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VALUATIONOF THE SALINI NATIONAL PARK
Luciano Pace Parascandalo

Abstract.

This study aims to obtain a monetary value fortlibeefits achieved from
recreation at the Salini National Park in Maltajngsthe Contingent
Valuation approach through a questionnaire adnarest to people
visiting the park. The main objective is to prodacmonetary use-value
for the park. Other objectives included the assessbf visiting patterns and
of the environmental importance assigned to thke. Jdre study seeks to give
an insight on the revealed recreational value n§umers, which in this case
are the individuals seeking to recreate themselmesn urban forestry
setting which offers open areas for general freg pind relaxation. The
research hypothesis is that individuals who visilirs Park for recreation
are willing to pay a price for visiting the park darthat the use of
contingent valuation surveys conducted on indivislwésiting the park for
recreation will elicit a monetary value for the RalThe study actually
proposed a value for the park and derives a nunabémplications
from the responses to the questionnair:.

*Luciano Pace Parascandalo is a Physiotherapistogetplwith the Department of Health.
He possesses an M.A. in Islands and Small Statég&Stand a Diploma in Diplomatic Studies, both
from the University of Malta.



I ntroduction

This study aims to obtain a monetary value forlibeefits achieved from
recreation in the Salini National Park in the siiséind state of Malta. The
study on the Salini Park site seeks to give argimson the revealed
recreational value of consumers. The consumenssinase are the individuals
seeking to recreate themselves in an urban forssttipg which offers open
areas for general free play and relaxation. Thagmy objective of the study
is to conduct a Contingent Valuation questionngr@eople visiting the

park in order to establish visit patterns, levélermvironmental importance
and producing a monetary use-value for the park.résearch hypothesis
was that this dissertation will test the hypothdisé individuals who visit

Salini Park for recreation are willing to pay agerfor visiting the park and
that the use of contingent valuation surveys cotetlon individuals

visiting Salini Park for recreation will elicit aonetary value for the Park.

The park although not large, is strategically pthiceclose proximity to the
communities of St. Paul's Bay and Qawra in thehrt part of the Island.
These communities are known for their residentiditauristic characteristics
with both local residents and a high incidenceatéls in the area. This area
of the Maltese Islands is also popular as a londtiopsummer residences for
the Maltese people. The park itself is considemdd a semi-natural
woodland since it is entirely planted by man and part of a natural
ecological succession however for the scope tluy sie closest comparison
to literature that could be made was to urban foyescreation.

Studies using contingent valuation method (CVMyrimall island states that
relate to recreational sites or urban forestry west encountered in an
iterative literature search except for two locapullished dissertations.
Local studies using CVM have focused mainly on semseaside locations
such as Pretty Bay, Birzebbugia in the island oftdland Dwejra, San
Lawrenz in the sister island of Gozo. The abseri@e siudy concerning
recreational parks was the reason why the presgimbrachose to perform
a CVM study on a public location which is not sekted but more urban
forestry related. For this reason, Salini NatioRakk, which is both a
recreational park and also an afforestation site et@sen.

In the present study, respondents were presentéd avihypothetical
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entrance fee to visit the park because this wasgestipn that would not
require in depth analysis by the respondent esihesiace it was put in a
referendum type of question with a ‘yes’ or ‘nophg This study used a
hypothetical entrance fee as the payment vehiatbaite this being simple
to understand and respondents would be familiah wittrance fees,
although not for parks. Many respondents, fiftyesewut of the whole
sample of 100 did in fact give an accepted valukddee that was more than
zero. The remaining 43 declared that they would betwilling to pay
anything. The choice of paying for the use of thgkmr not may have been
affected by various factors.

This paper is organized as follows. Following thigroduction, brief
background information regarding the Salini NatioRark is provided.
Section 3 discusses the methodology utilized insthiely while section 4
presents the results of the study. Section 5 aomtaidiscussion on the
results with some conclusions and implicationg@licy.

The Salini National Park

The Salini National Park is a site located in thertNern part of the
Maltese islands and is one of a few other parkiabla across the islands.
The park is about 2 hectares in area however witlérdimited space there
is a variety of available amenities including opgraces for picnic and
recreation, a relaxation area, a children’s arelaadso some areas that have
been planted with new trees over the past yearsaamdhus wooded
areas.

