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Executive summary
This report documents the delivery and outcomes of a workshop that took place at Thainstone Mart (Aberdeenshire)
in February 2016. The aim of the workshop was to better understand stakeholders’ perceptions of issues around
public goods (and bads) provided by agriculture and forestry in Aberdeenshire. The workshop was the first of a series
and was undertaken as part of a wider EU-H2020 project: PROVIDE (PROVIding smart DElivery of public goods by EU
agriculture and forestry) which aims to identify smarter tools for the provision of public goods from agriculture and
forestry across the EU. To achieve the workshop’s aims, two main activities were undertaken with a group of 19
stakeholders representing the agriculture and forestry sectors of Aberdeenshire. One activity aimed to understand
(‘unpack’) people’s notions of public goods associated with agriculture and forestry. The other aimed to explore the
spatial distribution of Aberdeenshire agriculture and forestry public goods and bads as perceived by the participants.
The workshop results have shown that the participants recognised a wide range of different public goods and bads
resulting from agriculture and forestry, such as recreation, food security, biodiversity, flood, soil erosion and carbon
sequestration. Overall, with just a few exceptions, participants were able to classify these goods/ bads as private/
public/ somewhere in between, as well as local/ global/ somewhere in between. Often, a good or bad could be
classified as more or less private or public and local or global, depending on their context. This way, the individual
perception of the publicness of a good or bad was related to factors such as distributional, context, management or
temporal dimensions.
Given the complexity of the factors affecting participants’ notion of public goods or bads, it is not surprising to find
heterogeneous wide range of results. This also became apparent when individuals were requested to rank and map
important public goods or bads. As expected, participants appeared to have different ideas around the definition of
‘important’. Findings showed that different elements, such as the scale or the focus on specific attributes of the good
or bad can affect its relevance.
Despite the apparent differences, though, some consensus could also be reached amongst the stakeholders. On the
one hand, stakeholders appeared to mainly agree that ‘biodiversity & habitat’ and ‘soil maintenance’ are priority
issues in terms of the goods/bads delivered by agriculture and forestry. There was also general agreement that
although agriculture and forestry in Aberdeenshire generally deliver public goods benefiting society, they also deliver
some important bads. As these bads are mainly identified in relation to the type and intensity of management
practices, with monocropping and intensive farming responsible for the supply of most bads, it is not surprising that
some of these areas within Aberdeenshire, like the North-East of the region, were identified as critical areas subject to
conflicts over the use of resources such as water or biodiversity. In other cases, such as in Deeside, the intensity of
practices was not a major issue but rather the problem was linked to conflicting interests, such as recreational use
versus biodiversity conservation.
The information obtained from this workshop will be used in later stages of the project to identify case study areas in
Aberdeenshire in which to value the benefits/disbenefits of public goods/bads from agriculture and forestry and to
formulate and evaluate different governance mechanisms that can be used to promote the smart delivery of public
goods. These issues will be addressed in more detail in future workshops.
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1

Introduction

This report documents the delivery and the outcomes of the first in a series of Aberdeenshire workshops (held at
Thainstone Mart, Aberdeenshire in February 2016) which aim to better understand stakeholder perceptions of issues
around public goods (and bads) provided by agriculture and forestry in Aberdeenshire.
The workshop, organized and implemented by researchers from The James Hutton Institute, was undertaken as part
of a wider EU-H2020 project called PROVIDE (PROVIding smart DElivery of public goods by EU agriculture and forestry
www.provide-project.eu/) which runs for three years from September 2015 and focuses on identifying smarter tools
1
for the provision of public goods by agriculture and forestry in EU countries. In particular, the workshop, which was
implemented with the same format in another 12 case study regions across the EU, aimed to collect information from
stakeholders in the agriculture and forestry sectors to provide initial insights to substantiate two main research pillars
of the project: (1) To understand (‘unpack’) people’s notion of public goods from agriculture and forestry, and; (2) to
explore where important public goods and bads are found in the area.
The results of the workshop provide initial answers to some of the research questions raised within PROVIDE by
providing an overview of the main public goods and bads from agriculture and forestry activities, some conflicts or
existing mismatches in terms of availability, the trends in public goods and bads provision, the distribution of different
public goods and bads across Aberdeenshire and different notions of what define and characterise public goods. This
information will be used in later stages of the project to identify case study areas in Aberdeenshire in which to value
the benefits/disbenefits of public goods/bads from agriculture and forestry and to evaluate different governance
mechanisms that can be used to promote the smart delivery of public goods. These issues will be addressed in more
detail in future workshops.
The remainder of this document is organised as follows: in section 2, the specific aims of the workshop are presented.
Section 3 briefly outlines the Aberdeenshire agriculture and forestry sectors, while section 4 describes the stakeholder
recruitment process with some information on workshop participants. Section 5 describes the workshop process in
detail, while section 6 contains the results. Section 7 summarizes the key messages that emerged from the workshop,
section 8 summarizes stakeholders’ feedback on the workshop’s process and section 9 briefly describes the next steps
of the research process.

