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Introduction and context
The Sustainable Uplands project is funded by UK research councils’ Rural Economy and Land Use (RELU) programme for four years, from 2006-2009. The aim of the project is to allow people to better anticipate, monitor and adapt to future environmental change in UK upland environments. Upland areas are subject to a range of significant environmental, socio-cultural and economic drivers which, on top of historic trends, may affect their capacity to respond and adapt to future pressures. Many upland communities are concerned about how they can continue to survive economically and build a sustainable future under these difficult impacts. In light of these challenges, this project recognises that it is vital to better understand and prepare for the future of the uplands. By combining experience and new ideas from local people with cutting-edge natural and social science, the project has come up with a choice of solutions to address future challenges that could never have been developed by either group working alone.

In 2009, the Sustainable Uplands project received an additional 14-months funding from the Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) for knowledge exchange activities. The focus for this period was to communicate the findings of the project to stakeholders in the most effective way possible. As part of this funding, the project held a series of ‘Research Outcomes’ workshops.


The workshops
Workshops were held in each of the project’s three study sites: i) Cairnsmore of Fleet and the Luce, Bladnoch, Cree, Dee and Ken catchments in Galloway, Scotland; ii) the Dark Peak of the Peak District National Park and iii) Nidderdale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in the Yorkshire Dales, North Pennines. 

The aims of these events were to:
Feedback the research outcomes of the Sustainable Uplands project
Allow stakeholders to examine and put questions directly to the research team
Bring upland stakeholders together to discuss options for policy and practice
Bring people together to discuss how we can use the presented information to move forward and turn research into practice

Workshop 1
Study site: Cairnsmore of Fleet and the Luce, Bladnoch, Cree, Dee and Ken catchments in Galloway, Scotland.
This workshop was held in collaboration with Southern Uplands Partnership as part of their Carbon in the Uplands conference at Moffat House Hotel, Moffat on Tuesday 20 April 2010. There were approximately 60 attendees, representing, among others, SEPA, Scottish government, IUCN, Environment Agency, National Trust, Natural England, Forestry Commission, Scottish Natural Heritage and a number of UK universities. Please see Appendix 1 for Carbon in Uplands conference information and the Sustainable Uplands workshop programme.

Workshop 2
Study site: The Dark Peak of the Peak District National Park
This workshop was organised in collaboration with Moors for the Future Partnership (http://www.moorsforthefuture.org.uk) and was held in the Peak District National Park at Losehill Hall, Hope Valley on Wednesday 02 June 2010. Approximately 20 attendees represented, among others, the farming community, Moors for the Future partnership, Natural England, National Trust, Environment Agency, RSPB, National Farmers Union and Peak District National Park Authority. Please see appendix 2 for the Peak District workshop programme.

Workshop 3
Study site: Nidderdale Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty in the Yorkshire Dales, North Pennines.
This workshop was held on Tuesday 08 June 2010 at Nidderdale High School, Pateley Bridge, Nidderdale. The 30 attendees represented the local farming community, Natural England, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust, National Farmers Union, Yorkshire Water, RSPB, Federation of Yorkshire Commoners and Moorland Graziers, Nidderdale Business Association, Yorkshire Dales River Trust and the local council. Please see Appendix 3 for the Peak District workshop programme.


Methods
Workshop 1, held in Moffat, Scotland, followed a slightly different process than those held in the Peak District and Nidderdale.

In Moffat, the project team presented an overview of the main research outcomes, followed by a question and answer session. Participants were then asked to contribute thoughts and comments to nine policy and practice initiatives. Each initiative was written on a separate piece of flipchart paper and located at stations around the workshop. The paper had the initiative description and then three panels for participants to add comments on ‘Advantages’, ‘Disadvantages/Barriers’ and ‘Ways to further develop the initiative to increase effectiveness’ (see Figures 1 and 2). 


