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Summary 
 

This report summarizes the findings of the third workshop held in April 2017 as part of the project 

‘PROVIDE’ (PROVIding smart DElivery of public goods by EU agriculture and forestry www.provide-

project.eu/).  

The aim of the workshop was two-fold: 1) to present and discuss with stakeholders the results of 

valuation work on biodiversity and water conducted previously in north-east Aberdeenshire and 2) 

to discuss which new or existing governance mechanisms can be used to ensure the delivery of 

public goods. The aims of the valuation exercise were to find out about the public’s ‘willingness to 

pay’ and farmers’ ‘willingness to accept’ payments for the implementation of measures aimed at 

improving levels of provision of environmental goods, namely biodiversity and water quality.  

Participants of this workshop discussed both the strengths and limitations of the valuation work 

which had consisted of (i) a choice experiment designed to determine the attitudes of residents in 

Aberdeen and Aberdeenshire and (ii) a deliberative valuation workshop to investigate farmers’ 

preferences and views. The participants in general agreed that the results of the valuation studies 

provided reliable and policy-relevant information on the public’s and farmers’ preferences. This 

information can be useful when better designing agri-environmental schemes in the region. The 

participants found it credible that both farmers and the public are willing to pay and take action to 

support the implementation of agri-environmental schemes and increase provision of public goods, 

despite expressing some surprise regarding specific results. Overall, the participants agreed that 

valuation requires the consideration of multiple actors’ views and of complex settings. However, 

they also pointed out that results will be influenced by respondents’ knowledge, understanding and 

subjective interpretation of objectively presented information. 

Regarding target levels for public goods such as biodiversity and water, the discussion focused 

around what should be considered when setting good targets. This included feasibility, practicability 

and desirability.  The participants also pointed out that multiple actors from the public, farmers, 

experts and policy-makers need to be included. Some discussion also emerged regarding the 

appropriate scale when setting targets, with catchment scale being seen as more appropriate for 

water interventions and habitat scales significant for biodiversity management, while also 

emphasising the importance of holistic approaches rather than approaches focusing on single issues 

of biodiversity or water. 

With respect to governance mechanisms, a wide range of examples were mentioned by the 

participants, including regulatory, voluntary, market-based and cooperative initiatives. The 

suitability of these mechanisms was discussed against a number of criteria which had emerged from 

a previous stakeholder workshop. These included: be targeted, minimize unintended costs, generate 

unintended benefits, be effective, be acceptable and be equitable. According to the participants in 

this workshop governance mechanisms can achieve targeted interventions if clear objectives are set, 

while taking a holistic approach. Unintended costs should be avoided by designing mechanisms that 

minimise administrative costs and are spatially targeted. To pursue unintended benefits mechanisms 

should, according to participants, be designed according to a holistic approach and not just focus on 

one specific aspect. To be acceptable and equitable, governance mechanisms should be as locally 

designed and managed as possible, because this is likely to make the process more democratic. 

Fairness is also achieved by maintaining a balance between private and public interest.         

http://www.provide-project.eu/
http://www.provide-project.eu/
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1. Introduction 
 

This report presents a summary of a workshop held in Thainstone, Aberdeenshire, in April 2017 on 

valuation and governance of public goods. The workshop was organised by researchers from the 

James Hutton Institute and was the third in a series of workshops as part of a wider EU project called 

PROVIDE (PROVIding smart DElivery of public goods by EU agriculture and forestry www.provide-

project.eu/). The project seeks to identify better ways to ensure the provision of public goods from 

agriculture and forestry. Similar workshops were held in the other project partner countries1. 

Representatives from agriculture, forestry, public agencies, research and local interest groups across 

Aberdeenshire, in north-east Scotland, were invited to take part in the workshop. In the previous 

two workshops, participants had discussed what we mean by ‘public goods’ (and bads), where in the 

region these can mainly be found, what problems exist in relation to ensuring the continued delivery 

of these goods (and the prevention or reduction of public bads), what factors influence the supply of 

public goods, and what governance mechanisms can be used to promote their production.  