1

EU partner countries include: Austria, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Poland, Romania,
Spain, and the UK.
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2

Specific aims of the workshop

Specific aims of the workshop included:










To gain further knowledge about the main public goods and bads from the existing agricultural and forestry
systems in the region, nationally and globally/internationally;
To identify different ways of characterising and defining goods and bads within the public/private and
global/local spectrums;
To identify which public goods and bads are specific to agriculture/forestry and which are also delivered by
other types of land use, independent of agriculture or forestry;
To gain an understanding with regards to the most important and least important public goods provided
within the region, according to the stakeholders;
To better understand the stakeholders’ perception of ‘important’;
To identify the broad trends concerning the availability of public goods and bads in the area, together with
the underlying reasons for their possible decline, stability or increase as well as the time frame over which
these changes have occurred;
To identify, through a participatory mapping exercise, areas with high availability and low availability of
public goods or bads in Aberdeenshire;
To identify the areas in which problems or trade-offs are likely to occur, either due to an interplay between
different public goods or due to an interplay between public goods and other activities and the reasons for
each.
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Aberdeenshire agriculture and forestry
2

Aberdeenshire covers 6313km , which equates to 8% of Scotland’s land. It is located in North Eastern Scotland and
surrounds the city of Aberdeen (Scotland’s third largest city).

Figure 1: Map of Aberdeenshire

The economy of Aberdeenshire is closely connected to that of the city of Aberdeen: the ‘oil and gas capital of Europe’.
Many Aberdeenshire residents commute to Aberdeen for work, whilst others are employed in agriculture, fishing or
3
forestry (4.38% of the Aberdeenshire population in 2011 ). The county’s main land use is agriculture, with large areas
of arable farming (producing predominantly barley, wheat and oilseed rape) along the coastal areas and some pockets
of marginal farming in the mountainous regions to the West. The industry is worth £395million, and is responsible for
3

30% of the oilseed rape and 28% of cereals outputs for Scotland .
Around 19% of Aberdeenshire is covered in woodland (the national average is 18%). However, these figures exclude
the area that falls within the Cairngorms National Park boundary. Most of this consists of commercial conifer
plantations and most is under private ownership. Semi-natural woodlands are concentrated in the areas around
Deeside and Donside. Similar to the national forest strategy, Aberdeenshire aims to increase the amount of woodland
cover. However, woodland expansion is by many considered controversial as woodlands are seen to compete with
4
agriculture over land .

2
3
4

www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15974/land-based-sector-infographic-aberdeenshire-web.pdf
www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15921/land-based-sector-web.pdf
www.aberdeenshire.gov.uk/media/15632/2016-0003845-2016-02-04-proposed-aberdeenshire-forestry-and-woodland-strategy-2016.pdf
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Participant recruitment

Participants were recruited from the Aberdeenshire agriculture and forestry sectors. To ensure the consideration of
different profiles and bring diverse insights into the discussion, stakeholders were selected from:
-

farmers’ and foresters’ associations and businesses
researchers and academics with expertise in agriculture and forestry matters
representatives of land estates
representatives of public institutions
environmental and outdoors NGOs

Participants were initially recruited by email and were informed about the objectives and specific activities of the
workshop in the framework of the overall PROVIDE project. The participants were also given the opportunity to
suggest other stakeholders to invite to the workshop. A total of 19 stakeholders took part in the workshop.

8
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Workshop plan
th

The workshop took place on 15 February 2016 at Thainstone Mart, Inverurie. It consisted of three main activities,
some undertaken as whole group activities and some others as smaller group tasks. The workshop was organised and
facilitated by researchers from The James Hutton Institute, all authors of this report.
After a short introduction to the project, the aim of the workshop and a round of introductions, the first activity
focused on ‘unpacking’ the notion of public goods from agriculture and forestry. To design and implement smart
policies for the delivery of public goods from agriculture and forestry it is initially necessary to understand how people
define a ‘public good’. Often it is assumed that everyone has the same idea of public goods which coincides with the
way economists define public goods. According to this definition, public goods are characterised by non-excludability,
meaning that it is not possible to prevent other people from enjoying the good, and by non-rivalry, meaning that
5
many people can simultaneously enjoy the good without any loss of enjoyment for others. An example could be
scenic views. However, there is evidence that many people do not classify public goods or bads according to this
definition and instead include wider social and political aspirations such as food security.
The first activity was therefore designed to investigate the extent to which this might be the case. Participants were
first asked to write down examples of public goods and bads from agriculture, forestry or both in Aberdeenshire on
individual post-its. Subsequently they were asked to place their examples on a grid which along one axis showed a
gradient from private to public and along the other axis a gradient from local to global. In addition there was a
separate box for examples that did not easily fit on the main grid. An example of the grid is provided below:
More global impact
Things
that
don’t fit

More private
good

More public
good

More local impact
Figure 2: Grid used for ‘unpacking’ the notion of public goods and bads

After placing the post-it examples on the grid a discussion took place around questions such as: which public goods or
bads could be placed in several different categories and in what context would this take place; what characterises
public goods; which public goods or bads were difficult to place on the grid and why; which ones are specific to
agriculture/forestry and which ones are also delivered by other types of land use/independent of agriculture/forestry;
and, what would it take to move an example from one category to another, etc.

5

In this sense, while public goods are characterized by non-excludability and non-rivalry in neoclassical economics terms, private goods are
characterized by full excludability and full rivalry.