Figure 1. Policy and Practice initiative with room for comment on ‘Advantages’, ‘Disadvantages/Barriers’ and ‘Further ideas’.
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Figure 2. Moffat workshop participants during workshop session

In the Peak District and Nidderdale, research outcomes were presented by members of the Sustainable Uplands team with small and more frequent question and answer sessions. Participants were then asked to divide into several small discussion groups around pre-determined themes, facilitated by a member of the Sustainable Uplands team (see Figure 3). These themes had been selected based on previous upland research and workshops led by the Sustainable Uplands project over the course of the last 5 years. The groups then provided feedback to each other at the end of the workshop.
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Figure 3. Nidderdale workshop discussion groups



Outcomes from workshop session and discussion groups
Table 1 summarises some outcomes from the Moffat workshop session. A general consensus was that research needed to recognise site-specific information. Participants highlighted the need for innovative research and policies that take into account the practicality of farming practices. Financial support was deemed to have a large influence on land management practices and it was suggested that uptake of new policies could be increased if the issues were communicated clearly and effectively to all stakeholders involved.

Table 2 details some of the outcomes from the discussion groups held at the Peak District workshop. At this workshop, the reactions to restructuring financial support were, on the whole, favourable. However, it was highlighted that a restructuring should not bring with it additional administration obligations. Participants acknowledged the importance of an influential social network when attempting to successfully introduce new upland policy initiatives, highlighting the need to communicate with influential groups and individuals.

The workshop held in Nidderdale had the largest representation of the farming community out of the three workshops. The wide range of stakeholders present provided a particularly broad spectrum of views and opinions during discussion groups. There was a strong focus on water quality discussions with participants commenting that water quality and quantity shouldn’t be overlooked when considering paying land managers for ecosystem services. As in the Peak District, ground-level practicalities were recognised as essential to take into account when proposing upland policy initiatives. Also noted were the practicalities of infrastructure (which is often lacking) when considering renewable energy advancements in the uplands. Table 3 details some of the outcomes from the Nidderdale discussion groups. 

All workshops recognised the need to promote farming as a career choice in schools and colleges because there is a current lack of new farmers. This is an area of high concern and the need to increase the number of new farmers was emphasised at all workshops. With regards to current upland policy, participants commented that the ‘goal posts are constantly moving’ but recognised the influence of monetary rewards on changing land management practices.


Table 1. Outcomes of workshop session in Moffat, Scotland.
	Policy and practice initiative
	Advantages of this initiative
	Disadvantages of this initiative
	How can this initiative be further developed to increase effectiveness?

	Approve existing or develop new options for controlling ticks in wild deer populations to facilitate stocking with hill cattle
	Less density of deer e.g. 1/5ha to allow vegetation recovery

	Need innovation in the uplands e.g. strengthening local community involvement 
Methane emissions from cattle 
The risk of a build up of immunity to treatments 
Poses problems for organic 
Please no more insecticides in the environment! 
What's wrong with deer/venison/stalking/wildlife/wellies/gaitors? Less fat on the meat 
Why just cattle? More likely to gain support of consider benefits for people, wildlife etc.

	

	Coordinate control of common problem species (e.g. foxes and ravens) between upland estates.
	
	Lack of evidence of a problem (raven is a protected species and requires a special licence for control; foxes and crows do not.) 
Lack of keepers in certain areas.
Creation of fox sinks
Not a problem in my part of the world
How much of a problem species is Raven - surely you mean crows?
Ravens are much less of an issue if they are at all
Farms already work together re. fox control (but we LIKE ravens!) 
Foxes/ravens not a problem where cover is good

	More information on raven populations

	Retain sheep in grouse moors to act as 'tick mops' and create tracks in snow to help grouse and other upland birds access food. (If more sheep become unprofitable under the future scenarios, they may more than pay for themselves via benefits to game.)
	The sheep economy is only 2 centuries old in highlands and lowlands 
“Clearances" - was a cattle economy prior to that. So there is no need to retain sheep economy if sufficient for food can be raised elsewhere in UK. 
The 'Game Economy' as we know it is also only 2 centuries old (post-clearances) therefore game economy need not be sustained if another food/financial is possible

	Sheep welfare 
All these questions based on vested interests and business as usual. Do we have some debts to pay back in the uplands? 
No proof it's an issue - habitat quality much more important 
Methane emissions 
Treating sheep has implication for health and safety of people treating them 
Imaginative justifications for sheep but is any of this proven? 
With high (medium) numbers of deer unlikely to work.
	Also check using small cattle - they are better at biodiverse grazing than sheep.
Other animals would create tracks for grouse, deer etc. How about Beaver to block drains/reduce flooding?


