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* Provide an overview of a long term research
project

e FOocus on

- What is the (extent of) public support for peatland
restoration?

- What are the general public perceptions on peatlands?

- What are the values and motivations to engage in
restoration?



SRUC

Quantitative social research



Public support and benefits of restoration @, 4@

SRUC

« An online survey with members of the public (n=1,795)
* Views on peatlands and their restoration

* Preferences for peatland restoration (“willingness to pay”)
- Choice Experiment

« Development of materials to communicate about peatlands
and their restoration in a way that is easily understandable
by the public and scientifically rigorous




Ecological condition descriptions e @

condition

Degradation

Restoration



Ecosystem service provision
g e SRUC

Carbon
emissions

Water
quality

Wildlife




Communication tools for ecosystem

restoration processes and benetfits

« We are developed a short
communication web tool, also
now found on the SNH
Peatland Action website

* For land managers:
www.see.leeds.ac.uk/peatland-

modules/?type=assess

« For general public:
www.see.leeds.ac.uk/peatland-
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How to make complexity look simple?
Conveying ecosystems restoration complexity
for socio-economic research and public
engagement

Julia Martin-Ortega' *, Klaus Glenk?, Anja Byg®

1 Sustainability Research Institute, School of Earth and Environment, University of Leeds. Leeds, United
Kingdom, 2 Land Economy Unit, Scottish Rural College. Edinburgh, United Kingdom, 3 Social, Economical
and Geographical Sciences Group, The James Hutton Institute. Aberdeen, United Kingdom

* Lmartinortega@leeds.ac.uk

Abstract

Ecosystems degradation represents one of the major global challenges at the present time,
threating people’s livelihoods and well-being worldwide. Ecosystem restoration therefore
seems no longer an option, but an imperative. Restoration challenges are such that a dia-
logue has begun on the need to re-shape restoration as a science. A critical aspect of that
reshaping process is the acceptance that restoration science and practice needs to be cou-
pled with socio-economic research and public engagement. This inescapably means con-
veying complex ecosystem’s information in a way that is accessible to the wider public. In
this paper we take up this challenge with the ultimate aim of contributing to making a step
change in science's contribution to ecosystems restoration practice. Using peatlands as a
paradigmatically complex ecosystem, we put in place a transdisciplinary process to articu-
late a description of the processes and outcomes of restoration that can be understood
widely by the public. We provide evidence of the usefulness of the process and tools in
addressing four key challenges relevant to restoration of any complex ecosystem: (1) how
to represent restoration outcomes; (2) how to establish a restoration reference; (3) how to
cope with varying restoration time-lags and (4) how to define spatial units for restoration.
This evidence includes the way the process resulted in the creation of materials that are
now being used by restoration practitioners for communication with the public and in other
research contexts. Our main contribution is of an epistemological nature: while ecosystem
services-based approaches have enhanced the integration of academic disciplines and
non-specialist knowledge, this has so far only followed one direction (from the biophysical
underpinning tothe description of ecosystem services and their appreciation by the public).
We propose that it is the mix of approaches and epistemological directions (including from
the public to the biophysical parameters) what will make a definitive contribution to restora-
tion practice.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0181686 July 28,2017
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Survey results )\ < 4

PUBLIC VIEWS AND VALUES OF S RUC

PEATLAND RESTORATION IN SCOTLAND

S * Majority supportive of restoration

e Main reasons:

- Opportunity to do something about
climate change

- Improved water quality

REASHMSMERGET T URNEE R - Cultural identity, recreational benefits
Bopennceess [ (e.g. enjoy wildlife on restored
peatlands)
Klaus Glenk® and Julia Martin-Ortega®

“Land Economy, Environment & Society Group, Scotland's Rural College (SRUC), Edinburgh, United Kingdom; - I m p rOVi n g i n CO m e g e n e rati O n i n ru ral

"Suslainabihly Research Institute, School of Earth and Ervironment, University of Leeds, Leeds, United Kingdom .
economies