9

After Activity 1 was concluded, the participants were divided into four smaller groups, each consisting of four or five
participants and one facilitator, to undertake the next activity which focused on the identification of public
goods/bads ‘hotspots’. Different sub-activities were undertaken within Activity 2, each of which was based on a
general list of goods and bads that was produced at the end of Activity 1 by creating summary categories from the
post-it examples.
The first sub-activity required the participants to rank the most important (top 5) public goods or bads from the list.
Depending on time availability, the group could also discuss the least important public goods or bads (bottom 5). The
groups were asked to rank goods or bads based on a scale from 1 (=high importance) to 5 (=low importance), as
illustrated in the figure below (Figure 3). During the ranking the groups discussed what ‘important’ means and for
whom, to understand whether a specific sector or social group was affected in particular.

Figure 3: Example of ranking from high (1) to low importance (5)

The small groups then discussed trends over time (increase, decrease or no change) of the availability of each of the
five most important goods or bads and the reasons for these trends.
6

Subsequently, participants were asked to mark on a map of Aberdeenshire where they thought there were areas of
high availability, medium availability and low availability for each of the 3 highest ranked public goods or bads.
Separate maps were used for each public good or bad. For each public good/bad, the groups were given 7 red dots to
indicate high availability (hotspots), 7 white dots for medium availability (medium spots) and 7 blue dots for low
availability (coldspots). More tokens concentrated in one area of the map could be used as an indicator of a greater
intensity or density of the specific public good or bad. Participants were also encouraged to draw on the maps to
highlight the extent of the coverage of each specific good/bad identified by the sticky dots. Figure 4 illustrates an
example from the mapping exercise.

6

1:125000 topographical map
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Figure 4: Hot, medium and cold spot mapping with tokens

During the mapping, participants discussed the reasons why particular areas were ‘hotspots’, ‘coldspots’ or areas of
medium availability of the public good/bad.
At the end of the workshop, the participants were asked to fill in feedback forms and were informed about the next
steps in the research.
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6.1

Workshop results
ACTIVITY 1 - UNPACKING THE NOTION OF PUBLIC GOODS/BADS
6.1.1

The main results

As a result of the post-it exercise undertaken in Activity 1 (Figure 5 and 6), participants came up with 171 examples of
goods and bads associated with agriculture, forestry or both systems in Aberdeenshire. As shown in Figure 7, post-it
examples were spread all over the private-public and global-local grid.

Figure 5: Participants recording examples of public goods and bads (left picture)
Figure 6: Participants placing their examples on the grid (right picture)

Figure 7: The completed private-public and global-local grid with post-its.

In order to analyse these data, public goods’ and bads’ examples were grouped into more general categories (e.g.
biodiversity, rural economy, etc.). Figure 8 summarises all the different examples with the category of ‘others’
covering public goods or bads examples mentioned less than 4 times. The main categories identified (all except
‘others’) cover77.19% of the examples mentioned by stakeholders.
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Main summary categories for post-it examples private/public goods /bads for Aberdeenshire
recreation
15

others
39

food
13
flood
10

rural economy
5
culture
5

landscape
10

soil
10

health
6

water
7
pollution
8
habitats
8
employment
8

management
10

carbon
biodiversity 9
8

Figure 8: Main summary categories for post-it examples - private/public goods/bads for Aberdeenshire

To have a better overview of these categories, a short description of each is provided below through the help of some
examples of post-its included in these categories:
















‘Recreation’ e.g. issues such as ‘access opportunities’ or ‘opportunities for exercising’;
‘Food’ included ‘food production’, ‘food security’ and ‘quality of food’;
‘Flood’ often referred to ‘flood regulation/mitigation/management’, as well as ‘inappropriate drainage
methods in the upper catchment of a river’ and ‘increased run-offs’;
‘Landscape’ e.g. ‘beautiful landscape’ or ‘disrupted landscape’;
‘Soil’ almost exclusively referred to ‘soil erosion’ and occasionally to ‘soil maintenance’;
‘Management’ e.g. ‘joint planning opportunities’, ‘soil and water management’, ‘deforestation/infrastructure’
and ‘sustainable and profitable management’;
‘Carbon’ e.g. ‘carbon storage’ or ‘carbon sequestration’ opportunities;
‘Biodiversity’ was seen in relation with the ‘richness of species’;
‘Employment’ was often associated with ‘job opportunities’ and ‘potential for finding jobs’, suggesting that
stakeholders perceived both the current and future rural employment benefits of agriculture and forestry;
‘Habitat’ e.g. ‘availability of habitat for species and biodiversity’, as well as ‘habitat loss’;
‘Pollution’ referred to a variety is things including ‘water’ and ‘air pollution’, ‘land nutrient’, ‘chemical inputs’,
‘diffuse pollution’, ‘crop damage’ and ‘litter’;
‘Water’ included ‘low water quality’, ‘low flood management’ and ‘water pollution’;
Examples related to ‘health’ mainly concerned ‘good health’ rather than ‘poor health’;
‘Culture’ e.g. ‘rural culture’, ‘cultural heritage’, and ‘as a tool to preserve local traditions and local identity’;
And, ‘Rural economy’ was considered in relation to business sectors such as ‘tourism’ or the ‘whisky industry’
and ‘rural vitality’.