	More funded training schemes to encourage land management skills (e.g. Managed burning, moorland restoration.)
	High priority -skilled more confident workforce. 
Fosters collaboration.
New skills
New approaches
Imagination
Diversity
More skilled workforce may want more pay.

	Current SRDP is a bit confusing for many (Have you tried to complete a moorland management plan?). 
Training needs to incorporate information regarding funding, plus support to implement actions. 
Jobs need to be created - i.e. wider funding cycle as with bigger picture 
Once trained, is there the money to provide employment? 
Outside living/over-worked farmers = can be difficult to find time to go to town to a training course. 
Needs to be industry or  trusted association to do this (YES!)
	Need participatory advocator of the process retaining benefits 
Need to measure benefits of trained workforce implementing actions e.g. GHG accounting tools etc 
N.B Future grants/subsidies likely to require demonstration of GHG emissions 
Targeted training and incentives i.e. more shepherding of flocks to reduce high localised impacts 
Consistent application of regulation. 
Need to incentivise land managers to attend and use the skills - SFP's?
Do more films, TV, Radio: a more effective way to communicate.
Do more farm walks 
Create 'competition' between farmers; make carbon farming the norm 
Need training schemes for local politicians and policy managers


	Find ways to exchange ideas/best practice between innovative practitioners nationwide.
	Focus on spatial scale which has bio-geographical and cultural meaning and link to local political and community structures.
Internet - local meetings where change is suggested.
Not reinventing wheels
Well researched data supported by practical understanding can help positively influence policy.
Ensure shared aims.

	Research and ideas that are academic do not properly appreciate the real practicality of managing the land. They can still filter into government policy and can become noose to land managers.
Finance 
Same solution may not be best one in different locations. May need site-specific solutions 
Inter agency working = competing agendas. 
Not many people attend meetings. Older and unemployed people do not have internet 
No cash. 
Geographical differences may include legislative differences e.g. Scotland vs England vs Wales 
Over technical language in different sectors.
	Need diversity in the uplands to deal with scenarios not anticipated. 
Areas Advisory groups on soils and water. Demonstration farms and open days
Invite more partners to collaborative science programmes - be more inclusive. 
Articles in Scottish Farmer and Farmers weekly. 
Attractive leaflets/Farm visits

	Finding ways to form partnerships across region to develop habitat linkages, manage increases in recreational activities etc.
	Overall recreational potential enhanced
Potential for economies of scale.

	Time - need dedicated person facilitating this. Fragmented land ownership. 
Finance. Linking policy drivers. Different organisations have different objectives. 
Partnership working needs facilitation -someone needs to be given the job of doing this! 
Need for incentive schemes that fosters partnership bits access landownership boundaries.
Scale at which habitats are required makes partnership difficult - too many diverse owners.
Communities being involved and understanding ecosystems/landscape linkage.
	Regional/bioregional strategies based on good habitat information. Partnerships: between organisations and landholders/managers. 
Evaluate existing partnership delivery 
Good idea but suggest it is wider than habitat and recreation e.g. flood resilience or water quality etc. 
Use river basin management planning and area advisory groups to deliver. 
Link core path plans and local access


