 2009, pp. 476-481. 

[28] R. Scholz, O. Tietje, Embedded case study methods: Integrating quantitative and 
qualitative knowledge, Thousand Oaks, CA, Sage Publications, 2002. 

[29] R.K. Yin, Case Study Research: Design and Methods (5th edition.), Sage publications, 
2013. 

[30] J.L. Campbell, C. Quincy, J. Osserman, O.K. Pedersen, Coding in-depth semi structured 
interviews problems of unitization and intercoder reliability and agreement, Sociological 
Methods and Research, 42(3), 2013, pp. 294-320. 

[31] * * *, http://download.qsrinternational.com/Document/NVivo9/NVivo9-Getting-Started-
Guide.pdf, QSR Int-2011, NVivo 9, Melbourne-Australia, [accessed on 28.05.2015]. 

[32] * * *, https://www.lubw.badenwuerttemberg.de/servlet/is/46210/LRT_aktuell.pdf, LUBW-
Landesanstalt für Umwelt, Messungen und Naturschutz Baden-Württemberg: 
Erhaltungszustand 2013 der Lebensraumtypen in Baden-Württemberg. Karlsruhe [accessed 
on 10.12.2014]. 

[33] E. Schröder, A. Ssymank, M. Vischer-Leopold, M. Ersfeld, Die Umsetzung der FFH-
Richtlinie in der Agrarlandschaft, Umweltwissenschaften und Schadstoff-Forschung, 
20(4), 2008, pp. 264-274. 

[34] B. Matzdorf, J. Lorenz, How cost-effective are result-oriented agri-environmental 
measures? - An empirical analysis in Germany, Land Use Policy, 27(2), 2010, pp. 535-544. 

[35] J.T. Stroud, E. Rehm, M. Ladd, P. Olivas, K.J. Feeley, Is conservation research money 
being spent wisely? Changing trends in conservation research priorities, Journal for 
Nature Conservation, 22(5), 2014, pp. 471-473. 

[36] K. Henle, D. Alard, J. Clitherow, P. Cobb, L. Firbank, T, Kull, J. Young, Identifying and 
managing the conflicts between agriculture and biodiversity conservation in Europe–A 
review, Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 124(1), 2008, pp. 60-71. 

[37] J.C. Young, R.A. Jordan, K. Searle, A.S. Butler, D. Chapman, P. Simmons, A.D. Watt, 
Does stakeholder involvement really benefit biodiversity conservation?, Biological 
Conservation, 158, 2013, pp. 359-370. 

[38] L.A. Schroeder, J. Isselstein, S. Chaplin, S. Peel, Agri-environment schemes: Farmers’ 
acceptance and perception of potential ‘Payment by Results’ in grassland - A case study in 
England, Land Use Policy, 32, 2013, pp. 134-144. 

[39] A.I. Matei, L. Matei, O. Stoian, T.C. Dogaru, General Framework of Administrative 
Convergence Provided by the Reforms of National Public Administrations in South Eastern 
Europe States, in: Administrative convergence and reforms in South-Eastern European 
states - Analyses, models and comparative studies, (editors: A. Matei, P. Grigoriou), 
ASsee - online Series, 2(2), Bucharest, Ed. Economică, 2011. 



HOW DO PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS ON NATURE CONSERVATION CONTRIBUTE TO THE CONSERVATION?  

 
http://www.ijcs.uaic.ro 563

[40] A. Matei, Public administration in Romania: Historical Milestones and Daily Realities, in 
Public Administration in Post-Communist Countries: Former Soviet Union, Central 
and Eastern Europe, and Mongolia, (editors: S. Liebert, S.E. Condrei, D. Goncharov ), 
CRC Press, 2013. 

[41] C.A. Hossu, I.C. Ioja, M.R. Nita, T. Hartel, D.L. Badiu, A.M. Hersperger, Need for a 
cross-sector approach in protected area management, Land Use Policy, 69, 2017, pp. 586-
597. 