Therefore it seems clear that participants recognised a variety of categories of goods and bads from agriculture and
forestry. However, although the existence of both goods and bads was considered by the participants overall
stakeholders mentioned more goods than bads in relation to the systems (see Annex 1). The most frequently cited
goods included ‘recreation’, followed by ‘food production/security’, ‘carbon’, ‘employment’, ‘biodiversity’, ‘flood’ and
‘landscape’, whilst the most frequently cited bads were ‘pollution’, ‘soil erosion’, ‘flood’, ‘habitat loss’ and ‘poor land
management’. Although the stakeholders considered most goods and bads to be provided by both agriculture and
forestry, they also acknowledged that some examples were more connected to either forestry or agriculture
individually. This was the case for ‘recreation’, ‘carbon sequestration/storage’ and ‘timber’, which were associated
mainly with forestry, while ‘food’, ‘pollution’ and ‘soil erosion’ with agriculture.
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Concerning the public versus private nature of the examples, there was no common pattern, with examples placed on
both sides of the spectrum. However, for some categories the private or public dimension was more obvious. This was
the case for ‘carbon’, ‘recreation’, ‘biodiversity’, ‘health’ and ‘flooding’, which were predominantly perceived as public
issues. Regarding the local-global nature of the goods/bads, most examples were considered to have both local and
global impacts. However, for some categories, the local or global dimension was more distinctive. For instance,
stakeholders perceived ‘recreation’, ‘flooding’, ‘management’, ‘employment’ and ‘culture’, as having mainly local
impacts, whilst ‘food’, ‘carbon’ and ‘habitat’ were mainly global issues.
For illustrative purposes, we show the location on the grid of different post-it examples for selected categories. On the
one hand, ‘landscape’ and ‘pollution’ are highlighted because they appear to be spread across the diagram. This might
have been due to a variety of issues, including the range of examples mentioned by participants in these categories.
On the other hand, ‘carbon’ and ‘biodiversity’ are concentrated in a particular area of the grid. Each graph provides
further information in terms of the system referenced by the example (agriculture/ forestry/ both). For the remaining
categories (‘recreation’, ‘food’, ‘flood’, ‘soil’, ‘management’, ‘employment’, ‘habitats’, ‘water’, ‘health’, ‘culture’ and
‘rural economy’), the corresponding grids are reported in Appendix 2.

Landscape

Pollution

global impact

private

global impact

local impact

local impact
landscape_both

public

private

public

landscape_forest

pollution_agri

landscape_no information

pollution_forest

pollution_no information

Figure 9: Grid representation of examples concerning ‘Landscape’ and ‘Pollution’

Carbon

Biodiversity

global impact

global impact

private

public

local impact
carbon_agri
carbon_both

public

private

local impact

carbon_forest
carbon_no information

biodiversity_agri

biodiversity_forest

Figure 10: Grid representation of examples concerning ‘Carbon’ and ‘Biodiversity’
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biodiversity_both

6.1.2

Discussion of the results

After the ‘unpacking’ exercise, there was a group discussion on the outcomes of the activity. The stakeholders
highlighted that they were sometimes uncertain about the definition of public goods and that the distinction between
private and public was ‘blurry’, and as a result they often considered public goods or bads together with private goods
or bads. This was partly explained by the fact that the definition of ‘public’ (goods or bads) depends on an individual’s
perceptions and value system, or on the specific example in question. Stakeholders argued that not all public goods
are relevant to all society members: for example, a small woodland may be important to some but not to all. In this
sense, the public/private and global/local grid was generally considered to be too simplistic, especially for some
examples such as ‘food’ which was difficult to place as it contains multiple aspects. For instance, ‘food’ would be a
private good from the individual farmer’s point of view, but a public good from society’s perspective, as it provides
rural employment, food security and rural vitality. In the discussion, participants stressed that public goods were
mostly the result of ‘unintended’ consequences of specific actions in agriculture and forestry and that public goods
can only be defined by taking several dimensions into account. According to the participants, even though public
goods definitions relate to the level of ‘access’ to a resource, its ‘price’ or the ‘absence of markets’, which might align
well with the neoclassical economics’ definition, other dimensions need to be considered, such as the ‘how’, the
‘who’, the ‘when’, the ‘where’ and the ‘what’.
The ‘how’ refers to the process through which a public good is produced and delivered. Participants argued that the
provision of goods and bads from agriculture and forestry is strongly shaped by current policy initiatives, which mostly
consist of incentives and grants. Although these should promote the delivery of goods, they are also sometimes
responsible for the creation of bads. Stakeholders also highlighted that current policies and measures aim to address
too many goals too simplistically, which is inappropriate given that the reality is quite complex. In this sense, by taking
into account the specificities of the context, the best approach would be to focus on some priority areas and first
address the ‘bads’, so that ‘goods’ will automatically be provided. In line with this, they also reported that ‘goods’ such
as landscape, which are relevant but almost ‘take care of themselves’, should not require policy-makers’ attention.
According to the participants, public goods are also defined by the ability of citizens to affect decision-making
processes, namely the degree of involvement and participation of citizens in policy-making. Though matching the
desirability of the public good and the feasibility/ease of implementation of the policy used to deliver it also needs to
be taken into account.
The ‘who’ refers to distributional issues concerning who benefits from the public good and who pays for it. For
example, some concern was raised with regards to who will carry the burden of recent flooding damages in
Aberdeenshire, whether it will be the affected individuals or all tax-payers. With this respect, stakeholders underlined
that public goods need to meet social justice criteria and promote equality amongst citizens. This is not often the case
as there is a discrepancy between what people want from the land and what planners assume that the land should
deliver.
The ‘when’ refers to the time scale. According to stakeholders, time is also an important dimension to define public
goods, as the delivery of public goods depends on ‘how fast things are changing’ and ‘how quickly we are able to
respond’. In this sense, they stressed that public goods should not have a static definition, but rather be perceived as
something dynamic. Some participants also underlined that the provision of public goods should be driven by the
consideration of short- and long-term benefits, such that future generations are also taken into account.
The ‘where’ refers to the spatial scale. Some participants highlighted that public goods are not necessarily ‘public
goods’ at all geographical scales and, in this sense, the challenge is to define the relevant spatial scale of reference.
Regarding the importance of distinguishing between a local and a global dimension for public goods or bads, some
participants reported that, even though it is difficult, it is still important to try to characterize public goods in terms of
their global-local nature. In this sense, they gave the example of ‘rural culture’, which is clearly more local than global,
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while ‘carbon sequestration’ is clearly more global than local. For other participants though, the concepts of global
and local are tightly intertwined and exist simultaneously. This might explain the fact that, for a considerable number
of post-it examples, it was not easy to classify a good or bad as only local or global.
The ‘what’ refers to the context. The stakeholders emphasised that the type of agriculture and forestry activities,
particularly in relation to their intensity, need to be taken into account to determine the provision of public goods.
They highlighted that the consequences of agriculture and forestry activities are often associated with ‘multiple’
effects, which explain the variety of goods and bads mentioned by the stakeholders in the ‘unpacking’ activity. In this
sense, some discussion was raised concerning whether public goods depend more on isolated elements of an
agricultural or forestry system and the extent to which they depend on the ‘settings’. Currently, policies such as
payments for ecosystem services are supporting the delivery of single goods, while overlooking both the other byproducts associated with a specific setting and the opportunities for a more integrated delivery approach.

