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Th~ eCOnOInid eVCiluation Of pro po. sa Is conce~ning envix-:onrc:ental 
resourcessuffer.smClllY disQelievers; t.heeconom.e~v~luatioIl 
ofseientifie .re$~al:'ch faces :similar resistance ..Anat.t:emptto 
unciertakethe econoJllic evaluation of enviro~ental research 
panaccorcU~~gl:ybe expectedt() receive: a degreeo£' 'scepticisIn 
whicnis, :spmeord~r$ of~agnitude.9'r:eater .. 

-,rherearea varietyofreasonsfo:J; this b'(lt an .important ana 
i.s .lixelyto be thaperceived impo.ss.il)ility oft:he 'tasJeof 
meas~rin~ 'tlie. UJ;lllle~surable'lI .~he'd.ouble ,intangibles' of non­
ntarketedenviroll1llental amenities andsel;V'ices plust-he 
1.U1ce:r:tain .bep~fitsofreseardh al:e seen tQPose an 
,insllrtllount:abletneasurement problem. 

But.such.ehallengescu:e 'the food of X'asearcll; :and aide<J;byt.he 
twi.npre$s~rea()j;rap~dlytightetling lludg$tsandsignificant.ly 
i1'1QrE!a$ec1 'pX'essures £Ql,;'aqc()un.tability~d.pe;-for)Ilance j. 
p~ogr~ss .isl?eing .mad~- .1;lyprofes$iQna1economist$ in 
addressi~g.the~edh~l.letl.ges.. Tlli$is. particul.rlytruein the . 
£ie14 .of !environmenta.leconc)IQ.ies,.wll,ereapproachesstJ.c:has 
travel. C::Qst,.conting~nt v(3.;luation and. hedonic pricing are 
r~lat.ively well establ,ishe4 (see forexample~Jldall;.Sorgand 
Loomis;.I;oomis an4Walsll;Jakobsson ,and.Dretgwl;YQung).. Indeed 
:tbe app.lic~tion ofsuchmet:bodsascont.ingentvalllat:ion. 'are 
requi;redbytbeO$~ovel:'runentinthe assessIttent. ofprpposals 
£orwater~esource development . (,O'SWaterResources .CoMe!l) .~ 
The application of thes~ 'InElt:hods in AUS.tralia bas been less 
widespread (examples include ~~nnett;Carter;: Sillden). 

Inth$. evaluationofresearch,t,1:l.e need to ·~st.imate the value 
of non 'market benefitspo$e$siJUilar p~oblem.softtleasure111ent 
t'o t.hQs~ encount~red in t1).eeconotnic evaluation of 
,~nvir:QnmebtalprQP()sals ... Hencethel:'eappears to b~ scop,e for 
emplo:¥ing apprdaQh~s such as cv.Nin the evaluation of research 
cbaract~risedby tbe generation of non pricedoutput,s 
(JoQnston). 

the'purpo$(! oftbispaper is to ,report. ont-he resultst.o date 
'pfacase ::rtudyeval\1ation Of a research project. being 
condudted,hyt.be Divis;ion of Wildlife and Ecology .. The projeot 
concez:ns the developmento£ a·techllique to 'estimate the 
distr~butionof fl'Ora and fauna, in thetemperat.eforeats of 
.sQutheaste~n Australia .Th~ evaluationinc1udesappl,icat.ion 
ofth~contingent 'valuationxnathod.. Althoughtlle .analysis is 
not: yet. <:;oll1pletedr: :it :is sufficiently well advanced for 
preliminary r est11ts to be of interest ,and to be exposed to 
critical .t'eview .. 
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Backgr~UDd 

In respo~$~t:() th~n~~dto undertakex-esearch evaluation, 
specif:iedin th~ .Minister.ialGuidelineshanded down tQ CSIRO 
in 198.8,. tile :Institu.teof Natur.a1ResourcesandEnvironnt~nt 
(INEtElinCSIRO.engaged the authors to undertake a serieso£ 
ease study evaluationsofpX'oject. res~archconducted in 'the 
OiviaionS: ,wllich make up the Institute. The present paper 'is 
concerned with the case stUdy nominated by the Division. of 
Wildlife and. :Ecology (DWE) re,l at ing to project research iothe 
temperate forests of southeastern :Australia. 