These wooded areas have been planted with shrdbisesss as part of a
national effort for reafforestation of public sitdsrough the campaign
Tree



Illustration 1
Google Picture of the Salini National Park
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4 U (Tree for you). Locally there has been an iaseel awareness with
respect to the importance of afforestation projesisecially following an
episode of vandalism in a Natural 2000 site at el where around
3000 newly planted trees had been cut in May 200¥s episode
however resulted in a nationwide awareness witlugands of families
attending Tree 4 U activities to plant new tredsede afforestations are
coordinated by the governmental department P.A.R(Rarks,
Afforestazzjoni u Restawr Tal-Kampanja) which fallghin the auspices
of the Ministry for Resources and Rural Affairs (RR) and are carried
out through donations by the public and corporatidduch campaigns
have proven fruitful in recent years in various taé locations where
thousands of trees have been planted through teeamentioned
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campaign.

The park has 7 areas with different qualities. @hea where the main
entrance is located includes sanitary amenities aaeéntral flat walk-
through fountain. There is the children’s play aed is a closed off area for
safety and has some fixed structures for childreatseation. There is also
a wide area that is a planted tree site and exaeptfew picnic benches has
not been equipped too much in order to maintairsifgein a more natural
setting. Further away from the entrance is an aoea which has been
finished with a proper pavement and has a centoalument dedicated to
the late John F. Kennedy, hence the alternate pagrelar name of the park
‘Kennedy Grove’. Next to the monument area is aanggne with fewer but
bigger older trees and shrubs and is a zone tlgteis for walking around
with small fountains embellishing the site. Findtg is a wider areas with
open stretches of space where families usuallyegaitih groups to do
picnics, play in groups and occasionally even cawgrnight. The park
offers a limited parking space for approximatelycdss however cars tend
to spill over in surrounding roads on busy daystaffording more space
for cars and users alike. Over the last few yderpairk has been the subject
to an effort of afforestation and regeneratiorhefarea and a wide spectrum
of trees and shrubs, some of which are endemic beggr planted in the
park.

Valuation Methods

Valuation is the process of assessing a valuemica of an object or a
service. The valuation for public goods cannot baedthrough market
prices since public goods are non-market goods.vaheation for public
goods especially environmental goods is done bygusgarious types of
methodologies such as the Contingent Valuation btk M), the Hedonic
Pricing Method (HPM) and Travel Cost Method (TCNMhe CVM asks
consumers directly for their value of the good tlglo appropriately
structured surveys. HPM analyses the changes ipepro prices for
properties that are found in proximity to the gaoduestion and how these
are expected to change if the use or the stateeajdod are changed. TCM
gathers information on how much is spent by visitior get to the public
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good and these values are used to infer the vdline @ood to the visitor.

Further discussion on these methods is found ie Pacascandalo (2010)
however since this study applies the CVM, a moteiltel discussion on

this method will follow.

The Contingent Valuation Method (CVM), which is dsg this study, is a
technique that combines economic theory and metbbdsrvey research
in order to achieve a value for public goods thiodgect elicitation from
the consumers (Mitchell and Carson, 1989). The namée method
arises from the fact that the values revealed leyrédspondents to the
survey are contingent upon the constructed or sitedl markets
presented in the survey (Portney, 1994). Suchwatiah of public goods
is necessary to estimate the non-market value af goods, for example
national parks, drinking water and various typésnvironmental and
natural resources. In order to decide upon theigimvof a public good, a
benefit-cost analysis should be done to deternfieectst of providing or
maintaining the good, versus the benefit achievewh fsuch a good.

Rahim (2008) regards CVM as the most obvious maoin@easuring non-
market value by means of asking individuals abloeit twillingness to pay
for a good or service. This value is elicited byngs survey or questionnaire
approach where the respondent is presented withatltretical or simulated
market and asked for their willingness to pay targhase’ such a project
(Rahim, 2008). This payment could be presentedhm form of a
fee- increased taxation or other forms of paym&@\M can also be
used t facilitate policy makers in estimating afidcating public funds
and at th same time comparing the value of diffenerojects and
programs (FAO2000). Since public funds are limited and can thas
regarded as a scarc resource, then fund allocatitinbecome an
economic question and thus any method that candoehpare amenities,
prioritize projects and value the consumer’s vdlesuch amenities is
important (FAO, 2000)

WTP Elicitation
Various literatures suggest the possible use ebwadifferent methods of
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value elicitation for contingent valuation studi@snongst these methods
are open-ended questions, dichotomous choicetivietaidding (bidding
games), payment card based forms or a combinatibmooof the above
methods in the same study.

Methodology

The research design was based on the Contingenialta Method
(CVM) as advised by the Report of the NOAA Panel @ontingent
Valuation (Arrowet al, 1993) which suggests step by step issues to be
considered in building up a CVM questionnaire. Bgipe non-random
sampling (Creswell, 2009) was used in order tceocdll 00 questionnaires
which were administered in a face-to-face intervimade (Mitchellet

al, 1989) from amongst the individuals attending Sakark in the
months of April and May 2010. A questionnaire wagsrfulated by the
present author and pilot tested where following fiitet study, minimal
changes needed to be carried out before the fmiblsawas collected.