In this third workshop, the focus was on discussing the results from valuation studies on public 

goods from agriculture carried out in Aberdeenshire in the autumn of 2016, and discussing in more 

depth how different governance mechanisms could influence the delivery of public goods.  

 

Skylark  

  

                                                           
1
 The following countries are represented in the project: partner countries include: Austria, Bulgaria, the Czech 

Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Romania, Spain, and the UK. 

http://www.provide-project.eu/
http://www.provide-project.eu/
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2. Workshop outline 
 

The workshop took place on 27th April, 2017, at Thainstone Mart, Inverurie. In the first part of the 

workshop the workshop organisers (researchers from the James Hutton Institute) provided a brief 

overview of the project so far and the aims of the workshop, before moving on to the valuation 

studies carried out in Aberdeenshire during autumn 2016 (see appendix 1 for a copy of the slides 

presented). The valuation studies focused on biodiversity (represented by numbers of bird species) 

and water quality (represented by water ecological condition) and how these are influenced by 

agriculture in north-east Aberdeenshire. The valuation study covered both demand and supply. A 

brief overview of the results of the valuation studies are provided in boxes 1 and 2.  

 

Box 1: Valuation results – Demand side 

To cover the demand side, an on-line survey was carried out with residents in Aberdeen city 

and shire. In total, 313 people completed the survey. The profile of the respondents was seen 

to be fairly representative of the wider population of the region. The survey consisted of a 

choice experiment where each respondent is faced with a number of different choices. In each 

choice, two different options for action are given in addition to a third option which consists of 

continuing with ‘business as usual’. The specific context of the survey presented a situation in 

which, by 2030, current pressures on the farmland area in north-east Aberdeenshire will be 

intensified by climate change and both water quality (defined by ecological condition) and the 

number of farmland bird species will decline with respect to current levels unless additional 

policy efforts are implemented. Policy options presented to respondents consisted of different 

combinations of agri-environmental measures aimed at avoiding the business as usual scenario 

and either maintaining or improving the number of farmland bird species and/or the water 

quality in north-east Aberdeenshire. Each option came with a different price tag, which made it 

possible to estimate how much the respondents were willing to pay for certain levels of 

improvement in water quality and increase in bird numbers. The results showed that on 

average respondents were willing to pay around £47 per year to avoid the business as usual 

situation and preserve current water quality (characterized by most water bodies in moderate 

or poor condition, with some in good condition and some in bad condition) and around £103 

per year for larger improvements (with most water bodies in the area in moderate to excellent 

condition). In the case of birds, the respondents’ willingness to pay was lower, but still positive. 

On average, respondents were willing to pay around £21 per year to maintain current numbers 

of farmland bird species in the area (20 bird species) and avoid the business as usual situation 

(15 bird species) and they were willing to pay around £45 per year for a greater improvement 

(25 bird species). 
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Box 2: Valuation results – Supply side 

For the supply side a deliberative workshop was held in October 2016 with seven farmers in 

north-east Aberdeenshire. The deliberative workshop focused on the importance of public and 

private goods from farming, preferences for existing agri-environmental schemes targeting 

biodiversity and water quality, factors influencing preferences and willingness to accept 

compensation to carry out the agri-environmental measures. The discussions showed that 

preferences for particular agri-environmental measures were influenced by factors including 

farmland quality, awareness of different measures, payment levels, ease of implementation, 

costs in terms of paperwork, uncertainty & rules, the degree to which a mechanism also 

helped to comply with other regulations, and farmers’ underlying values. The most popular 

measure was the retention of winter stubble (which has positive effects on both wildlife and 

water), and willingness to accept ranged between £100 to £500 per ha (compared to current 

payment levels of £300 per hectare). The willingness to accept depended on factors including 

the percentage of the farm affected, the total land area available to a farmer, the quality of the 

land, how the measure interacts with the business, how easy it is for a given farmer to gain 

entry into the overall agri-environmental scheme, crop prices and whether or not the 

implementation of a measure requires cooperation amongst farmers in an area. Due to the 

idiosyncratic nature of many of these factors, the participants in the deliberative valuation 

workshop thought that the likelihood of reaching a consensus on the right level of payments 

was very low. Despite the wide range of willingness to accept values, their own valuation 

showed that most of them had quite similar levels of willingness to accept. 
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Following the presentation of the valuation results, workshop participants were divided into two 

groups, one group to discuss the strengths of the valuation studies and results and the other group 

to discuss the weaknesses of the valuation. Both groups were asked to consider aspects of reliability, 

main factors influencing costs and benefits, the potential usefulness of valuation studies (and for 

whom), the relevance of the valuation results for other areas and/or public goods and what they saw 

as the key results. The main points from the two groups were subsequently fed back to the larger 

group. 