	Managing the land through activities (such as grip-blocking/revegetating bare peat) for carbon as well as other multiple benefits.
	Can achieve a range of ecosystem services Carbon storage. Climate change mitigation.
Ecological benefits.
Protecting existing stocks
Increase biodiversity
Carbon capture, carbon sequestration very important. 
Significant ecosystem service benefits. E.g food management. 
Lots of wind farm exist on peat in Scotland: do we know the details of wind farm/peat moorland carbon system?
	Who pays?
What happens to people who still use peat for fuel? Further data required to quantify and evaluate the benefits. 
Is grip blocking always successful? Are there subtleties to technique? 
More research needed to method/best practice and effectiveness. 
Balance between wind farm developments and peatland restoration. How much damage does wind farms cause? 
Loss of income from other services/variability in carbon price. 
Trees are better C stores? Land area is limited for tree planting? Biofuel also needs consideration 
New concept for land managers. Do farmers want to become 'park keepers'?
Needs long term commitment 
Such services have been bigged up - need clear science to develop evidence based policy. 
Land managers see this as negative 
Dividing up payments when there are multiple benefits? I.e. not just C credits. 
Lack of payment for benefits and therefore resistance from land managers/owners.
	Site-specific data to demonstrate that likely to achieve objectives. 
Prioritise work programmes by obtaining more information re. peat condition depth and long term climate scenarios and biodiversity.
Use short/medium term 'buffer' funding opportunities to help test and develop e.g. renewable energy funds - wind farms. 
R&D to demonstrate benefits to land manager interests (current) grouse/sheep.
Need info as to extent this is required - number 
Link to rural development priorities payments - pay the right amount!
Catchment scale targeting for multiple benefits and wise use of limited resources.
Increased awareness raising and understanding of issue and potential benefits. - Sounds good but difficult to do.
Demonstrate that benefits are real as opposed to theoretically possible - YES!
Money linked to benefit - where does money come from/what is best?
Be clear on scale of benefits from water. 
SRDP: rural priorities. Moorland Management Plans should be consistent with good practice for carbon.


	Manage increased recreation to reduce risk of damage from wildfire e.g. access point control, firebreaks.
	Recreational rent could pay to reduce risk
Biodiversity and C storage opportunities.
Opening up the countryside increases awareness of and familiarity with upland areas and issues - helps promote support.

	Funding 
Scottish outdoor access permits effectively free access - so controlling access would/could run counter to this. Who will pay for controlling access? 
Increasing fire spreads means reducing area of commercial forestry therefore land owner loses crop yields - who pays? 
Identifying best practice. 
I hate being 'managed' - so does my dog! 
Only 5 million people in Scotland therefore 1/10 the number of people to start fires! Plus very high rainfall.
	Identify the fire risk posed by different vegetation condition including 60year stands of heather and bryophyte domination. 
Fire risk is a combination of the hazard e.g. dry vegetation, wind, dry weather, and a fire source e.g. cigarette, muir burn, arson, camp fires. Recreation use is only part of the equation
Focus on fire management generally rather focus specifically on those undertaking recreation. 
Manage the growth to support recreation and wildfire. 
Means to reduce the amount of N and P available to calluna and how growth rates/structure react.


	Restructure financial support so majority of payments are linked to provision of ecosystem services (as per policy and Practice Note)
	Financial reward for multi-purpose benefits, rather than one e.g. denced production or just for being there. 
Financial support is a major influence on changing land management practices. A more diverse and healthy environment ('what's this?) which benefits economy and quality of life - for all not just owner/manager of land. 
Most likely to happen. 
Money talks! 
Need to look for more private investment vs. traditional funding sources post 2020 
Climate change and economy will lead Ecosystem services are often reinforcing: wildlife, water, peatlands, carbon.
Financial support is a past compensation for loss of national income.
	Reform of CAP virtually impossible - it gets too complex - money making lobby too powerful. 
Too many variables - ensuring it is a working policy Even with modelling to optimise services which an area can provide there will be conflicts. Need catchment-wide sign-up to provide the same services.
Need an audit of ecosystem  services at national and regional level and attach value
Majority of what payments? SFP is major and it is still linked to food and social. 
Remember food production and forestry are also ecosystem services and the most tangible ones.
Resistance to 'regulation' and 'red-tape'. 
Diverting the majority of payments is unrealistic in the short term and would have to be phased.
	Possible opportunity to look at priorities in Scottish level use strategy. 
Consider monitoring results rather than prescriptions.
Habitats like peatlands provide multiple benefits; therefore should they receive greater payments?
All financial support must be based on compulsory delivery of basic environmental and biodiversity management.
Cross-compliance a must. NO gain, no reward.
Target the ecosystem services depending on best value for an area e.g. food, timber, soil, water protection or climate change. 'Agree but what is value?' 
To encourage uptake need more than fast money. Tend to work better with personal contract and support in applications and in implementation.  E.g. project manager and people on the ground.