6.2 ACTIVITY 2 – RANKING, TREND, MAPPING
6.2.1

Ranking of public goods and bads

The results of the exercises in Activity 2 will now be presented, starting with the ranking of the most important public
goods or bads, followed by the analysis of the trends in their availability, and finally the mapping exercise. All these
activities make use of the simplified list of public goods and bads categories gathered from the ‘unpacking exercise’.
The most important public goods and bads for Aberdeenshire are recorded in Table 1 below. The table highlights
those that were ranked as a ‘Top Issue’ by one or more of the four small groups of stakeholders. Those which were
not ranked as ‘Most Important’ have not been included in the table.
List public goods/bads

No of times recorded as a ‘Top Issue’
in the ranking exercises
(comparing across groups)
Habitat & Biodiversity
4
Soil Maintenance
4
Water
3
Pollution
3
Landscape
2
Flood regulation
2
Employment & Rural Economy
2
Health & Recreation
2
Carbon Sequestration (Climate Mitigation)
1
Food & Timber
1

Highest rank ever given
by the groups
1
1
1
1
1
3
1
4
2
1

Table 1: Results of ranking activity

Overall the stakeholders found it difficult to rank the public goods (and bads). All groups felt the need to discuss or
define what is meant by ‘important’ and for whom, as they recognised that the ranking could be different depending
on the consideration (or lack of consideration) of different dimensions. These dimensions included considering whose
interests should be accounted for in the ranking. For this reason, it was difficult to reach a consensus between
individuals in a group and a compromise often had to be reached.
A first important result of this activity was that some categories were sometimes perceived as interrelated. One
example was ‘health and recreation’, which were often considered as being dependent on one another because
improved availability of recreation opportunities were seen as providing health benefits. In addition, ‘rural economy’
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was often considered by the groups as a synonym for ‘employment’. In some cases ‘flooding’, which was mostly
associated with ‘flooding regulation’, was seen by stakeholders as more generally connected to water, whilst in most
cases water was defined separately in terms of ‘water quality’. In addition, ‘habitat’ and ‘biodiversity’ were also
perceived as very much interrelated as an increased/declining availability of habitats leads to an increased/declining
availability of biodiversity. This interconnectedness has been taken into account when highlighting the results.
Concerning the categories perceived as highly important to the stakeholders, ‘biodiversity’ and ‘soil maintenance’
were top issues for all groups, as well as ‘water’ and ‘pollution’ for the majority of the groups (3 out of 4). As
mentioned, ‘biodiversity’ was often considered in connection with ‘habitat’ and these were perceived to be important
issues for Aberdeenshire due to the role of biodiversity and habitats in supporting the delivery of multiple benefits.
Similarly, ‘Soil maintenance’ or simply ‘soil’ for one group, was considered a top issue because stakeholders
recognised that soil quality is crucial to support the provision and delivery of all other services from agriculture and
forestry (e.g. ‘food’, ‘habitat & biodiversity’). ‘Water’, both in terms of quality and quantity, was a top issue for the
majority of groups as ‘it is essential [to sustain life]’. Finally, ‘pollution’ (in association with soil erosion for one group)
was an important public bad for most participants, in terms of soil and diffuse pollution from agricultural and forestry
activities in the area.
Given the above, it is striking that some examples of public goods and bads from agriculture and forestry, which were
frequently mentioned by participants in Activity 1, were not considered as top issues by all groups in the ranking
exercise. This is the case of recreation and food (and timber), which were the most frequently mentioned goods in the
‘unpacking’ exercise, but were ranked as priority areas by only half or less of the groups. In the case of food and
timber this was due to their prevalently private nature.
Concerning the least important issues participants mentioned ‘learning opportunities’, ‘pests & diseases’, ‘culture &
identity’, ‘fuel’, and ‘animal welfare’, the majority of which occupied the ‘others’ category in Figure 8. This was
because, for example, ‘learning opportunities’ were considered to be a by-product of other public goods such as
‘employment (rural economy)’ rather than a standalone public good; ‘fuel’ was considered by the stakeholders to be
less important than food security, which should be where Scotland should focus according to some of the participants;
whilst, ‘animal welfare’ was considered to be a private rather than a public good and, as such, should not deserve
policy-makers’ attention.