Contingent Valuation Method

The CVM guestionnaire methodology was chosen fisr study because
a discussed in the Literature Review chapter,rit@thod is the one that i
used to provide a monetary value for environmeantanities especially i
such an amenity is a public good and cannot beedailn a market price
fashion. The CVM allows individuals to be askeckdily their value for

the amenity in question thus achieving an overalu® that is then
analyze and calculated mathematically to achievecaeational use-
value.

Inclusion Criteria and Sampling

Prior to the onset of the study data collectionjrexfusion criterion was
set for the participants of the study. Individuttlat would be invited to
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participate in the study would have to be 16 yead older. The reason
being that the questionnaire included questionsevissues like household
income and payment would be tackled thus it wash@eemore suitable to
include participants that would be in the workirgg ayroup with a basic
concept of general income and expenditure. Paatitinclusion was not
limited to Maltese citizens but could also inclun@ividuals who have been
residing in Malta for at least one year in ordeb&ofamiliar with the site
of the study and also be familiar with availabl&ahle alternatives that
could be used instead.

This study was based on a proposed sample of Kbmdents which
would enable the researcher to have a good ambuegmonses to analyze
with better possibility for statistical significagcThe participants were
approached on the same site under study in order &ble to visualize the
content of the questions better since they wouléabeliar with the site.
Very few people that were approached refused tticpzate in the study,
in fact with the aim of collecting the first 100sponses to the survey this
was achieved after asking only 105 individuals.

Data Collection

The survey data was collected on six consecutivekergds from April to
May 2010. A guestionnaire prepared by the presetitoa following the
guidelines for doing a contingent valuation studytlee Report of the
NOAA Panel on Contingent Valuation (Arrogt al, 1993) was used to
collect a range of data that would later be analyZguch guidelines
explain that quota and even convenience samplimpeased provided one
makes sure to avoid sources of bias.

Since a high response rate makes the survey miablee(Arrow et al,
1993), face-to-face questionnaire delivery was ehosspecially since
according to such literature such a mode is predeiwver telephone
interviews and even more so with regards to magkstjannaires. Mitchell
and Carson (1989) also make an emphasis that @ensterviews are far
better than other means since they provide theuen@pportunity of the
interviewer to provide more explanations where eéegnd can also use
visual aids. One must be conscious however thatptiesence of an
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interviewer could lead to some form of social dasility bias (Arrowet
al, 1993). This means that a person might tend to reply face-to-face
guestionnaire in a manner that he or she thinksniteeviewer would like
them to reply. Maguire (2009) however finds thamnestimes telephone
interviewees suffered from such a bias too. Datauslvisitation on
Sundays and visit patterns during the week weresrobdg from the
months of July 2009 up to June 2010 where a cofipeople entering
the park between 12pm and 2pm on Sunday was dom&lém to be able
to create a model for the attendance of the whajead Sunday. Patterns
of visitation with approximate density of peopleegent were also
observed in order to enable the researcher to @&#ithe attendances of
people during the days of the week as comparednda&ys.

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire was structured as follows. Tha& Section enquired

about the demographic data of the participant gtioly age, sex, level of
education, locality of residence, number of membersiousehold and

occupation. The second section enquired aboutigitation patterns of the

participant and this included the number of attecda, time of attendance
and preferred seasons. This section also colletaés on the number of
attendees in the participant’'s group and average spent. The third

section asked the participants about their peraepmin the importance of
environment on their quality of life and an opemeth question provided

space for the participant to explain briefly thasen for their replies. The
fourth section is the section where the participant given more information
with regards to the Salini Park and the facilittgsovides and they are then
asked for their willingness to pay (WTP) for the uwd the amenity.

The value elicitation question was provided in fbemat of a double
bounded dichotomous choice with open ended follpwuestion (Bateman,
Langford, Jones & Kerr, 2001). This allowed thetiggrant to respond in
a‘yes’ or ‘no’ referendum style of question (Arrost al, 1993) together
with the possibility of refining his or her answarthe end with the open-
ended question. Follow-up questions would be pteseaccording to the
initial ‘yes’ or ‘no’ answers of the respondent. A secoraluation

question was presented to enquire if improvementghé Salini Park
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would change the participant's WTP.