The objective of the research is to develop.an. understanding 
of the cU. stributi on of vegetation communities and .foX'est.fauna 
and of their dynamics: in response to .10gging in the southeast 
temperate forests. 

TheDWE·research c()JllIl1encedin 1979 and is continuing. This 
case study .focl,1ses on the reseCirch to datewhicb. has primarily 
been undertaken .inthe south eastfo.rests ofNSW..As a result 
of that research, techniques have been developedwhich~nable 
the incidence of species to be identified and predicted ina 
cost. effective manner. 

The southeast forests of New South Wales have for some time 
beennot~dfor t.he conflic1:; lnresouree use between timber 
pro<iuctionand pr~servationof,plant lifeandhabitc:it:..On.e 
outcome ·of the OWE research will be the generation of 
information which will assist in th.eresolution.ofthat 
conflict:. by allowing a more informed debate to ta~ep1ace 
about the benefits of preservation compared with the more 
easily measured benefits of lQgging. Asecondanticipat.ed 
outcome is improved forest management , .and forest management 
practicesinNSW' 'have already been influenced .bytbe research 
findingst.o data. 

l\n&lytical. Approach 

.Following what is now a wellest:.ablished tradition in the 
evaluation of publicly funded activities, a benefit cost 
approach wasadopt;.ed (seeS\lgdenand 'William.s;Mishan; 
'Pearce) • There aI;"e of course a number of issues associated 
with the application of benefit cost analysis which are still 
being debated in the econolIlicsprofession, including choice of 
d:i.scountrate, the related social opportunity cost of public 
funds , and the .extent to which BCA should addressques.tions of 
eqqit.1l as well as efficiency (for recent discussion see Lind, 
Y.oung) • 

In addition,thenonma.rket characteristics of many 
enviroIl1llental resources and the uncertainties associated with 
the impact of research fUrther st()~e the fires of the 
measurement cieb at: e. • Indeed the theoretical problems are 
!;u:obablyfar outweighed. by the data problems. 
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Despite'this, encouraging prQ~ress has, beenll\ade, in ,reducing 
t~e ,lUaghitudeof a number of criticalprobl.ems, particul.arl.y 
tho,seoccurring in relation to envir,onmencal reSOl,lrces'. 
Refe:t;'enc;:ehs already been made to teC:hniq1lE:\8 develop$dto 
addresftt.l)e ,probl~1U of measuring non priced gQods and 'services 
and t.he, point has been made ,that, the, contingent valuation 
method (CV!1) in particular offers ,potential for addressing 
similar problems in the evaluation of research. 

In this context , 'the BCA approach has been%;'eadi11' adopted for 
ex-:postanalysis of re$earcJ:l, (for examples see !~ar~den ,et,a.l; 
Edwards and Freebairn;Lindnerand Jarrett.). HOwever for ex 
ante analysis, some modifications to ,the conventional formula 
are needed (see Davis etal,.; Lindner) ,andtJ:leevaluation 
framework used in tJ:le series of case study evaluations of 
research being undertaken for INRE is based on the following 
extended BCA formula: 

E (NPV)=2:"t 2:i (Pi .ait .Bit -Ct ) (l+rl-t 

where: E '(Nl?V) = expected net. present value of the streams 
of benefits less costs; 

p. 
1. 

Bit 

Ct 
r 

= probability of tl1lccess of research and 
development in ,generating the 'ith 'benefit 

= level of adQption/diffusion of ith 
benefit in year t; 

= value of ith benefit in ye'ar t, 

= value of R&D costs in year t; 

= social 4ate of discount; 

i = type of benefit (if more than one from 
the R&D), orregionlstate, or cOlDlUunity 
group • 

. In the case of the south eaat forests research the particular 
problem is to obtain a measure of the benefits. 

It .is clear that the benefits of the research are not amenable 
to ready measurement by market based variables. To obtain 
estimates ofthevall,le ·of these benefits, it was necessary to 
approach the perceived .beneficiaries of the research. The 
pen,eficial'.:'ies .fall into two categories viz the community at 
large, and the users of the researchoutput- the resource 
mC11;lagers, int11,is case the Forestry Coxr~uission of NSW. 