6.2.2

Trends in public goods and bads

Based on the list of identified ‘top issues’ in section 6.2.1, stakeholders were asked for their views of the trends in the
availability of the highest ranked public goods and bads. To do this, participants were asked to discuss whether the
availability of each public good/ bad in Aberdeenshire had increased, was in decline or had remained stable, the
reasons for that trend and over what length of time. Table 2 summarises the overall trends of public goods’ and bads’
availability in Aberdeenshire as identified by the four groups.
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List public goods/bads
Habitat & Biodiversity
Soil Maintenance
Water
Pollution
Landscape
Flood regulation
Employment & Rural Economy
Health & Recreation
Carbon Sequestration (Climate Mitigation)
Food &Timber

Increasing
X

Stable

Declining
X
X

X
X

X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X

Table 2: Trends in public goods/bads for Aberdeenshire

Looking at the overall trends, the selected public goods were considered by the stakeholders to be slightly more in
decline than they were considered increasing or stable. However, in many instances, the participants found it difficult
to assign a single ‘trend characteristic’ to a broad public good/bad, with the explanation that it was often dependent
on a variety of factors, as already mentioned in Activity 1, such as: the specific context, whether it concerned
agriculture or forestry or the time or spatial scales. There was some divergence in opinions across the groups insofar
as a public good which in one group was thought to be declining, was considered as stable by another group (for
example ‘landscape’). The summary of the main points of discussion around the trends in the availability of the
different public goods and bads are briefly highlighted below:
Overall ‘Habitat & Biodiversity’ was considered to be both increasing and in decline as participants reported that it
was difficult to identify a common trend among all species, with some populations increasing and others decreasing.
Stakeholders also mentioned that while forestry habitat and biodiversity is probably improving, it is likely to be
declining for agriculture (due to more intensive farming and mono-cropping in Aberdeenshire). They also recognised
that the impact of the various agri-environmental and management schemes has been varied. ‘Soil Maintenance’ was
considered to be declining, in connection with a rise in soil erosion and a loss of important organic matters in soil. This
was due to a focus on mono-cropping, overgrazing as well as a high levels of field sports. Generally, ‘water’ quality
within Aberdeenshire, was thought to be increasing due to a mixture of self-interest and EU regulations (mainly the
EU Water Framework Directive); however, there are still pockets of poorer quality water from manufacturing activities
and intensive agriculture and forestry. ‘Pollution’ (as a public bad) was thought to be slowly declining as there is less
point pollution due to a loss of industry and livestock on the River Don. However, this decline is gradual as there was
also thought to be a rise in the use of agro-chemicals (from more intensive farming), as well as a rise in litter. The
‘Landscape’, which in Aberdeenshire is quite important because of the range of landscapes that exist in the area, is
shaped by woodland and arable farming, and was also considered to be in slow decline due to agricultural
intensification, land abandonment and a reduction in investment in the landscape. Participants mentioned that ‘Flood
regulation’ services are declining, as the recent (more intensive) instances of flooding in Aberdeenshire have shown,
partly due to poorer drainage capacities in the uplands, as well as the impacts of climate change. ‘Employment &
Rural Economy’ was considered to be both increasing and in decline by the participants, as there are increasing labour
opportunities in the horticulture and fruit sector (mostly taken up by nationals from other EU countries) but there are
also fewer opportunities due to technological improvements in agriculture and forestry. Furthermore, there was a
suggestion that rural employment was increasing in the forestry sector and declining in the agricultural sector. ‘Health
& Recreation’ were thought to be increasing due to a rise in the provision (better access) and demand (more leisure
time) of these goods. However, there was also a suggestion that uptake is declining, and that forestry provides better
health and recreation opportunities than agriculture. ‘Carbon sequestration’, which was used as a synonym for
discussions around ‘Climate mitigation’, was thought to be stable in Aberdeenshire, even though it was recognised to
be more of a global than a local issue. Participants discussed that despite the more intensive arable farming over the
last 10 years, which might have contributed to increased emissions, the carbon sequestration capacity has meanwhile
increased due to peatland restoration and unaggressive deforestation, which can explain why the situation has
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remained more or less stable. The availability of ‘Food and Timber’ in Aberdeenshire has remained fairly stable
according to the stakeholders. In fact, despite that there have been some changes over time, these have mostly
concerned shifts across different types of forestry or farming activities leaving the overall contribution of both sectors
in terms of food and timber almost unaffected.