The fifth and last section of the questionnaireugregl on the disposable
income of the participant’s household which wouldlge the researcher to
compare the income with effects on the WTP of pgdints. This section
is placed at the end of the questionnaire becacserding to Mitchell
and Carson (1989) questions regarding income asteldde for the end of
the questionnaire where the participant would retsbspicious of the
interviewer having understood the purpose of thestjannaires.

Some Limitations of the Sudy

Some limitations in the study have been identif&edl where possible
measured to mitigate such limitations and biases ted&en. One important
bias identified in the study was the non-randomr@dsthe sample. The
study used a purposive non-random sampling dubetdime constraints
for the collection of data as predicted from thiatpstudy average time
consumption. Data was collected over 6 consecutdakends. Due to time
limits, the first available 100 people who acceptedundertake the
guestionnaire were considered to be the desire@lsaifiotal randomness
would have meant that many people present would tabe left out thus
requiring much more time to collect data.

Face-to-face or in person interviews can give ts@nother limitation,
social desirability bias where the respondent woldo answer the way
he thinks the interviewer would like him to answkeeggett, Kleckner,
Boyle, Duffield & Mitchell, 2003).

Another bias that could have been present in thidyswas the starting
point bias which would have been cause by the ehofcusing double
bound dichotomous choice question (Flachiare & &tdll 2007). This
means that the initial amount presented to theoreggnt in the valuation
guestion might have an influence on the maximum WSiBrting at EUR1
or at EUR5 according to this bias would not haestime maximum WTP.
This could happen because the repeated questicamigad to boredom of
the respondent wanting to end the questionnaire.dondhe present study
this bias was addressed by using an open endetajuasthe end of the
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dichotomous choice question. If a respondent hadagimum WTP of

EURS for example, starting at EUR2 and answerirgtgeboth questions
would give a maximum of EUR3 but the open endedtioe would enable
the respondent to reply EURS if he thinks it isappiate.

The warm-glow effect (Nunes & Schokkaert, 2003am®ther limitation
of CVM where respondents could choose a maximum \W@d¢ause they
feel they want to give just for the sake of feelgmpd from giving and not
as a real value for the good. Nureesal (2003) however argue that for
WTP it is completely immaterial whether the respamdyives a WTP out
of moral judgment or selfish interest. Whateverrdgspondent deems to be
his or her WTP will be a legitimate source of WTd? the cost-benefit
analysis.

Another important limitation encountered in thigdst was the fact that it
was impossible for the present author to gatheextaet amount of people
visiting the park over the whole year and evenuglowhole days since it
was not possible to be there at all times. For tk®son, the actual
measurements taken every Sunday and the obserttednpaof visiting
during Sunday and the rest of the week at randora wsed to produce a
plausible model with which the present author caubak. Without the use
of such a model it would have not been possibkestomate the amount of
visitors per year thus not being able to produpeoger valuation.

The last limitation that was identified as possibl¢his study could arise

from the fact that the present author was a navieswhere it came to apply
principles of contingent valuation method and emwinental economics.

There was an intense attempt to counter the laekérience in the subject
by trying to learn the methods, structuring of dioes with guidance of the

supervisor, collection of data and the analysib®findings while comparing

all the above with literature available.

The Results

This section presents the results obtained fromsthgey described in
chapter 4 (Pace Parascandalo, 2010). The numbespdndents was 100
and the survey had the structure of a face-toifdeeview carried out at the

11



Salini National Park itself.
Demographic Data Results

The first part of the questionnaire regarded thenalgaphic data of
participants. There was a wide variety of townsfnehich the participants
came to visit the park however for analysis purptisse were divided into
6 districts as described by the 2005 National Papn Census of the
National Statistics Office (NSO) of Malta. Thesestdtts are Southern
Harbour, Northern Harbour, South Eastern, Westdonthern and Gozo
and Comino. Respondents were allocated accorditigiiotowns of origin

to any one of the districts and these distributiaresfound in Table 1.

The Northern Harbour, Southern Harbour and Nortlistricts were the
ones from which 89% of respondents came. This wbeldxpected since
residents in the South Eastern and Western dswiotild consider the Park

Table 1
Distribution of Sample by District
District Participants
Southern Harbour SH 16
Northern Harbour NH 26
South Eastern SE 4
Western W 7
Northern N 47
Gozo and Comino GC 0

too far away to visit it on regular basis seekingecreate themselves at a
closer location. For the same reason, one wouleéxeéct residents from
Gozo and Comino to cross by boat regularly to medeof the Park.

The age distribution as gathered from the sample also divided into
groups for analysis purpose and the results af@law/s in Table 2.
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The third column presents the data with the agieatentages as derived
from the NSO Census 2005. These percentages repitesactual percentage
of citizens for these age groups as found in theiéon Harbour, Southern
Harbour and Northern districts. There are somesdifices within survey
and Census data for some groups and possible gefgdhis are discussed
in Pace Parascandalo (2010).