Jrorpresentpurposeswe will restrict our attention to the 
a.pproachadopted ·toobtain estimates of the value of the 
research to the ultimate benefi.ciaries, the community • 

The CVM is a survey based approach, whereby a hypothetical 
market is created for the unpriced good or service being 
evaluated and respondents are asked to provide estimates of 
their maximum wil.J.ingness to pay,WTP, (and/or minimum 
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compensation which would beaccepted,WTA) to achieve (or 
avoi.d)theassoci~ted changE;'! .inwelfare,(fJae CUmmingset al; 
Pearce and Ma~ltyancial,. An advantage. of the CVM approach for 
llsein SCA istl1atthe value estimates generated can be 
'interpreted directly as observations of theappr.opriate 
compensating val.uesof economic surplus' (RandaJ.l.). 

,A number o'fpotential. sources of bias have been attributed to 
CVM responses, and theval.idity o.fsuchestimateshas been 
questioned (seef.orex~pleBisbop et al.; Cummings et al.). A 
IlUlllberofrecent .studies have addressed this issue and 
spec:::i£ic sources of .responsebias have l::)eentested, (see for 
example. Boy1e and Bishop; Sinden; Smith et al.).Many of the 
results,. but not all. have either indicated an absence of 
significant bias or have led to the intrOduction of 
refinements to theprC)cedure~ llsed.Nee(ilessto say these 
effortsax;econtinuing,andfurther progress can be expected 
andin<:leedhoped for because the 'techniqt.:!.e do.es not yet appear 
to have passed the 1a\19h test among policy makers in 
Australia. 

Thecurx-ent state of play has been wel.l. described by Randall.: 

'The consensus amqng p~o~es.sionals basgradtzallysbifted. from 
the skeptical -- "Ask a hypothetical qqestion and you get ,,a 
bypothetical CUlswer" --to 'the .CllutiotJSlyoptintistic .... 
..... • Opti.nti.smis engendered by empirical studies that have 
shownCVH~esultsare consistent· with actualcbo;icebehavio~, 
systematically relatedtodeznographiccbaracteristicsBndtbe 
aViilila}:)ility o£stlbsti.tutes Md.complements, and consistent 
withtheresu:ltsof :hedonic and'travel cost studies'. 

Randall. do~showever .identify 'soIne persistent anomalies in 
CVM. di;ltasets' including ,the sensitivity of CVM values to the 
payment method nominated to resp()ndenes(Boy.le etal.); 
signi.ficant di vergencebetweenWTP ~dWTA. (Knetschand 
Sind.en);andtheappeal;ance .ofzex:-o valuations .for desired 
commodities inWTP formats • Randall. concludes that : 

'while s.omeofthe old questionsccncerning CVMare yet to be 
resolved, ,innovations in.the CVH research program. continue 
.apace ............ ... these developments will tandto enhance the 
potential of CVM to generate reliable benefits data'. 

In the: interim, CVM is the onl.yt.echniqueavailable to 
measure non use and most. nonma:cket valued benefits of 
research.. On the. basis of work to date we would argue that 
the applicationo.f CVM wil.l. pr.ovide estimates which at least 
inorde.ro:fmagnitude terms do have validity for policy 
guidance. 

Data 

!:Co ~pply the CVM, a mail questionnaire survey of the 
community was. condQcted..~he CVM scenario was designed in as 
realisti,camanner aspossibleandrespondent.swere asked to 
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estimate the increase in welfare they would receive in terms 
oftl\e~rwillingness to pay to have the scenario implemented. 
The sC(i!nar.io .pre$ented in thequestionnaireiQv'ol ved.CSIRO 
undextakirtg::r~search to provide infoJ;IUationto aJ:·l.ow improved 
management· decisions alJout the location and size l)f 

conservation reserves. Thecontingeney on which tbe estimated 
vc;llue ,~s, based is that if tile r,asearch was' notundertalten 
thentheimprQved ~aIlag(:!1Uent \would ,not be~chieved and there 
W0't11d.bea.~.i.akQf ,108$ ofhabitc;lt, and 1plantandwildl.ifa. 