[42] E. Stanciu, A. Ionita, Governance of Protected Areas in Eastern Europe - overview on 
different governance types, case studies, and lessons learned, Study commissioned to 
ProPark, Romania, by the German Federal Agency for Nature Conservation (BfN), Bonn, 
Bundesamt für Naturschutz, 
https://www.bfn.de/fileadmin/MDB/documents/service/Skript360.pdf, [accessed on 
28.05.2015]. 

[43] N.K. Sonmez, I. Onur, M. Sari, D. Maktav, Monitoring changes in land cover/use by 
CORINE methodology using aerial photographs and IKONOS satellite images: a case study 
for Kemer, Antalya, Turkey, International Journal of Remote Sensing, 30(7), 2009, pp. 
1771-1778. 

[44] A.I. Petrisor, V. Meita, R. Petre, Difficulties in achieving social sustainability in a 
biosphere reserve, International Journal of Conservation Science, 7(1), 2016, pp. 123- 
136. 

[45] A.I. Petrisor, Assessment of the long-term effects of global changes within the Romanian 
natural protected areas, International Journal of Conservation Science, 7(3), 2016, pp. 
759-770. 

[46] D. Babai, Z. Molnár, Multidimensionality and scale in a landscape ethnoecological 
partitioning of a mountainous landscape Gyimes, Journal of Ethnobiology and 
Ethnomedicine, 9(11), 2013, pp. 4269-4279. 

[47] J. Loos, P.D. Turtureanu, H.v. Wehrden, J. Hanspach, I. Dorresteijn, J.P. Frink, J. Fischer, 
Plant diversity in a changing agricultural landscape mosaic in Southern Transylvania 
(Romania), Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment, 199, 2015, pp. 350-357. 

[48] H.E. Prince, R.G.H. Bunce, R.H.G. Jongman, Changes in the vegetation composition of 
hay meadows between 1993 and 2009 in the Picos de Europa and implications for nature 
conservation, Journal for Nature Conservation, 20(3), 2012, pp. 162-169. 

[49] L. Marini, S. Klimek, A. Battisti, Mitigating the impacts of the decline of traditional 
farming on mountain landscapes and biodiversity: a case study in the European Alps, 
Environmental Science & Policy, 14, 2011, pp. 258-267. 

[50] T. Hartel, J. Fischer, C. Câmpeanu, A.I. Milcu, J. Hanspach, I. Fazey, The importance of 
ecosystem services for rural inhabitants in a changing cultural landscape in Romania, 
Ecology and Society, 19(2), 2014, pp. 42-53. 

[51] M. Cabeza, Knowledge gaps in protected area effectiveness, Animal Conservation, 16(4), 
2013, pp. 381-382. 

[52] D. Cogalniceanu, G.C. Cogalniceanu, An enlarged European Union challenges priority 
settings in conservation, Biodiversity and Conservation, 19(5), 2010, pp. 1471-1483. 

[53] J. Dengler, E. Bergmeier, W. Willner, M. Chytry, Towards a consistent classification of 
European grasslands, Applied Vegetation Science, 16(3), 2013, pp. 518-520. 

[54] R.J.F. Burton, G. Schwarz, Result-oriented agri-environmental schemes in Europe and 
their potential for promoting behavioural change, Land Use Policy, 30(1), 2013, pp. 628-
641. 

[55] A. Weber, Implementing EU co-financed agri-environmental schemes: Effects on 
administrative transaction costs in a regional grassland extensification scheme, Land Use 
Policy, 42, 2015, pp. 183-193. 

[56] T. Plieninger, C. Bieling, Resilience-based perspectives to guiding high-nature-value 
farmland through socioeconomic change, Ecology and Society, 18(4), 2015, article 
number: 20. 