Table 2. Outcomes from Peak District National Park workshop. This table shows the notes made by facilitators of group discussions.
	Discussion Group 1: Profitability of hill farming: Restructuring financial support so majority of payments are linked to provision of ecosystem services (as per Policy and Practice Note) and the lack of new farmers and its knock-on effects for future adaptation: causes and solutions

	Favourable
Important to incomes to maintain payments
Getting more difficult and selective
Farmers doing what they want to do
People like what they are doing (value)
ESA worked
Minimum payments kept people going – consequences of no minimum
Now – lots of people want a say
People need security to stay on the land
Total levels need to be profitable
Long term security
Tenancies getting shorter
Separate payments
Risk of squeeze on prices
Landscape payments
Should we be trading in these goods and services?
Payments (UELS) can be very small – is it worth it? Uptake 10%
UELS
Need the money
Rates of payments (per ha) compared to work required (e.g. walls) not worth it for many
Baggage and too much followed (forms etc)
Too much in admin
Margins are too tight
Payments – rent
Harder to make investments
Snowball to deterioration
ESA – ELS – money going down all the time, food prices unrealistic
Spending cuts? – on ELS?
Depends on what you have to do to achieve payments – where are the compromises and what must stay?
Rewilding is the worst option for wildlife, heritage, livelihoods, tourism
Management needs to be recognised


	Discussion Group 2: Options for the effective management of increased recreation (with specific reference to reducing risk of damage from wildfire)

	New visitors to National parks
Lack of understanding of upland heritage (does this matter?)
Education – 
With messages specific to country code
In MLTE qualifications
If climate change increases risk in future, what should we do on education?
Not going to happen on ‘what if?’ scenarios
Trend spotting
Next recreation growth? E.g. disposable BBQs
Predicting what happens next is difficult
Not a prescriptive approach – adaptive
Target efforts into fire-risk areas
Need to work with the user groups (local access forums) – before authoritarian approach
Voluntary arrangements – often as useful as statutory
An increase in wild camping







Table 3. Outcomes from Nidderdale workshop. This table shows the notes made by facilitators of group discussions.Outcomes.
	Discussion Group 1: The lack of new farmers and its knock-on effects for future adaptation: causes and solutions

	Causes:
Money 
Labour is expensive
Costs are higher
Alternatives more attractive for farming families and for others
Leads to a loss of knowledge – but also pass on bad habits?
Farming is not promoted as a possibility in schools and education
There is a need to encourage more to realise the potential of agriculture
There is a demand for farming but reality is that it is hard
SFP promoted inefficiency in some small farms
Danger of traditionalism
Solutions:
Need ways for older farmers to retire out of farming
Need young farmers groups to inspire and promote farming
Target those outside industry
Need to promote and attract best students, overcome curriculum barriers, gain practical experience
Should not subsidise non-viable farms but support viable ones – and support new opportunities
Got to be profitable and then this knowledge can be passed on
Balance dangers on farms to encourage children – target age groups? 16+
Combining best knowledge across generations
Attract more women/young women, who can be more innovative
Long-term tenancies


	Discussion Group 2: Profitability of hill farming: Restructuring financial support so majority of payments are linked to provision of ecosystem services (as per Policy and Practice Note)

	Goal posts constantly moving
Major uncertainty over future regime means can’t plan
Need to put a stop to “slipper farms” who play the system. I.e. “The less I do, the more I earn”. No public benefits or food
Most SFP going to lowlands
Uplands deliver more for less money
Need to move away from paying on basis of ‘income forgone’
Uplands need bigger share of SFP
People get benefits downstream
Agents and owners siphoning off money that doesn’t reach tenants/land
Schemes shouldn’t be micromanaged
More flexibility/simplicity
What do upland communities want/how do they think the hills should be managed?
CRC have done this in their report
Principles:
Keep it simple
Who produces the goods gets the money
Prevent over- and under-grazing. Keep stock numbers relatively stable
Reduce monitoring burden/agency staff
But how do you monitor benefits
Reduce complexity
People don’t know they can go into HLS??? With Associations, e.g. landowners go in with graziers
Bid into payments
People decide who does what with money
Associations
People find it hard to work together
Don’t like knowing what each other are getting
Key Points: simplicity and go to the right people