'rhequestionnairewassent to arandom1y$e1ectec:lsanlple of 
1031 people registeredonth~l Cqmmonwealth F.lectoJ:'13.1.J!01'l. 
ThesampJ.e wasstr.ati~ied·such tbat 'ilrzmdomsul) sample of 
400 was drawnfromthe·Eden ... Mona:rQE:lectoJ;'aIDivision,which 
iathe ax-sa in whichtberesearch is primaJ:'ily.cClncentrated, 
ancltberemai.lling s~ santples were drawne<r..la11yfro~ the 
other 50 NSWElectoralDivisions and t.he2AC~ .Division$. 

Wi1:hinea,eboftne geographic.strata,thesample wa.sfurtller 
strat:l.ti~dby~plittingeach sub sample in two :for the 
purpo~eo£t'!.ontparing two (!lltez:pati ve .meth()ds :of payment -one 
based j!)n WJ:J?toC1special .re$eaJ:'cnfund directl;y 'from income, 
;andtheother on WTP to tbesame fund via i'n.creased t~es. 

InanattEUnpt to ove,rcomepoten~ial.re$p()nse bias infa,vour 
of tl1G Qout.heast.forests :in NSW,tbe.contextof theWTl? 
x-esponsew.as .brpa.d.ene4l:>Yin:i.tia:llyseekipgestimate~for: 
:simi.l,a,J:r.e!1.ea.J;'ch in.~l.lnZltiveforest:s ·ofAgstra1ia,·at1ci 
.respondent::" were then.~sked toclivic::le. the initialtot~l. WTP 
:betweennat.ivet'ore$t.s excluding the southeast fO:r:est:s.of 
NSWcmd the I'attar • 

. The :overallresponse ra,te,. £0 11 owing a reminder, was ,30% 
'.whic~ . 'Was .. r~9'a:r:ded .a's ,adequate tor this type of apPl':oach. Tlle 
'o~rall ,representativeness oft.he .$~Plerespondentswas 
chec:ke.dby . ·comparin9'.socio~economicch~.act:erist:ics of 
re~pon<ient:8a9'ailult those of the Nsw/ACT populations. 

'For ,tl1Ei .penefitc:ost ·c;ma~ysis" .. benefits .. ,f:t:omtne .rese(!lrcb are 
,also .. 1i'1telyto~cc~eto :forest .andnatu:r:al .resourceJJlanagers 
l:llother states and:.to.theAustJ:'aliancQmtUunity.outsidethe 
El.ec::toJ;alJ)ivisionscovered by . the survey,,,: HoweveJ; in the 
.fiX'atin$tanC:$, attention. was tocusad on the value of 
benef.it$tothecommunit:y in the~.lectoralDiv'isions 
surveyed~ 

Npn ,tt&DQostaof iD;lpl~entingt.he .researcb.output .. plus the 
9PP9~unityCQ8t .. of. l.ogging ~ore9o.n;easaresultofany 
con$ervat,ion:rnea:stlres :introd1,1cedshouldbe ded.uctedfroUlthe 
expeci;ed. vmlue.oft.hebenefits" . .AtthetiD;le ofdrafti:ng'.t.his 
paper:, we . did. not . yetll.ave ,est.iIp.a.t.esof. these'impl~entation 
co .. sts$and;hencetheest.imatesofe~pected benefits will be 
overat.at.ed.We do 'no.t 'however ant:,ic~pate '1;.ba1: ·the degX'eeof 
erro:r.re8ultingwillbesucba.s toalterqr:eatlythe re.lative 
or~s.of~a9'Qit:ude 'obt:ainedfort.beestimates ·ofthe 
bene·fits. 
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Cost 'e~tilllates ()ft:he~'J)()natl' .annual basis fortbe relevant: 
time .. perl()4tteX'tlQbt:ainedt~omDWE~cientists <! ,.A;11owance wa. 
JU.de .fcu:overhE)tac;i. 'CQst;sas well cUI! direct l3alaryandotner 
qosts .... Values .of unity were . assigned to tp'(pX'obal:>ilitY'Qf 
succes8Qf :R&D) ~d'a.'(adopt:.ipn level) because ,it hi!$ been 
asswned 'that. the w:r~'·estitnat.es,were given in .tller..nQwledge 
that tll~re,.,as;soJftex:iskQf f'p'<l,{Ulc::lof ',a/< 100% .. 
Clc:l~J:,lythel:eis 'scopeforsen$itivity. :anal,ysis' inr~spectof 
the'p'anc:;t.' a' values ..This is' ,particul.arlythe Case for ,the 
ValueQf '<l'sl.nce'thequestiQnna.ire does not explicitly 
sta'te that the imp'l;ementat.ion oftha research :01.ltputby 
fo~estmanage:r:s' isnate. ce~ainty. 

