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• The income to the Crown Estate from its tenants and forestry 
enterprise was estimated per land cover (data from land agent 
and head of forestry) 

• The location and time spent conducting recreational activities 
by local people was collected (69 random semi-structured 
interviews) 

• The recreational activities were converted to monetary values 
by multiplying time by annual income 

• Values were plotted on land cover maps to show bundles of 
ecosystem services on the same land parcels 

Strategy to combine money and non-
monetary assessment of natures services 
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Arable 40 3000 100             

Improved 27 2000 162             

Hay 27 2000 162             

Acid 

grassland 
27 2000 162             

Heather and 

dwarf shrub 
10 1000 20 1 405 2       

Heather 

grass 
10 1000 20 1 405 2       

Bog grass 

dominated 
1 750 20 1 663 2       
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0 600 20 1 663 2       

Montane 0 500 0 1 663 2       

Rough low-
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0 500 0 1 0 2       
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      1959 * 144025 NE       

Conifer             0 2471 4  ERV = Estimated rental Income  
*=Per parcel – divided value by parcel area in spatial analysis 

Social and broad habitat maps of 
Glenlivet Estate 

Respondents were asked to indicated which 
recreational activities they undertook on the 
estate and identified the location of 
recreational activities e.g. walking and estimate 
how often and for how long   

Rental income 
£/ha/year  

Added value of 
recreation 
£/Person/ha/year 

£/ person/ 
parcel 

Estimated monetary 
value of walking to the 
residents of the estate 

Conclusion 
 
In practice the methodology was considered to 
have relevance as part of additional qualitative 
methods of consultation such as stakeholder 
consultation and engagement through the use of 
standard public participatory methods (workshops, 
questionnaires, public meetings, surveys etc.) 
which can inform relative stakeholder values, when 
making land use decisions at a landscape scale. 
 
However, land use decision making also requires 
an understanding of the components of that value 
(i.e. what are the landscape elements, topography, 
vegetation, heritage, infrastructure, land use type 
that contribute to that value). In this context the 
methodology could form part of a broader 
approach to data assessment. 
 

What do you think? 
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Survey  conducted January 2015 

Semi-structured interviews examining 3 overarching natural 
service categories:  
• recreation,  
• cultural and  
• cultural disservices 

Respondents asked to marked location on map and record 
frequency and duration of recreation 

Socio-demographic data gender, age, household composition, 
years lived on the Estate, employment and income collected 
(~12% of Glenlivet residents sampled)   

Prompts on recreation 

Prompts on cultural aspects 

Prompts on negative aspects 

Socio-demographics of respondents 

Female 41 
Male 28 
Grand Total 69 

  Gender (%)  Age (%) 
 Total population  Male Female <17 18-29 30-59 >60 
UK 2011 census 593 51 49 21 11 40 28 
 
Survey sample 69  41 59 3 17 41 39 
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Results of survey conducted January 2015 

Estimating the recreational value of the natural services 
Social value – time spent recreating  
Economic value – time spent recreating multiplied by annual 
income (after tax) 

Social value of recreational activities  
i.e. Time spend on activity 

Estimated economic value of  
recreational activities  

Location and valuation of where  
people went walking 
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Location and valuation of where  
people went biking 

Map provided to respondents 

What people value 
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Location and valuation of where  
people reported conducting other 
recreational activities in the built and 
natural environments and snow sports 

£/land parcel/person/year 

£/land parcel/person/year 

Location and valuation of where  
people reported shooting, fishing and 
gathering wild products  

Valued landscape characteristics  

Respondents valued the mixed landscape because of the 
variety of products it was able to provide, and the cultural 
management practices which characterise this region and 
support the provision of these products, tying in elements of 
cultural heritage.  

An analysis of  cultural disservices identified by local residents 
identified three different themes, notably light pollution, socially 
unpleasant attitudes and the prospect of wind farm 
development.  

Threats or unpleasant aspects 

Landscape Feature Unpleasant aspect 

Trees 
Scary- nature driven; 
Unpleasant- human driven 

Shooting Scary- human driven 

Eye-sores (felled areas and 
hill tracks) 

Unpleasant- human driven 

Marked trails Unpleasant-human 

Distilleries Noisy-human 

Landscape features mentioned for disservices; comprising 
both natural and man-made features  
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Dr Jan Dick  

jand@ceh.ac.uk 

Results of survey conducted January 2015 