The second part of the workshop focused on target levels and target setting for public goods. As a 

starting point for the discussion participants were asked to individually indicate whether they 

thought that the target levels for biodiversity and water quality, which had been used in the 

valuation studies, were too high, too low or at the right level. This was followed by a more general 

discussion on the criteria which participants thought should be used to set target levels for public 

goods in general (achievability, societal demand, scientific/expert judgement, etc.) and at what 

scales targets should be set/measured? (E.g. farm, catchment, region, habitat…).   

The final part of the workshop focused on governance mechanisms. For this participants were again 

divided into two groups (one focusing on biodiversity, the other on water quality) and asked to 

discuss  

 How governance mechanisms can or should be designed  

– To reduce/increase negative/positive effects? 

– Make it more effective? 

– Increase acceptability? 

 What advantages/disadvantages the mechanisms have? 

 Who would be likely to participate? 

 How effects and/or implementation should be measured? 

 Which mechanisms supplement each other? 

These points were discussed in relation to governance mechanisms which had been identified as the 

most relevant ones in the second workshop (i.e. Existing PES schemes and agri-environmental 

schemes). In addition, participants were asked to think of other governance mechanisms that could 

help to improve biodiversity and water quality levels in the region.  
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3. Workshop outcomes 
 

3.1 Valuation studies 

According to the workshop participants the main strengths of the valuation work included that the 

work had been based on existing policies, instruments and data, and that the issues were presented 

in a nuanced and unbiased way. However, while this meant that the results were very policy 

relevant, it also meant that it was more difficult 

for normal people to relate to the issues. 

Another strength was that the survey included 

people from the area itself (north-east 

Aberdeenshire) as well as people outwith the 

actual case study area (Aberdeenshire more 

generally). This meant that the respondents 

included both those who would be directly 

affected e.g. by drinking water quality, and those 

who would not be directly affected. At the same 

time the survey was implemented in a relatively 

confined area, which meant that the types of relevant issues were similar (e.g. problems with 

drinking water quality). The workshop participants thought that this would have resulted in less 

uncertainty regarding the types of issues people had in mind when answering, and that the results 

were hence more reliable compared to surveys covering the whole country. The participants also 

saw it as a strength that the survey took place in a rural area and not in an urban area/the Central 

Belt. A lot of surveys are criticised for eliciting/focusing on urban opinions rather than rural ones 

even when they are concerned with rural issues. An additional strength was that the demand side 

valuation survey included information on people’s actual income which made it possible to relate 

their stated willingness-to-pay to their income and see whether they were giving realistic answers or 

not. With regard to the supply side valuation, the participants thought that the results were useful in 

showing which measures were being taken up and were working, and that it confirmed the 

importance of making agri-environmental measures and application procedures simple. 

While the workshop participants acknowledged these strengths, they also pointed out a number of 

weaknesses associated with the valuation work. One point was related to the indicators chosen to 

represent the issues at hand in the demand side valuation (biodiversity and water quality), as the 

choice of different indicators may well have have influenced the obtained values. People’s 

willingness to pay for biodiversity could have been very different if bees or other species had been 

used as proxies for biodiversity instead of bird species or if particular bird species had been listed 

instead of just using numbers of farmland bird species. Numbers could be interpreted as referring to 

different species by different people, so people’s understanding and perceptions of the specific 

scenario presented could have played a role and should have been controlled for to understand 

what exactly people were in fact valuing. Despite recognizing the value of using publicly available 

maps to convey information on water condition, a concern was raised by participants regarding the 

extent to which people might have been able to process information presented in such format. 