Table 2
Age Groups Divisions of Sample and Population
Age Group (Yrs) Sample Population

18-29 25% 22.09%
30-39 32% 16.43%
40-49 18% 18.29%
50-59 7% 18.82%

60+ 18% 24.35%
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Table 3
Number of Members in Family of Respondent

No. of Members % of Respondents
1 0%
2 10%
3 22%
4 48%
5 16%
6 2%
7 2%

The mean age of the sample (n) population was 4@4% and the mean age for the
total population (N) was 38.5 years. The mean ag#sde the males and females
together for both data sets. Gender distributiartfe survey data was 54% males
and 46% females. The Census 2005 results are 49e&rand 50.4 females. The
slight difference in percentages could be explaibgdthe reluctance of some

females approached in undertaking the questionmdiike at the same time asking

their male partners to take it instead. This ordgusred in a few cases however the
sample of 100 could prove to be quite sensitiveutth occurrences.

Another demographic piece of information gatheradthe survey was the
respondent’s family size. The results are showhaible 3:

Table 4
Profession Categories of Respondents

Profession %

Clerical 7%
Skilled /technical 19%
Self employed 6%
Professional 19%
Student 13%
Pensioner 10%
Housewife 19%
Unemployed 7%
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Table 5
Education Level for Sample and Population

Education Level % Respondents % Total Population
Primary 4% 25.52%
Secondary 44% 45.26%
Post-Secondary 27% 13.80%
Tertiary 25% 9.58%

None of the respondents lived alone and the mininfamily size of respondents was 2
people. The most common household size was 4 peafie48% of respondents giving
this answer. The information given by participaait®ut their professions was classified in
table 4 in order to be able to analyze the datasimpler manner. The final data gathered
with respect to demographics was the education Evearticipants. Table 5 presents the
highest level of education attained by participémtiate of the survey being carried out. The
third column presets the same type of data which puiblished in the Census of 2005 for
the total population of the Maltese Islands.

Table 6
Frequency of Visits for 2009
Number of Visits % Respondents

V) EY)

1 0%

2 1%

3 3%

4 5%

5 14%

6 12%

7 11%

8 14%

9 2%
10-15 29%
16-19 3%
20-29 1%
30+ 1%
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Figure 1
Frequency of Visits in 2009
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Frequency of Visits

Visitation Pattern Results

The second part of the questionnaire asked quespertaining to the preferences and
patterns of visits to the park by the participaritse respondents were asked about the
number of times, if any, they had visited the garthe previous year, 2009.

Whereas there was a variation in visitation patténthe previous full year as recalled by the
participants, the visits of 10-15 times were thej@minant choice with 29% of respondents.
Figure 1 shows the frequencies of the respondeisiss in 2009.

Preferences for the time of visits to the park was® enquired from the participants and
their distribution can be seen in Figure 2. Respatglpredominantly (48%) preferred late
morning visits to the park followed by the choickearly afternoons (32%) and early
morning (19%) with only one respondent choosing lafternoon (1%) and none chose
evening.
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Figure 2
Preferred Time of Visit
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The next question asked respondents about thegevérae spent at the park on their
normal visits. Table 7 presents the results fottithe spent.

Table 7
Average Amount of Hours Spent at the Park

Hours Spent % Respondents

0%
0%
7%
20%
30%
15%
23%
3%
2%

<

NN Ol QN =

Vv
N
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Table 8
Preferred Season of Visits

Season % Respondents
Autumn 3%
Winter 33%
Spring 64%
Summer 0%

The average time spent by all respondents inwedal4.44 hours or 4 hours and 26 minutes.
88% of respondents spent between 3 to 6 houre gtk with only 7% spending less than
3 hours and 5% spending more than 6 hours.

Question 5 ofthe questionnaire enquired from &rgg@pants their preferred season for visiting
the park and this required the participants to taakour

Figure 3
First Preference Choice Distribution
Summer
0%
Autumn
3%
Winter
33%

Sprin

64%
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Table 9
Group Size During Visits

Group Size % Respondents
1-2 4%
3-4 42%
4-6 14%
7-8 17%
9 or more 23%

seasons in the order of preference according tw tielihood to visit the park. All

respondents picked up a choice for first preferdmmeever data forrﬁj, 3d  and 4"
preference of season is sometimes missing indigétiait some participants only chose one
season when they would attend the park. The refartshe first preference choice of
respondents are seen in Figure 3.