,~.ult.ot'$~y 

A. slightly :higber' ,pr~portionoftheillitials~l.e .recel.vl.1l9 
the questionnaire with the,inCl:'easedtax ;payment'Vehic:1.~ 
xeepQndect(33tl, ,cOJDpa.~~d to ,th(tco;rrespgnding .rat~' .. :for the 
di~ectpaymen.tV'ehi<::le (27') ·~Qfthefo~e1;, 63' 'l:ru:1ic:ated ,a 
'J?osit.ive [non ·~e~oW'.t'J;', whilst 'fQrthe latterg.t'Ql1pthf;! 
:prop()rtion' 'was 6 61. 

ThelUUiu~lav:erageWT.PamQgnttoa~fUJlcl .. specii!llly establ:isl\eel 
,f,or :research intothee~i8t~ngJlati ~fQ~est.s. inAust~al.ia' 
~.cX'oss ·t.he t.wQ.groups .was.estl.raat~d to be $17.7 9 ;per 
re~pondentPE!raIU1umw:i.thaeonfidence~nte",al .at ,t.he :95% 
1,eve1. ,of $14.27 to $2.1.31. 

,When ,It;sked to distl;'ibute the ,stated ',WTP~ount. between ,four 
fQ;:efJ1:J:~g~o~sl.n 'which the: 2;eS6i!lrch could; :be 1,1ndel:'taJ(en,t:he 
respondent:,sgave ishare$ .bieh ",er<;taveraged.Themean '% 
.ellares are ,shown in Table 1. 

TABLE, 1 :DistributionofW'l'P Amounts by'R.eg.ion and E1ectoral. 
pi,vision 

South-lfest 'l'a.smani'a 
South;-east.NSN 
'Not'th,Queansland 
Other 

Eden~Monar() 

Electoral. Div. 
% 

22.2 
.29 .• 5 
23 .. 0 
25,.3 

Othe.r 
Electoral Div. 

% 
21.7 
26.2 
2.3 .. 7 
28 J0 4 

F.ortheSOllth east forests ,of NSW, the annual averageW'l'P for 
'.researc:h ,to :p~Qvide :info~atiQn to alloW' impr.ovedmanagement 
decisions as to thet location and size of conservation 
~eserve~'wasestimatedtobe $4.23p~rrespondentpe1:'annurn. 
EstitnClte90fi1l,e~n and range by Electoral Division and payment 
vehioleareshoWIl .inTable 2. 
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Ann'\lalAv(!rageand. ,Rang~ ofWTPAmount:.sper 
Re~pondent:.by E:lectoral Divisionandl?aylnent 
Vehicle 

Direct. 'J?ayL'1ent E~tl:'a Tax Total 
Mean. Range Mean Itange "ean rutnge 

$ $ $ $ $ $ 

1.64 ·0-25 3.25 0-125 4.13 ()-125 
1.52 0-50 3.54 0-104 4.30 0-104 
1.57 0-50 3.43 0-1'25 4.23 0-125 

;rnsJ.)ectioJ:l·ot'tbe. data in Tal:>le2 8\1gge~tsthatJ?ayment; 
veniel.e ,bias ,iapre'sent ,confirming the earlier resul.tso£ 
BQyleet al.lioweverifal.low~ce '±s11lad~ .for 'the f'sqtthat 
dil:'ect . ·payroents. are.m~de .f~om'.a;t.ertax.' dolla;os'whil.st the 
incrflased tax_aunts' are'))ef'ore tax' dOl'lars,then the 
ext.eni:of bias ·wQ\1ld appeartoberelat.ive~ll~' ~inor. 