Furthermore, participants mentioned that one limitation of both demand and supply valuation 

studies is that they do not take into account that people’s preferences may change over time and 

are influenced by particular events such as flooding issues, which may increase or decrease the 
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importance accorded to particular environmental issues. The participants also pointed out that the 

results were likely to be dependent on how aware people were of environmental issues and 

interactions between different aspects of the environment as well as on people’s income levels. In 

addition, participants thought that the use of an annual council tax as the payment vehicle in the 

demand side valuation may have been confusing for people as most people would find it easier to 

think in terms of monthly income and expenses. Also, the use of a council tax rather than a different 

type of payment vehicle may have influenced people’s responses, although using a council tax was 

an advantage when gauging people’s views on the allocation of local or regional funding for 

biodiversity and water quality conservation compared to recycling for example.  Finally, the 

participants pointed out that the reliability of the results was also dependent on how representative 

the respondents were of the wider population in terms of e.g. membership of environmental 

organisations.  

The participants also discussed the differences in the results for biodiversity and water and what 

they saw as the key or most surprising results from the valuation studies. On the one hand they 

thought that it was positive that there seemed to be widespread support amongst the public to pay 

relatively high amounts for both biodiversity and water. Participants thought that differences 

between willingness to pay for water and biodiversity were not so surprising given that water has 

more tangible implications for human wellbeing compared to biodiversity. Location was seen to be 

one of the main factors influencing benefits and this differed between biodiversity and water 

quality. Participants thought that in the case of water, even those who lived further away from the 

area would still be likely to benefit, whereas proximity to the area was thought to be more 

important to be able to benefit from bird species. In relation to the supply side, participants thought 

that the results confirmed previous findings and experiences which have shown that ease of 

implementation and application procedures are important for uptake. They thought that it was 

positive that even in an area of relatively high agricultural productivity farmers showed willingness 

to engage in agri-environmental schemes. At the same time, however, it was pointed out that the 

amounts that the participating farmers had stated would need to be paid were quite high given that 

the discussed measure (retaining winter stubble) was something that was perceived to be a normal 

farming practice anyway. 

The results were seen to be useful in relation to policy makers who have become more likely to 

listen to public opinion. If more decision making is decentralised to local and regional levels, the 

results would be even more relevant for these levels. The results could help to design better agri-

environmental schemes by taking into account the main costs and benefits and how these are 

distributed, and by helping to identify different priorities and concerns amongst different groups 

(the public and farmers).  

While the participants thought that the same methods could be used to look at similar issues in 

other areas they were more sceptical about the transferability of the actual values. However, even 

here there were differences. Values for water were believed to be more easily transferred as 

concerns related to water are likely to be similar in different parts of Scotland. In contrast, 

transferring the values for bird species was regarded as more problematic, as numbers, diversity and 

types of species differs with different landscapes. As an example, it was mentioned that migrating 

geese are seen as pests in some parts of Scotland and would therefore be valued very differently 

there compared to other areas. Generally, participants thought that it would be difficult to transfer 

the values or payment vehicles to other environmental issues or to areas outwith Scotland.  
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3.2 Target levels 

To start the discussion of target levels participants were asked to indicate where they thought target 

levels for biodiversity and water quality should be compared to the levels employed in the demand 

side survey.  Most of the participants indicated target levels near or above the maximum target 

levels defined in the survey. The subsequent discussion focussed more on how levels are or should 

be defined and by whom rather than on what the target levels should be. 
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One of the participants suggested three criteria to define targets: feasibility, practicability and 

desirability, with different stakeholders involved in the definition of these criteria. Feasibility would 

be mainly defined based on research (e.g. is it ecologically feasible?) and practicability and 

desirability from a policy and public perspective. Another participant indicated that we could 

consider both targets and indicators, with targets being broader aims and indicators a way to 

measure whether these aims were being met. An example of this was ecosystem health as a broad 

target for which biodiversity, water quality and soil condition, amongst others, would then serve as 

indicators (rather than being seen as targets in themselves). The target would in this case be defined 

as an envelope space of environmental health that is seen as safe/desirable. A related point was that 

target setting should focus on multiple benefits, not just single issues. One participant suggested 

that targets should be set at the scale of biophysical units such as habitats or catchments.  