	Discussion Group 3: Renewable Energy

	Fuel for Drax etc
Government tariffs – heat
Infrastructure problems for power production lines
Reservoirs etc not being used for power
Outside of infrastructure problem there is ~5 year payback
“planning” issues
Managed woodland - very small amounts in region
Off-gas network large in region
River flow – WFD
Barrier to abstraction for hydropower
Incentives – heat/feed in tariffs
National policy
Practicalities of access
NIMBY
Small vs large scale
Target spatially
Water/wind/biofuels
Technological advances in design


	Discussion Group 4: The role of land management in influencing water quality and managing the land through activities (such as grip-blocking/revegetating bare peat) for carbon as well as other multiple benefits.

	Complex issue
Local knowledge is key
Transfer of results essential
Multiple management influences water quality
Management (gripping) also on dry heath – not only b. Bog
Individual recipie for earth area/unit
Grip blocking
A good idea for quality
Mn levels
Reduces flashy runoff
Erosion
S. Seds clog up
River bed gravels
Spawning
Treat earth grip on its own merits
Burning
Conflict in data
Scale issue
Sharing knowledge – communication
Timing for monitoring
-knowledge of water transfer rates
Microbial communities – research area – doc output and burning
‘hot spots’ – targeted action
Maintenance of water company assets
Grazing
Mixed grazing systems
Holistic approach with other managements e.g. burning
Has to be economic
Cattle numbers declining – herd numbers bigger but fewer
More research into the impacts of grazing
Different approach to scenario development 
Start with a blank canvas and build up
Bracken
Fertiliser on the in-bye – what is the pH – survey limiting
Crypad and cattle
Different investment decisions from different companies
Policy for water quality
Make sure we don’t overlook quality as well as quantity when paying land managers for ecosystem services
What is the baseline? Is the current baseline the best? Was it 50 years ago?
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Sustainable Uplands: Research Outcomes
Wednesday 2 June, Losehill Hall, Castleton

PROGRAMME

	09:30 – 10:00
	Registration (tea/coffee available)

	Introduction and wider context
	
10:00
	
Introduction to workshop

	
	10:05
	The uplands in context: Christopher Dean, Moors for the Future Partnership

	
	10:40
	Sustainable Uplands: Introduction to the project and methods


	11:10 – 11:30
	Break (tea/coffee available)

	Demonstration of project outcomes
	
11:30
	
Sustainable Uplands: Summary of outcomes and scenarios (4 team presentations focussing on water quality, carbon, property rights and flooding)

	
	12:00
	Screening of films and discussion of scenario work, with opportunities for questions


	12:45 – 13:30
	LUNCH

	Moving forward: How can we respond to future change?
	
13:30
	
Introduction to discussion session

	
	13:40
	Small group discussions; 
Prioritising options for policy and practice 

	
	14:10
	Feedback and questions from small group discussions 

	
	15:00
	Concluding summary; key messages from the day
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Sustainable Uplands: Research Outcomes
Tuesday 8 June, Nidderdale High School, Pateley Bridge

PROGRAMME

	09:30 – 10:00
	Registration (tea/coffee available)

	Introduction and wider context
	
10:00
	
Introduction to workshop

	
	10:05
	Sustainable Uplands: Introduction to the project and methods


	11:0 – 11:20
	Break (tea/coffee available)

	Demonstration of project outcomes
	
11:20
	
Sustainable Uplands: Summary of outcomes and scenarios (4 team presentations focussing on water quality, carbon, property rights and flooding)

	
	11:50
	Screening of scenario films and discussion of scenario work, with opportunities for questions


	12:45 – 13:30
	LUNCH

	Moving forward: How can we respond to future change?
	
13:30
	
Introduction to discussion session

	
	13:40
	Small group discussions; 
Prioritising options for policy and practice 

	
	14:10
	Feedback and questions from small group discussions 

	
	15:00
	Concluding summary; key messages from the day
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