Tbe·r,esultswhicb.£ollo~are based ()n theaggregat;i.9n of HT~ 
estimate's across payment vehicle stratawithQut adJusting for 
any difference in value between ' befox;etax'and. 'after taxi 
dollars • 

. 1:n aggr~ating $QnlP'le data to population data.;l.ll tbe. J:elevant 
J5:1ect.ox:-alDivisions,thellfisumpt.i,.onW8.smade that. the n()n 
J:'espondents in the sample have 'sim; -... arQharact~r~stios tQt:he 
sample. responcients.Aecordingly, t 48 . group of. 'X'e!3P()nd~nt~l,is 
taken to· 'pe .a,r~p%:'esentativesampleofthepOPulat:,ion f.%:'QIl\ 
WAichtheyhave )leen c;b:awn • This.means in effect: t.hat non 
respondents have been, .assignedtbemeanV'alue of t.he 
respondents. 'Tbeweigbting of the responf;le data to del:;'ive 
'P9pulation aggregateflwas done byaggx-egatingeach. .stl;'ata or 
sllbsaJllP1etQ its respectivepopulationlevel.*1'he est.imated 
a99'regateWTPamoulltforthepopulation. .in ther~.1E!va,nt 
Elec.t;QralDivis,ionswas $15,738,554 :per annum, witba 
confidence inte~al o£$11,123,277 to $20,353,831. 

Ifollowingtbe suggestion of LQomis that alllore conservative 
stance,rnay beappiopriatewi.thregard ,to the assumption about 
non.respondents, andtbatitmay alternatively be assumed 
'tbatnonrespondents ·Wll? .;iszero, the estiInateswere 
recalc\11~ted.()n this):)asis,the aggregate WTParnountwas 
f;lst:i,matedtobe$4,030,046 Per annum for the population in 
thetelev~ntElectoX'alDivisions. 

Forresponc.ients who received the tax payment questionnaire, 
so~e 42 'resPQndentswere\tnwill.ingtopayany extra amount 
andnencewerea,s$igned a zero value for purposes of 
~$tilllatin9anannualWTPamount.~ . However thef:le respondents 
did indicate that they wou.l.d bewil.lin9' to redirect-an amount 
c>fQurrent:. :income tax t.o a special research fund • Not:. 
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UllflxpeQ.tedly I . the :'average apnual liTP cunQunt £orthis group 
wasgx:eaterthan . :fortheotber t.wo .. groups, being estimated at 
$5 •. 5QP~rr.espopd~nt • Thl.sres\llt doe.spet"hf!:psgi veac:learer 
indication .ofpayntellt . 'vehicl~responsebi~sand9ivessome 
jus t; ifiQC1,t.i on for trea:tingthis .. groupasresponcientswith 
zeroVCilueEJ. 

BC~~14.tit. CQ_t .Ju:ulAl.y.is. 

The average.anpual WTP "~lue of :$4 •. 23 per respondent anci the 
correspo.ndingaggJ:'egatepopulation 'valueO.f $1S1l!7M per annum 
·a.sCt.'JIleCiSureQfthebenet"itsexpectedfrom tnellWEresearch, 
toget;he%;"wit4. t;.hedataonR~D·co~t$ for ·the perl.od.197 9-BOto 
,198S .... 89;fotJUedtlle data .bafJe torthea~ •. An alternative set 
(Jf .benef'its(;)$timates based on the assumption that non 
responde.n1:.$.assign'a .zeroWTP va,l'lle,yieldingt1l.e .. aggreg_te 
pOP1;ll.at!onnl1l,e 'o£$l1l!OMper annum :referredt;oabove, was 
used eo d,erivea.seco.nd:$et,o'tBCAestimatef:'J. 

Tllree scenario$"-ereselectedfo7; d~termining th~ :stre~of 
benefits. . In· ,the .. ;first, . it was ~ssumedtha.ttl1ebenefi tspan 
would.beconcurrent: with th.e. ten year time Span already 
covE;\,red. ,by 'tl1eJ:'esearchunclertllkento date ..Ollthis'basis .it 
i$. ~sswneclthat ):espond:entswo\114' lUlvebeen willing t.o pay 
thei~.$tate4 'annQal amounts to . the. '~pecia.l . ftmd,b$ginningin 
1979~80and en4l.ngafterten y.ears .'l'l1eresu·ltsforthis 
$cenariQaresholffl. in 'l'a):)~e3. 