The number of people making up the group during isé#s was also asked in the
questionnaire since the number of people in a hmldeand the number of people visiting
together could differ because people could chooseidit the park with friends or in

conjunction with other families making bigger greup

The most frequent group size was that of 3-4 persoth 42% of choices followed by the
larger groups of 9 people or more with 23% of reses.

Table 10
Environmental Importance
Env Importance % Respondents
Not at all 0%
Not imp 0%
Don’t know 16%
Imp 47 %
Very imp 37%
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Figure 4
Environmental Importance
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Environmental | mportance

The third section of the questionnaire investigated perceived importance of the
environment towards the quality of life of the resdents both via a choice question and
also with an open-ended question where participaoid give a reason for their choice.

The results for the open ended question regardiegréasons for the environmental
importance are summarized in the Figure 5. Goatlinegood recreational space and a

better future for children were the 3 most commesponses for the reasons why
environment was important for quality of life.

Valuation Elicitation Results

Question 8 of the questionnaire was presentedet@dticipants in the form of a double
bound dichotomous choice with an open ended questio
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Figure 5
Reasons for Environmental Importance

10 1

!

i

47 I

‘

. m a

order to get the respondent’s final willingnesspey (WTP) to access the park in its
present condition without any improvements. Witk sample n= 100, 43% of respondents
replied that they were not willing to pay anythittgaccess the park if an entrance fee was
enforced. The remaining 57% had some form of WTR varying Euro amounts given. The
total values given by respondents were added andiated to EUR84.63 and this had to be
divided by the sample size to achieve the mean Wi the whole sample i.e. EU0.84.

Env
Reasons
Nature
Relax
Air Oualitv
Quiet
Recreation
Health
Children

Calculating the Number of Visitsto the Park

The data collected in the questionnaire producetean time spent by individuals at the
park of 4.44 hours. Since it was impossible to lEsent at the park at all times of the day, a
model had to be created in order to make use afésurements taken between 12pm and
2pm on Sundays and producing an estimate for tloderdi Sunday’s attendance. Using the
data
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Figure 6
Weekly Visiting Distribution
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from the questionnaire, people who were countedrive at the park at the measuring times
were considered to make up the count for people wattend the park in the early
afternoon. It follows then that the count takenldaepresent the 32% of the sample who
chose to visit the park in the early afternooroider to achieve the total of people attending
on Sunday in all the times this value would be coteg to produce the 100% of visitors. This
model was necessary to enable the present authbasdace figures for the whole day. It is
important to note that it could be plausible fanetresearchers to use different models to
calculate attendance however for the transparehdyi® dissertation the above model as
explained was used.

For example if the measurement for a particulalyeternoon period on a given Sunday
is 320 people, then the total people visiting at Bunday would be an estimate of 1000.

The observations made at random in the rest ofviek days during the period under
study provided the present author with an estinmatie
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Figure 7
Willingness to Pay for Improvements

Pay More with Improvements
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density of attendance. Sunday was predominantly mfost frequented followed by
Saturday.

It was observed that Sunday visits could be consdl® be half of the total of visits that the
park receives in the whole week. This means thdngethe figure achieved for visits in a
Sunday, the rest of the week can be worked outdoyplihg the Sunday figure. For example
if the total of Sunday is 1000 people, then the letveeek's attendance would be taken as
2000. Using these models together with the couftpeople visiting on Sunday, the
present author was able to produce a monthly figgitre together with an approximate
yearly figure.

Calculating the Contingent Value of the Park

The total estimate of visits for the whole yeat4%,556 persons. The response rate for the
guestionnaire was 95.23% and thus the percentageayle not willing to participate in
the survey are subtracted from the total
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Table 11
Respondents’ Income Bracket Distribution

Income Bracket (EUR) % Respondents

<12,000 27%
12,001 - 19,000 24%
19,001- 25,000 16%
>25,000 33%

estimate producing a figure of 138,613. In ordegebthe number of visitors who
were willing to pay for the use of the amenity #8% of respondents with zero
WTP were deducted leaving us with a 79,010 peojile some degree of WTP
(Jim et al, 2006). This number is multiplied by the mean Wadtrespondents
(EUR0.84) to create the total WTP of visitors. Tdiscount rate of 3% as
described in the literature review chapter (Weitapn2007) was used. In order to
achieve a total value for the park the total WTRespondents is considered to be
the 3% discount rate thus the 100% value of thé jmarthus estimated to be
EUR2,212,267.