6.2.3

Mapping of main public goods and bads in the case study area

After the ranking and trend exercise, participants focused on mapping the 3 highest ranked public goods or bads.
Based on previous discussions, stakeholders created the following maps for: Habitat & Biodiversity [3 maps];
Employment & Rural Economy [2 maps]; Water Quality [2 maps]; Soil Maintenance [1 map]; Climate Mitigation [1
map]; Landscape [1 map]; Food & Timber [1 map]; and, Pollution [1]. We will briefly discuss the most frequently
mapped public goods or bads with the aid of some digitalised pictures of the maps.

Figure 11: Summary of the ‘habitat & biodiversity’ mapping exercise

Hotspots for ‘Habitat & Biodiversity’ availability were certain coastal areas and areas along the River Dee, as well as
estates with an abundance of wildlife such as Glentanar Estate. Frequently cited ‘coldspots’ included the monoculture
and intensive farming areas around Stonehaven and certain estates with practices which did not encourage
biodiversity conservation. However, interestingly there were also some ‘Habitat & Biodiversity’ hotspots in
predominantly monoculture farming areas, which can be understood as specific results of the existence of some agrienvironmental schemes in the identified areas.
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Figure 12: Summary of the ‘Employment (local economy)’mapping exercise

For ‘Employment’ (also renamed ‘local economy’ by one group), hotspots were areas close to small towns such as
Huntly, Stonehaven and Inverurie, which provide employment in forestry plantations, horticulture and fruit-picking. In
addition some hotspots were also identified in more productive farms and distilleries. Coldspots were located in areas
with poor soil quality and high altitude – such as Cabrach and Tomintoul as well as some areas within the boundaries
of the Cairngorms National Park.

Figure 13: Summary of the ‘water’ mapping exercise

For ‘Water’ certain sections of Aberdeenshire rivers were considered to be of good quality, including sections of the
River Dee, with the exception of some flooding issues, and the River Deveron, which has been undergoing much work
to get rid of invasive species. Locations with poor water quality included the algae-ridden Loch of Skene, and the
mouth of the River Ythan, which has issues with diffuse pollution.
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Figure 14: Example of digitised ‘Soil Maintenance’ (left) and ‘Pollution’ map (right)

Finally we will discuss the ‘Soil Maintenance’ and ‘Pollution’ maps, given that they were mentioned frequently in the
ranking exercise. The participants found it difficult to map the hotspots and coldspots for ‘Soil Maintenance’ given
that the quality of the soil varies over small distances and very much depends on the geological and physical
characteristics of the specific site and on the practices of the individual farmer or forester. Hotspot areas were
indicated to be those with the best management practices, as well as wild areas, as these are relatively untouched by
human interaction. Coldspots, however, are found in areas identified as most suitable for grazing/ grassland which
have subsequently been transformed into cropland. For ‘Pollution’ it was often difficult to identify specific areas of
concentration as the pollution issues are either very wide spread or very localised, hence difficult to be mapped. For
the case of pollution, please note that red dots were used to refer to areas with relatively low pollution, while blue
dots to areas with high pollution. A number of rivers have issues with pollution including the Ythan (intensive
agriculture) and the River Don (close to Inverurie), and many areas with concentrated populations have problems with
litter.
Activity 2 showed that often, in one specific area, divergence exists around the use and availability of public goods or
the co-existence of different public goods and bads. This suggests that public goods or bads in one area should not be
seen as isolated items, but rather that they should be considered in relation to the context in which they are
delivered.
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Key messages emerging from the workshop

A number of key messages emerged from the workshop. The main points are listed below:


A variety of goods/bads associated with agriculture and forestry were identified by the stakeholders including recreation, food production, soil erosion, flood prevention, health, habitat provision, water quality
and biodiversity - many of which were interlinked (e.g. ‘habitat & biodiversity’, and ‘recreation & health’).



The participants’ notion of public goods/bads only in part aligns with the economic definition. Instead the
participants focused on those goods or concepts which contribute to the achievement of shared social values
and socio-political aims, regardless of whether these fit with the economic definition of public or private. In
addition, they emphasised multiple dimensions which need to be considered to inform policy-making. These
dimensions refer to: [1] the process through which the goods are delivered; [2] who will be affected; [3] the
timescale; [4] the spatial scale; [5] the context.



The ranking of public goods and bads differs depending on the notion of ‘importance’ employed, as well as
the scale which is being considered (e.g. locally or globally). ‘Biodiversity’ and ‘Soil Maintenance’ were most
frequently considered by stakeholders to be priority issues for Aberdeenshire.



Concerning the trend exercise, overall the participants tended to perceive more of a decline in the availability
of the public goods. However, for some public goods it was not easy to decide whether the availability had
increased, declined or remained stable. They often recognised that multiple factors affect the availability of
public goods and, depending on their consideration, different trends could be identified. This is the case of
‘habitat & biodiversity’, which was viewed as either/both increasing and decreasing, due to the fact that
certain species’ populations are rising whilst others falling.