A. BALAZSI et al.  

 

 
INT J CONSERV SCI 9, 3, 2018: 549-564 564

[57] E. Biro, D. Babai, J. Bodis, Z. Molnar, Lack of knowledge or loss of knowledge? 
Traditional ecological knowledge of population dynamics of threatened plant species in 
East-Central Europe, Journal for Nature Conservation, 22(4), 2014, pp. 318-325. 

[58] F. Pacurar, I. Rotar, A.D. Bogdan, R.M. Vidican, L. Dale, The influence of mineral and 
organic long-term fertilization upon the floristic composition of Festuca rubra L.-Agrostis 
capillaris L. grassland in Apuseni mountains, Romania, Journal of Food, Agriculture & 
Environment, 10(1), 2012, pp. 866-879. 

[59] C. Stoate, A. Baldi, P. Beja, N.D. Boatman, I. Herzon, A. van Doorn, C. Ramwell, 
Ecological impacts of early 21st century agricultural change in Europe - a review, Journal 
of Environmental Management, 91(1), 2009, pp. 22-46. 

[60] A. Dahlstrom, A.M. Iuga, T. Lennartsson, Managing biodiversity rich hay meadows in the 
EU: a comparison of Swedish and Romanian grasslands, Environmental Conservation, 
40(2), 2013, pp. 194-205. 

[61] D. Babai, Z. Molnar, Small-scale traditional management of highly species-rich grasslands 
in the Carpathians, Agriculture, Ecosystems & Environment, 182, 2014, pp. 123-130. 

[62] I.C. Bohnet, W. Konold, New approaches to support implementation of nature 
conservation, landscape management and cultural landscape development: experiences 
from Germany’s southwest, Sustainability Science, 10(2), 2015, pp. 245-255. 

[63] F. Lescourret, D. Magda, G. Richard, A.F. Adam-Blondon, M. Bardy, J. Baudry, J.F. 
Soussana, A social - ecological approach to managing multiple agro-ecosystem services, 
Current Opinion in Environmental Sustainability, 14, 2015, pp. 68-75. 

[64] A. Hopkins, B. Holz, Grassland for agriculture and nature conservation: production, 
quality and multi-functionality, Agronomy research, 4(1), 2006, pp. 3-20. 

[65] G. Louette, D. Adriaens, D. Paelinckx, M. Hoffmann, Implementing the Habitats 
Directive: How science can support decision making, Journal for Nature Conservation, 
23, 2015, pp. 27-34. 

[66] S. Muller, Appropriate agricultural management practices required to ensure conservation 
and biodiversity of environmentally sensitive grassland sites designated under Natura 2000, 
Agriculture, Ecosystems and Environment, 89(3), 2002, pp. 261-266. 

[67] S.O. Syed-Ikhsan, F. Rowland, Knowledge management in a public organization: a study 
on the relationship between organizational elements and the performance of knowledge 
transfer, Journal of Knowledge Management, 8(2), 2004, pp. 95-111. 

[68] F. Mikulcak, J. Newig, A.I. Milcu, T. Hartel, J. Fischer, Integrating rural development and 
biodiversity conservation in Central Romania, Environmental Conservation, 40(2), 2013, 
pp. 129-137. 

[69] J. Cent, M. Grodzińska-Jurczak, A. Pietrzyk-Kaszyńska, Emerging multilevel 
environmental governance - A case of public participation in Poland, Journal for Nature 
Conservation, 22(2), 2014, pp. 93-102. 

[70] M. Leibenath, Legitimacy of biodiversity policies in a multi-level setting, Springer 
Netherlands, 2008. 

[71] C.R. Vintu, I.N. Alecu, A. Chiran, E. Leonte, A.F. Jitareanu, M. Stefan, Researches on the 
Agrotouristic Offer of Guest Houses in Dornelor Bassin (Case Study), International 
Journal of Conservation Science, 8(3), 2017, pp. 419-430. 

___________________ 
 
Received: Octomber 31, 2017 
Accepted: August 28, 2018 
 


