Measuring Vaues of Wetland Network in Taiwan

NSC 89-2415-H-197-002-SSS
8 8 1 89 7 31

89 7 31



Measuring Values of Wetland Network in Taiwan
NSC 89-2415-H-197-002-SSS

8 8 1

(heurigtic agorithms)
(linear programming)

(maximum likelihood
estimation, MLE)

(dichotomous choice with follow-up,
DCF)
(a =5%)
(a =5%)
(o =10%)
1208.94
1237.01 a =5%
(883.98 1664.64 )
(903.80 1703.83 )
(1997 1999)
Chen(1999)

7 31
(embedding)
(MLE) (WTP)
Abstract
This study applies contingent
valuation method (CVM) to evauate the
values of two wetland

networks—reserving al avian species in
Tawan” and rare and
uncommon avian speciesin Taiwan”, which
were constructed by heuristic agorithms
and linear-programming  optimizations.
The constructing methods and results of
wetland networks were introduced to the
dichotomous choice with follow-up (DCF)
contingent valuation guestionnaire.
Cameron’ s expenditure function model and
maximum likelihood estimation for DCF
data provided by Alberini et al. were used
to estimate willingness to pay values for the
resdents of Taiwan.

“reserving all

The significant
variables affecting the willingness to pay of
"reserving al avian species’ include
income, relative weight of location factor,



relative weight of population size factor,
and the reason for unwilling to pay is
"conservation work should be done by the
government, not me' (a=5%). The
significant  variables  affecting  the
willingness to pay of "reserving all avian
species’ include he reason for unwilling to
pay is "conservation work should be done
by the government, not me" @=5%) and
relative weight of population size factor
(@a=10%). The estimated median annua
willingness to pay is NT$1,208.94 for
“reserving al avian species in Taiwan” and
NT$1,237.01 for “reserving al rare and
uncommon avian species in Tawan.” The
confidence interval under a=5% is
(NT$883.98, NT$1664.6) and (NT$903.80,
NT$1703.83), respectively, which shows
that the willingness to pay for the two
networks is not sgnificantly different.

A comparison among various
value-evaluation studies on wetlands in
Taiwan shows that the values of individual
wetland and all wetlands are close to each
other, which implies the embedding
problem. Therefore, the evaluation of
wetlands should be based on Al
substitution wetlands instead of individual
wetland.

Keywords: heurigic dgorithms,  linear-
programming  optimizations,
wetland network, expenditure
function, maximum likdihood
esimation (MLE), willingness
to pay (WTP)
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