Another participant pointed out that it was necessary to think about what baseline is used in relation 

to setting targets, and that baselines are often arbitrary points in the past, which may not be very 

meaningful. A more meaningful approach would be to take into account current production systems 

and situations when setting targets.  

The discussion also touched on the role of different groups and of public opinion in setting targets. 

While social and environmental desirability as expressed through public opinion was seen as 

important, it was also pointed out that this 

should not be the only thing that 

influenced target setting. How public 

opinion is being measured is also 

important as this influences the outcome. 

Surveys only provide a snapshot in time 

and the results may often be a result of 

low levels of awareness and may lead to 

misleading perceptions of trade-offs 

between for example the environment 

and health care. More deliberative 

approaches to elicit public opinion may 

provide more robust decision making than surveys in relation to defining targets. Deliberative 

approaches often promote systems thinking which is required in order to set meaningful targets. 

Some of the participants thought that often people are quite good at systems thinking and that it is 

an artefact of for example, valuation surveys, that people are forced to think of single issues in 

isolation from others.  

In addition to public opinion, there was seen to be a role for expert knowledge, which could help to 

understand how systems work and how they have changed over time. Ultimately, however, society 

should be involved in making choices. 
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3.3 Governance mechanisms 

For the last part of workshop focusing on governance, participants were again divided into two 

groups, one looking at governance mechanisms to improve water quality, the other at governance 

mechanisms to improve biodiversity.  

Water quality 

The group looking at water quality listed a suite of different governance mechanisms which could be 

used to improve water quality. These could be divided into different forms of subsidies, taxes, 

regulation, cooperative approaches, awareness, public opinion and market mechanisms. Subsidies 

included single-farm payments, agri-environmental schemes, and Payment-for-Ecosystem-Services 

(PES) schemes. Currently, the single farm payment is the most important one of these, and while it 

has not traditionally been seen as focusing on the production of public goods, greening of the single-

farm payment and cross-compliance and the potential for moving this payment from the Common 

Agricultural Policy (CAP) pillar 1 to pillar 2 means that it is also relevant to the production of public 

goods and reduction of public bads. Agri-environmental schemes are voluntary and the payments 

are substantially smaller than those under the Single-farm payment, so are deemed less important 

to most farmers. The group discussed that actors such as non-registered farmers currently not 

eligible for these payments were nevertheless important in relation to the delivery of public goods.  

PES schemes for water measures have been implemented in the area and are trialled elsewhere, but 

with mixed success. Scottish Water’s Sustainable Land Management scheme in the area was seen to 

be not very effective and has now moved to a more targeted approach with visits to farmers where 

there are problems with pesticides. In other areas, experimental PES approaches include payments 

from fishing organisations to farmers for the improvement of water quality and this could potentially 

be of relevance to the case study area as well.  

Participants also discussed that planning strategies and 

catchment partnerships could be important mechanisms. 

Catchment partnerships currently do not exist in the case 

study area, but are known from other areas. They could 

involve the different stakeholders and have a coordination 

role for the implementation of different governance 

mechanisms, funds raising, etc.  

Other important governance mechanisms included taxes, 

regulation, education and extension services, the latter of which had played an important part in the 

past and which could help raise awareness amongst farmers about the different measures. Public 

pressure was regarded as something that could contribute to changing farming practices and hence 

water quality, either through pressure on policy makers or through consumer choices; e.g. buying 

products produced in ways which have less negative impacts on water quality. This would require 

products being labelled accordingly.  

After identifying governance mechanisms, which could be used to improve water quality, 

participants went on to discuss how these mechanisms needed to be designed to meet a number of 

different criteria. In order to be targeted to the topic the group thought that there needed to be a 

clear connection between actions, governance mechanisms and outcomes, and that there needed to 

be clear objectives. Currently, the bulk of the subsidy received by farmers (the single farm payment) 

is not targeted due to political issues, which include the desire for an administratively simple 

Whitethroat  
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scheme, EU compliance, path dependency and incrementalism. Following Brexit, some of these may 

not apply in the future. Participants also felt that Greening the single farm payment could be better 

targeted.  