Willingness to pay for improvements

The respondents were then asked if they would Héngvito pay more if
improvements were done to the park with a geneeacidption of what the
improvements would be being given in the questioensuch as better sanitary
facilities all around the park, a better equippéddecen’s play area and a BBQ
policy. From all the respondents, 33 answeredttiet would be willing to pay
more, 44 said they would not pay more and 23 wetesare if they would pay
more.

Participants who answered that they would be vgllia pay more were asked
how much more they would be willing to pay. Thissrealded to their original WTP.
The new total WTP was EUR0110.63 with the mean WP the sample

becoming EUR01.11. There was also 14% of the samipéehad no WTP for the
present state of the park but had same form of WFRn upgraded park. This
would change the calculations since the total ptad on whom the valuation is
worked has to change since the zero response ltasaded. This would give a
positive WTP response for 71% of respondents.
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The workings of this calculation can be found ic®®&arascandalo (2010). The
new total value of the park as given with the resfamt's WTP was
EUR3,641.369

Income Ranges Results

The fifth and final section of the questionnaireqeined about the level of
disposable income of the respondents’ househollts. ilicome brackets were
divided as found in the table 11.

Conclusionsand I mplications

The research hypothesis of this study was set muhe outset with the aim of
testing whether individuals who visit Salini NatarPark were willing to incur
some form of price for using the amenity. The hiests also proposed testing
the idea that the contingent valuation method ctadised successfully to elicit
an overall monetary value for the benefit derivgdubers that visited the park.
The park is a public good that is provided for lne tcentral government.
Decisions are taken by those responsible on howhrisueorth spending on the
upkeep of the park. As discussed in the literateréew, optimal provision of
public goods and services is not a straightforwgedision since there is always
some form of budgetary limitation thus choices htweébe made. Cost-benefit
analysis should be carried out to weigh together ékpenditure and benefit
derived for proper financial decisions. This studgs structured in order to
achieve enough information from participants to bémathe present author to
derive a value for benefit of users.

A very important socioeconomic factor was definitdie environment and how
important people regarded it in their lives. Thelsttried to assess and analyze the
importance that respondents gave to environmewtder to see how this could
affect the willingness to pay for this park. If #agvironment is regarded very highly
one might expect that their value for environmeatakenities such as parks would
be high. The questionnaire thus had a section dtticto the subject of
environmental importance as perceived by resposdBatticipants were asked if
they thought the environment was important fordgbelity of their lives and if so,
to give reasons for their answers. Environment amgaeto bear importance to
many people since four out of five respondentsedtdlbat they considered the
environment to be either important or very impottan

A correlation analyses carried out by the presemtha relating to the
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environmental importance attached to the park atéit that there was a strong
relationship with income levels. This suggests fedple with more disposable
income held the environment as more important éngthality of their lives. One
may argue that people who are financially more astable may have more
resources to allow them to focus more on ‘less ntgud’' issues such as the
environment. Poorer people may be too focused teereads meet to be bothered
with the environment. This same argument is found the international
community where developing countries expect devedopountries to help them
if they are expected to meet emissions levels dihisewould be very costly on
their developing economies.

The choice of recreation for persons with loweroime might be linked to the
choice of recreation in locations that are freetwdrge and offer a safe and clean
environment. This element of individuals with lowacome grouping in bigger
numbers for recreation may merit some further ne$ean the area of sociology
since there might be some sociological reason tich sa tendency. This issue
however although interesting to take note of, was part of the scope of this
study and no further analysis was done. There Vgasaatendency for people who
had a relatively larger nuclear family to repouiting the park in larger numbers.
Although the numbers being reported were largen the quantity of the family
itself, the tendency of people to visit both withnfily and friends would make
groups larger when the family itself is already.big

The relationship between the choice of whethectept to pay for the park’s use
or not and income level was a significant albeitesyative one indicating that
when income levels increased, the willingness tg foa the park tended to
decrease. One would have expected persons thani@eedisposable income to
be more willing to pay for the use of the park, eeer this was not proven to be the
case since the correlation was a negative one. Uregpected tendency could
have been brought about because persons with hiigt@me tend to fall within
higher taxation brackets. People would be awartitithey are earning more,
they are paying more taxes and this would bringutitoe attitude that since
government is already taxing them a lot, then tlégpuld not be asked to
contribute more for usef a public good. Some respondents also made eff-th
record comments during the survey that they waeadly being taxed highly by
government and putting a fee, even if hypothetisak considered by them
unacceptable since this would mean more taxationthieir view. Such
respondents may have given a zero WTP in a forpratest zero as described by
Mitchell & Carson (1989) where respondents try t@ke a statement to
authorities through their lack of WTP.
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Another interesting possible reason why individuaih a higher income would

be less willing to pay for the use of the amenityld be that due to their higher
disposable income, the choices for recreationanget. While a person with low
income may be limited in choice and resort to freklic places, the higher income
person might opt to recreate himself in anothecelavhich he might consider
more worthwhile paying for itgse.