The economics of peatland restoration

ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY
Restoration offers opportunities for securing and enhancing critical Received 11 September 2017
ecosystem services provided by peatlands, such as carbon storage, water ~ Accepted 22 January 2018
retention an!d water q_ualfry, and support for biodiversity arld wildlife. A KEYWORDS
comprehensive valuation encompassing the relevant public benefits of o change mitigation;

restoration and how these compare with it is lacking to date, leaving ecosystem restoration; [
policy makers with little guidance with respect to the economic efficiency peatlands; choice I u I

of restoring this climate-critical ecosystem. Using Scotland as a case study, experiment benefit-cost

this paper quantifies the non-market benefits of changes in peatland ASSRSSMENT; NeT present
ecological condition associated with changes in ecosystem service value reS O ra I O n O e r rl O rl I eS
provision and depending on the location of restoration efforts. Benefits on

a per hectare basis are compared to varying capital and recurrent cost in a
net present value space, providing a benchmark to be used in decision
making on investments into peatland restoration. The findings suggest
that peatland restoration is likely to be welfare enhancing. Benefits also
exceed cost in appraisals of previous and future public investments into
peatland restoration. The results thus strengthen the economic rationale
for climate change mitigation through improved peatland management.
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SRUC

« How much to restore?

* Shown as percentage of Scottish peatlands in
- Good ecological condition
- (Intermediate ecological condition)
- Bad ecological condition

« Shifts from ‘bad’ and ‘intermediate’ to ‘good’

SR | Wy g/ / v . - . ‘% / ‘: - ’ o~
Good ecological condition Intermediate ecological Bad ecological condition
condition
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» “Spatial” aspects: where to restore? SRUC

- Wild land area/no wild land area
- Areas with greater/lesser share of peatlands in land cover
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 How much does it cost the taxpayer?
- Payment towards a hypothetical Peatland Trust fund

- Trust fund delivers the proposed improvements and would
be in place over a period of 15 years



Example choice card

Share in GOOD condition

Focus in wild land areas

Focus in areas that are

Cost per year

Tick your preferred option here

Business as usual
no additional

restoration

20%

40%

£0

Restoration
Option A

70%

10%

no
high in peat

£250

N
0’0

SRUC

Restoration
Option B

50%

30%

yes
low in peat

£150



Monetary valuation

vi/4
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Intermediate ecological
condition

N
0‘0

SRUC

@ Value per
hectare and year

£190

£273

 Little spatial differentiation for changes from ‘bad’ to ‘good’

* For ‘intermediate’ to ‘good’: highest value in remote areas
with lots of peatlands (£400 per hectare and year)



Peatland Action 1%t phase, example BCA 0:0

SRUC

10,000 ha restored

£230/halyr benefits

£833/ha average upfront costs
£0 - £100/ha/yr recurrent costs
Discount rate: 3.5%, 15 years

NPV

RC£0 £ 20 million  3.49
RC £100 £ 8 million 1.39

« Similar B/C ratios to other studies
« Comparison to other uses of public funding?

« Sensitive to assumptions
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Sensitivity to cost 2

Recurrent Cost (£ha ')

a) Poor to Good Condition/Low Concentration/Not in Wild Land Area

400

300

200

100

I
0 1000 2000 3000 4000 5000
Capital Cost (£ha™')
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SRUC

 Better understanding of the conditions under which
restoration is beneficial

Especially important as restoration increases in scale!
Better data on implementation and maintenance costs

What are opportunity costs of restoration and how do they
vary by land use and type of land ownership?

What evidence emerges about the effectiveness of
restoration and what factors does it depend on?

Evidence of ‘wider’ benefits (e.g. employment etc.)?

» Future funding for peatland restoration

Role of potential private (PES) funding and Peatland Code?
Funding post Brexit
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Qualitative social research



Previous research

Workshops on people’s perceptions
In general:

o Uses, benefits and disbenefits

« Consequences of degradation,
restoration

* Importance & preferences

* Uniqueness and distribution of
uses/benefits

* Preferences in relation to
restoration (location, time scale,
states & proportions




General public perceptions 2 < ¢
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: * CO2 * Humans as i * Way of life * Humansas !

* Water threat i * Beauty stewards !

* Beauty + Nature as * Wellbeing « Nature as !