Targeting could also help to avoid unintended costs through the loss of productive land, which would 

otherwise have negative impacts on income and food security. In addition, this could be mitigated by 

compensation for income foregone. Likewise, spatial targeting could also help to improve 

effectiveness. 

Participants thought that the mechanisms for water quality improvements would also have some 

unintended benefits in the form of for example increased and healthier fish populations and more 

recreation opportunities. In addition, the mechanisms could also reduce water treatment costs, 

improve soil and land productivity, and increase carbon sequestration. 

Measuring the outcomes of the governance mechanisms was seen to be relatively easy, as the 

techniques for water quality measurements are well-developed and there is extensive monitoring 

already happening in the case study area. 

Participants also discussed the role of local involvement in the design of policies in relation to 

increasing the acceptance and ensuring that governance mechanisms were equitable. While they 

thought that local involvement would improve these aspects, they also discussed that more local 

influence could be problematic if it favoured local, private interests over public interests. They  

thought therefore that both local and national levels were required, with the national level 

responsible for designing more intricate aspects and links to other scales, while the local level could 

better deal with more specific issues.  

In addition, sustainability was seen as an important criterion which required reliable, long-term 

funding and maintenance of targets, but which is often undermined by the lack of such funding and 

by uncertainty over the future.  

 

Biodiversity 

Looking at governance mechanisms for biodiversity participants mainly focused on agri-

environmental schemes, narratives, branding and supply-chains as governance mechanisms which 

could be used to promote biodiversity.  

In relation to agri-environmental schemes Brexit was seen as an opportunity to redesign these 

completely. One participant suggested that instead of having two pillars as in the Common 

agricultural Policy (CAP), it would make more sense to 

think more holistically and to have one support 

mechanism that would take into account complexity and 

diversity and promote more environmentally friendly 

farming. This was contrasted to the current model where 

pillar I is promoting intensive agriculture which causes a 

lot of damage, and pillar 2 (covering 15% of the money) 

being used to try to undo the damage caused by intensive 

farming practices. The Scottish Land Use strategy was seen 

as an example of a more holistic approach with a focus on multiple benefits, which could be used as 

a model for redesigning agri-environmental schemes.  

Yellow Hammer  
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Participants also discussed whether agri-environmental schemes could be used to promote diversity 

not just in relation to wild species, but also in relation to crop species. However, this was seen as 

difficult, at least in relation to the aggregate level as schemes that try to promote diversity of 

agricultural crops or tree species are likely to lead to all farmers/foresters planting the same mix of 

species. While this may result in relatively high levels of diversity at the level of the farm/forest, it 

would not translate into a higher level of diversity at the aggregate level. It was seen as inherently 

difficult to incentivise people to grow something different from the norm as higher risks were 

perceived. For instance if a pest or disease was to affect a particular species, the chances of getting 

government assistance were seen to be higher if a large number of farmers growing the same 

variety were affected simultaneously. A CAP like scheme to encourage biodiversity would therefore 

need to compensate for the risks and lower values associated with more traditional crops. 

The participants also discussed the influence of existing narratives around food production on 

perceptions and policy. Dominant narratives emphasise growing populations and hence a growing 

need for food, which is used to promote intensification. However, a lot of the land in Scotland is 

used for the production of ‘luxury’ items such as alcohol, so they don’t contribute to food security 

but might actually contribute to health problems instead. Change in policy and agricultural models 

would therefore require a change in the dominant narrative.  

Branding schemes were seen as another mechanism which could be used to promote biodiversity. 

An example of this was the ‘Red Tractor Scheme’ which indicates to the consumer that food has 

been produced in more environmentally friendly way. For schemes like these to work, there is a 

requirement for independent organisations to check compliance and administer certifications.  