The mapping exercise highlighted that numerous areas in Aberdeenshire produce multiple goods which
benefit society. Though, some of them are also affected by significant human-induced pressures, which are
responsible for generating a decreased availability in these goods and which create dis-benefits for the
population as a whole. These conflicts are important and should be taken into account by policymakers when
making decisions. Some examples of critical areas, which are experiencing significant trade-offs between
environmental quality and production from to agriculture and forestry activities (as well as other activities),
are the Upper Deeside and the Ugie catchment.
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Feedback

Feedback forms were completed by 17 out of the 19 participants, and overall the stakeholders considered the
workshop to have been useful, especially in terms of knowledge and information exchange. Some stakeholders were
particularly positive concerning the opportunities to feed back into the research process and to share their views with
other participants and the facilitators. However, despite the positive rating of the workshop, stakeholders also
expressed some criticisms. As a general comment, they stressed an insufficient involvement of practitioners,
especially farmers and foresters, which is understandable as many practitioners, although invited, ultimately could not
attend. Regarding the groups’ dynamics, participants stressed that although these were generally positive there were
complaints concerning the presence of a few dominant individuals, who prevented other participants from adequately
contributing to the discussion.
Overall, stakeholders pointed out that the main lesson learnt was the existence of a diverse range of perceptions and
opinions between participants from other sectors on specific issues. In terms of suggestions for future workshops,
participants suggested that a better mix of stakeholders from agriculture and forestry would be of benefit. In addition,
they suggested narrowing the focus of future workshops by concentrating on essential issues and have more specific
areas for discussion. Furthermore, a few participants also stressed the need for a clearer explanation of the
workshop’s aims and objectives, by providing participants with some information and articles highlighting the existing
knowledge and viewpoints to stimulate discussion. All participants stated they would like to be involved in future
research outputs from the workshop, including sharing reports and invitations to presentations. All but two
stakeholders expressed a willingness to also be involved in future workshops associated with the PROVIDE project.
With respect to future workshops’ topics, a large proportion of participants suggested that a possible issue to cover
may be associated with the benefits and costs related to policies, such as the Common Agriculture Policy (CAP) and
Scottish Rural Development Plan (SRDP) schemes and grants.
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Next steps

The workshop outcomes will be used by the researchers to aid the design of further research activities. In particular, it
will be useful to identify possible case study areas in Aberdeenshire to explore further research questions within the
PROVIDE project. These will be oriented towards understanding the value that society members assign to public goods
provided by agriculture and forestry and exploring ‘smart’ ways for designing policy and governance mechanisms to
encourage public goods’ delivery in this context. To find some responses to these questions, other workshops will be
organised with stakeholders in Aberdeenshire: the next one is scheduled for around June 2016 and will start to
explore the issues related to both valuation and policy and governance mechanisms.
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.
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Annex 1: List of public goods and bads, disentangled by sector in which they are originateda
Number of responses
Forestry
Both systems

Agriculture

Not indicated

Total

GOODS
Recreation
Food production/security
Carbon sequestration/storage
Employment
Biodiversity
Flood regulation/prevention
Landscape
Health
Culture
Rural Economy
Timber
Land management
Habitat
Fuel
Learning opportunities
Soil maintenance
Others*

1
11
0
1
1
2
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
0
1
2

6
0
4
1
2
2
1
3
0
1
4
0
1
1
1
0
5

6
0
3
2
3
2
4
1
1
2
0
4
1
0
0
0
4

1
1
0
3
0
0
1
1
3
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
2

15
12
7
7
6
6
6
5
4
4
4
4
3
2
2
2
12

3
2
1
1
2
2
2
1
0
0
1
6

1
0
1
2
2
0
0
0
1
0
0
1

1
4
1
1
0
0
1
0
0
2
0
3

3
2
1
0
0
1
0
1
1
0
0
2

8
8
4
4
4
3
3
2
2
2
1
12

BADS
Pollution
Soil erosion
Flood/poor drainage
Habitat loss
Poor land management
Livestock interference/poor health
Water pollution/quality loss
Carbon emissions
Lack of deer management
Disrupted landscape
Biodiversity loss
Others**
a

In this table not all observations could be included, as for some categories individuals classified examples as both goods and bads or it was not entirely
clear whether they perceived them as goods or bads.
*Includes: crop (n=1), climate (n=1), wealth (n=1), dependency (n=1), energy (n=1), right (n=1), sink (n=1), livestock (n=1), public subsidy (n=1), water
(n=1), riparian (n=1), social inclusion (n=1).
** Includes: emissions (n=2), climate change (n=1), poor health (n=1), poor rural culture (n=1), crop reduction (n=1), poor safety (n=1), potential damage
(n=1), poor food quantity/quality/distribution (n=1), public subsidy (n=1), poverty (n=1), pests and diseases (n=1).

25

Annex 2: grids for the categories identified in the ‘unpacking’ activity

Recreation
global impact

private

public

local impact
recreation_forest

recreation_agri

recreation_both

recreation_no information

Food
global impact

public

private

local impact
food_agri

food_no information

Flood
global impact

private

public

local impact
flood_agri
flood_both

flood_forest
flood_no information
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Soil
global impact

public

private

local impact
soil_agri

soil_no information

soil_both

Management
global impact

private

public

local impact
management_agri
management_both

management_forest

Employment
global impact

public

private

local impact
employment_forest
employment_both

employment_agri
employment_no information
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Habitats
global impact

public

private

local impact
habitats_both

habitats_forest

habitats_agri

Water
global impact

private

public

local impact
water_both

water_agri

water_forest

Health

global impact

public

private

local impact
health_both

health_forest

28

health_no information

Culture

global impact

public

private

local impact
culture_no information

culture_both

Rural Economy
global impact

public

private

local impact
rural economy_agri
rural economy_both

rural economy_forest
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