TA2LE3. :Benefitcost. Analysis ".,.TenYea.r Time .Horizonfor 
Ben~f.its: 

Non Resp(';)ndents WTP; 

r>iscountRate: 

pvc: $H 
J?V)3$M 
m?V $M 

pVB/~vc 

5% 

3.4 
190.4 
187 •. '0 

56 .. 5 

10% 

S.2 
.238.3 
.233 .• 1 

45 .. 7 

Zero Value 

5% 

3.4 
48.8 
45 .. 4 

14 .• 5 

10% 

5.2 
61 .. 0 
55.B 

11.7 

A ,secol)Cls.cena~io :is based on. the assumption that the 
cOIlmlunity would. be. willing. to pay only until i:hepresent 
:re$~~;-chwa$completed. -a: period e~pectedtoend in 1.9.90-91. 
~Q tbi$scenC1,l:;io the time span o.fthe benefits. was 
accordingl.yprojecte.d. .to bethres years • Results are 
p.re.sented ,i,n Table 4. 
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TABLE 4 
B~ne~its 

Benefit Cost. AnalY.sis - Three Year Time Horizon for 

~Oll Re~PQndeIlts WTl?: Mean Sample Valqe Zero Value 

.t>iscount Rat;.e: 5% 10% 5% 10% 

PVC $M 3.4 5.2 3.4 5.2 
PVl} $M 42.9 39.1 l'l.Q 10.0 
'N'eV $M 39.5 3.3.9 7.6 4.8 

PW/PVC 12.7 7.5 3.3 1.9 

The, final 'scenario is based on the assumption t.hat the 
benet'ttsext.endtp t.h,e 'Y9llr2049-50, .CJ..proxy .forperpetuity .• 
The .results a:represeni:ed in Table 5. 

TABLE 5 Benefit cost .Analysis .... .Sl~tyYe<1r Time Horizon for 
Benefits: 

Non Respondents WTP: 

Discot.:u:ltRate: 

'PVC$M 
PVB.$M 
NPV$H 

pvalJ!vc 

NeanSample Value 

5% 

3 .• 4 
299 .. 5 
296.1 

88.9 

10% 

5.2 
157.0 
151 •. 8 

30.1 

Zerp VallIe 

5% 

3.4 
76.7 
73,,3 

22,.8 

.10% 

S.~ 
40.2 
35.0 

7.7 

'The t:'esults of 'the'BCAsuggest ,that on the basis of the 
cOiNllunity survey responses OfWTI?, theresearcll On the south 
eastteJnperate :forestsbein9 c.onductedby theDWE inCSIROis 
nigh:ty valued. 

Qiacu •• ion 

'l'heresults Of t.hecommunitysurvey and ,the .assoc::iat.ed 
benQtitc:;:o~t: analyses indicate that asubstant:ial value is 
placed byth.econunl.lJl.ityonresearch like.ly to lead to 
itnp;rov$d .forestrymanagement includingconservat:.ion of 
i~portant habitat areas . 

Although ·EJoIl'(e .implemFntation costs were not included in the 
anc,\lyses, the fact .t,hatthe dataenc::ompass onlyNSW and the 
ACT 's.~ggE:;lst$thatttu3 estimates of benefits may be 
Understated rather than the reverse. 



The £act that the CVM JIlethodology ia still b~ing refi:nedis 
not in our view a sufficient reason to dismiss the results as 
being invalid. Every ·effort has been made to rnaint~in the 
integrity Qf 'the. responses, and. there is no indication that 
tl}.e resultp are leastb.anplausible. 

Finall.y it: Beems l.ikely that tbe community values embodied in 
these ,lZ.eSu,.lta may not: .berefJ.;ectedinmc;magernentregirnes 
c\l:rrentlybein ,1 practised in Australian nati veforee;"'$ .To 
that; extent.( tl.h;~re will be potential for forestmanage:rs to 
support to a greater degree the areas of forest.reseCirch 
concerned with conservation z:eserves. 

Gratefulacknowl,edgement is made of the helpful. cooperation 
o.fDr Mike Austin, Chris Margules .andDick Br,aithwaite o~ the 
01 vision of Wil<Uife and Ecology, CSIRO ,and the ,Austral'ian 
Electoral Commission; .andtoKi}te Young, Brian John,ston and 
the NSN Forestry Commission for helpful comments and 
suggestions. 
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