Finally, participants discussed the importance of supply chains in influencing farming practices and 

hence impacts on biodiversity. They thought that costs and benefits should be reflected more clearly 

in the supply chain. A substantial change in farming practices would require changes throughout the 

supply chain from input to retailers. However, the participants also acknowledged that this would be 

very difficult to achieve especially given that existing supply chains were seen to a large degree to 

reflect the current power of, for instance, the agro-chemical industry. Alternative branding was seen 

as a factor which might to some degree contribute to changing supply chains towards something 

more sustainable. The discussion also touched on the uncertainty created by Brexit and how terms 

of trade with other countries could make it difficult for Britain to attempt to change production 

standards.  Lower standards would mean that for example, the EU would see UK products as 

undermining their own production, possibly provoking import restrictions, whereas higher standards 

would impede competition. At the same time, the participants thought that Scotland could not 

compete in terms of quantity, and that it was therefore necessary for farmers to focus on quality in 

order to compete.  
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In relation to avoiding unintended costs the participants initially talked about the costs of ‘getting it 

wrong’, that is, the costs of mechanisms that don’t work and therefore don’t deal with problems 

such as water pollution. The discussion proceeded to the currently common focus of bringing down 

the administrative costs of different schemes. There is perceived to be a lot of emphasis on (costly) 

monitoring using a managerial approach rather than building on trust. The old model of locally based 

advisors under the Rural Payments and Inspections Directorate (RPID) was mentioned as an 

alternative that builds on trust and advice and eliminates some of the need for monitoring and was 

seen to be very successful. It was also questioned whether focusing too much on bringing down 

administrative costs without considering the costs of ‘getting it wrong’ was the right thing to do. 

In relation to unintended benefits participants discussed that more holistic agri-environmental 

schemes would produce more benefits than just increases in the numbers of birds and water quality. 

They would also improve soil quality and reduce erosion, thereby reducing the need for inputs, and 

increase carbon storage. They would also provide extra benefits in the form of increased (or 

maintained levels) of pollinating insects. Health benefits could also accrue if the production of some 

‘luxury’ goods were reduced. 

In order to be able to measure outcomes, the participants thought that an independent organisation 

that could check compliance was required in relation to branding schemes. For agri-environmental 

schemes, something like the old RPID farm advisor scheme should be used.  

In relation to effectiveness the group discussed that there is a trade-off between bringing down 

transaction costs and maintaining or increasing public benefits, and that effectiveness may therefore 

not be the best criteria to use for the design or evaluation of governance mechanisms. 

One participant thought that in order to increase the acceptance & equitability of governance 

mechanisms, deliberative approaches and democratisation of nature and farming should be used to 

make costs and benefits transparent, and thereby produce a fairer process. 

  

 

 

After identifying governance mechanisms, 

which could be used to improve 

biodiversity participants went on to 

discuss how these mechanisms needed to 

be designed to meet a number of 

different criteria. In relation to targeting, 

the group discussed that targeting can be 

too narrow, and that it is necessary for 

mechanisms to be designed so that they 

take into account complexity and 

diversity of the system and approach it 

holistically. 
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4. Next steps 
 

The outcomes from this workshop will be used by the researchers to aid the design of the next 

research stages in the PROVIDE project. This will include modelling and scenario approaches to 

evaluate some of the governance mechanisms suggested by the workshop participants.  Participants 

of this as well as of previous PROVIDE workshops will be invited to take part in this next step of the 

project in the form of another workshop planned to take place in the autumn of 2017. 

The final outputs of the research will be used to produce scientific publications contributing to the 

scientific literature on the perceptions and social values of public goods from agriculture and 

forestry. In addition, they will be made publicly available and fed back to the European Commission 

who is funding the project. This report has been circulated to all workshop participants (and 

interested workshop invitees) for information and to ensure the discussions have been interpreted 

accurately. 

 

Contact details: 

Anja Byg – anja.byg@hutton.ac.uk, Michela Faccioli – michela.faccioli@hutton.ac.uk, 

Carol Kyle- carol.kyle@hutton.ac.uk 

 

The authors would like to thank all the participants for giving their time to contribute so effectively 

to this workshop.  

Farmland bird and landscape photographs courtesy of Alexander Main 
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