The study showed that CVM could be used succeggtuktlicit a monetary value
for the benefit derived by users of the park. Usiregmodel described in the results
chapter and the measurements gathered by the peaglor both in quantity of
visitors and WTP, the mean WTP for the sampletdtsd estimate of yearly visits
and thus the total use-value for the park for alehear was estimated to be
EUR2,212,267. Through personal contact with thesqes in charge of the park’s
upkeep and management, the present author maregettn estimate of the actual
yearly expenditure for the park (see Pace Parstarizlil0). This included the cost
that is incurred by government in the upkeep andagament of the park over a
yearly period including the wages of personnel wuagk at the park
(EUR153,255).

The two values above are very important when omsisussing the value of the
park and policy decisions that need to be takethbypolicy makers with respect
to its maintenance and possible upgrading. Whenisrsonsidering a policy
change or expenditure change, cost-benefit anafsisild be performed. The
comparison in this case should be made between ishattually being spent
(EUR153,255) and the value that respondents anitongsgive to the park
through the valuation study (EUR2,212,267).

The benefit reported to be derived by individuamg the park through CVM is
approximately fourteen times larger than the actoat being incurred at present
in maintaining the park in its present state. taréture, this difference between
benefit and cost has been reported to be evenraghim the study of Tyrvainen
(2001) where the individuals were willing to pay amount twenty times the
amount being spent.

Following the first WTP question, respondents was&ed if their WTP would

increase if certain improvements described in thestjonnaire. The results show
that the amount of respondents who had some fornWw®f changed. The

increase in individuals having a value for WTP otti@n zero could mean that
they would value the new benefit derived from timprioved park highly enough
to be willing to pay for its use whereas they weoé willing to do so in its present
state. This may also signify that on their own, plagk’s facilities and their uses
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are important enough to affect its value. Thera ielatively wide gap between
people’s value for the park and what is actuallinespent on it. This gap grows
bigger with the proposed improvements. Such chatigas should be seriously
considered keeping in mind that the expenditurgpedorm them would be a
fraction of their derived benefit by users.

The mean WTP increased from the original mean WHAdPtlais alone would have
been enough reason for the valuation to incredss. ffowever was not the only
change since there was an increase in the numbeaesgiondents with a
willingness to pay from fifty seven to seventy ofidiis made the sample for
calculation of total valuation even larger with walalmost becoming double
(EUR3,641,369) what it was before the hypothetiogbrovements. One may
also note that considering the size of the patkpalh there exists no exact real
estate value for it as a piece of land, the vabmgprocess still gave what appears
to be a relatively low value for the park’s lan@aiin its present state. Other land
which is developed and occupies a smaller footpniay be sold in the real estate
market for a higher price. One factor which coufde this difference is that it has
no permit for development and the lay person ireggnvould expect the place to
remain a green space and not be developed. Indigdho are into the real estate
market might still give it a relatively lower valgence they would be aware of how
difficult it could be to achieve any kind of devphoent permit for such a piece of
land.

Implications

The process of collecting data and the analysibledahe present author to note
certain gaps that could be addressed by futureargseand by policymakers.
Research in this area locally is still very limitedth only a few dissertations
being available on the use of contingent valuati@thod. Being so effective in
valuing public goods, CVM should be used more eigfigcfor cost-benefit
analysis of planned future projects since the nttould enable planners to
assess the feasibility of the project.

Locally many National Parks such as the one sitliat&a’ Qali and also the newly
inaugurated Park tal-Majjistral in the Northerntpafrthe Island amongst others
could benefit from a CVM where the valuation of ngsgvould produce better
data for cost-benefit analysis in maintenance ggtading of such sites. It is also
important to note that parks likes the ones meetioabove and the Salini Park
itself are mostly located in the upper half of ifland. One cannot underestimate
the importance of such sites for recreation of Wiele population, thus the
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development of such sites in the southern partthefislands would be highly
beneficial.

With regard to policy making, this study shows ttiet current expenditure on
Salini National Park is much lower than what ivédued by users thus one should
consider upgrading the park with more facilitiesl &etter overall finishing. One
should also consider suggestions made by consutnensselves with respect to
designated areas for controlled barbefaadities on site. This would make the
experience for families and groups of friends nmeasurable in its totality. This
increased expenditure and improvement of facilisiesuld be considered in view
of a 65% increase in value to consumers when piedenith a hypothetical
improvement to the Park.
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