* Space fragile | * Space robust H

*+ Adventure Tourism H

+ Wellbeing Tradition H

+ Tourism History H

* Sense of place/ Scottish Fuel & food i

identity Sense of community |:

]
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* Dangerous * Bleak & boring
* Wasted & useless

* |mpassable

g : * Biodiversity & habitat Identity (crofters, islanders)
g * Environmental History
e e -~ ---oooooosoeooooooooooooooosoooooooooooooof 1
% .’.- E _.I'
= Wasteland Degraded nature

Dis-benefits Attributes Dis-benefits Attributes

* Bleak * Humansas * Species loss * Humansas

* Smelly stewards | * CO2 emissions threat

* Wet * Nature as * Flooding * Nature as

* Midgy robust + Bad water quality fragile

Bad
Source: Byg et al. (2017)

« The different views are often held by the same persons
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Example: Individual preferences for peatlands in different
states

Participant 1 30% 20% (50% )
Participant 2 20% 30% 50%
Participant 3 30% 30% 40%
Participant 4 40% 30% 30%
(50% ) 30% 20%
60% 30% 10%
50% 40% 10%
60% 40% 0%
50% ((50% ) 0%
20% 60% 20%
30% 60% 10%
20% 70% 10%
30% 70% 0%
20% L 80% ) 0%




Current work

« More explicit focus on restoration
« Values & motivations
« Methods:

— Interviews (managers, volunteers, local
residents)

— Participant observation (Portlethen,
Lenzie Moss, Easter Inch Moss & Fallin
Moss)

— Workshops (Portlethen & Shetland)

PRISTINE
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« The usual constraints (funding, time, people,...) Walkers anger at Moss
‘massacre’

« Relational & moral values: “give something back”
(consumptive & non-consumptive uses)

« World views
— The nature of nature: fragile or resilient

— The role of humans: people as a threat or farmers as
stewards

_ Notlons of balance https://www kirkintilloch-herald.co.uk/news/walkers-

anger-at-moss-massacre-1-3675284

« Experienced trade-offs (recreation, biodiversity, other land
uses,...)

» Personal interactions with peatbogs & expert knowledge —
meaning, values & further interactions (e.g. beech tree
removal)

» Ecological values vs. social values: the importance of small
remnant sites to enable personal relationships

« Peatbog perceptions enmeshed in the wider socio-
economic context of local communities & places
(marginality, rural-urban divide, urban sprawil,...)
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« Potential for multiple benefits (private, public, intangible)

« Ambivalence and ambiguity have not acted as barriers to
restoration (so far), partly linked to:

— Flexibility of Peatland Action Programme — can encompass a
variety of approaches & interests

— The ‘experimental’ status of peatland restoration

« This might be challenged in the future (e.g. more targeted
approaches, concerns about economic efficiency, etc.)

— Necessary to consider how to deal with ambivalence and
ambiguity in the future



Related work from the research team *e*
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« Glenk, K., Martin-Ortega, J. 2018. The economics of peatland restoration. Journal of Environmental
Economics and Policy. https://doi.org/10.1080/21606544.2018.1434562.

« Martin-Ortega J, Glenk K, Byg A. 2017. How to make complexity look simple? Conveying ecosystems
restoration complexity for socio-economic research and public engagement. PLoS ONE. 12(7)

« BygA, Martin-Ortega J, Glenk K, Novo P. 2017. Conservation in the face of ambivalent public
perceptions — The case of peatlands as ‘the good, the bad and the ugly’. Biological Conservation. 206,
pp. 181-189.

«  Martin-Ortega, J., Glenk, K., Byg, A., Okumah, M. 2017. Public views and values of peatland resotration
in Scotland: Results of a quantitative study.
https://www.see.leeds.ac.uk/fileadmin/Documents/research/sri/peatlands/Views and values peatland
restoration _Scotland.pdf

 Byg, A, Glenk, K., Novo, P., and Kyle, C. (2015). Report on the workshop: Scotland’s peat bogs - rural
community perceptions on Lewis. SRUC and The James Hutton report

« Glenk, K., Schaafsma, M., Moxey, A., Martin-Ortega, J., and Hanley, N. (2014) A framework for valuing
spatially targeted peatland restoration. Ecosystem Services 9, 20-33.

« Martin-Ortega, J., Allott, T. E., Glenk, K., and Schaafsma, M. (2014) Valuing water quality improvements
from peatland restoration: Evidence and challenges.Ecosystem Services 9, 34-43.

« Martin-Ortega, J., Glenk, K., Byg, A., and Kyle, C. (2014). Scotland’s peat bogs, what do you think
about them? — I. SRUC and The James Hutton report.

« Martin-Ortega, J., Glenk, K., Byg, A., and Kyle, C. (2014). Scotland’s peat bogs, what do you think
about them? — Il. SRUC and The James Hutton report.
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