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Evaluating the non-use value of biodiversity of the Hongze Lake Watershed. DUAN Bai-ling, HUANG Lei, BAN lie,
BI Jun’ (State Key Laboratory of Pollution Control and Resource Reuse, School of the Environment, Nanjing University,
Nanjing 210093, China). China Environmental Science, 2010,30(8): 1135~1141

Abstract: The contingent valuation method (CVM) was used to evaluate the nonuse value of the Hongze Lake’s
biodiversity. The nonuse value includes option value, bequest value and existence value. The study was based on a survey
in which 520 questionnaires was distributed in the three counties: Hongze, Xuyi, and Sihong and 484 were return as valid
ones. The statistical results showed that the non-use value of biodiversity was 2.14 million RMB per year which was about
4.35% of the total GDP of the three counties in 2007. The willingness to pay (WTP) of the respondents decreased with the
increase of ages, and went up with the increase of income. At the same time, it playd an important role in improving WTP
for respondents to improve their environmental consciousness and their belief in the enforcement of environmental
policies. The higher the environmental consciousness was, the more they were willing to pay. The more confident on the
policy enforcement, the more they were willing to pay.
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F1 Logit & Linear BEFAFZENTEMEN
Table 1 Description of the main variables in the Logit and Linear Model
*& #id
5 (gen) BRERZHENEN: B L, &R o0
F& (age) EETR ZHHNEREE)
HHEERK (edu) EGTR ZVENZEHERE)
FEEHR (fam) EETRZVHENREAON)
A [In(inc)] ESREZHENEKESRAN n HBETTT)
EEEE () HFER,ZUE X R BT B IR BOR RILHAT I ERE R E
" CERFE=; FHE=2; B3=3; Het=4; EHHF5E=5)
ARFZR ZVHEMSHERPOEE, AEH A ENRE R E S ABAMNIZITR AR EE R0
A (at) TAERALRBAN R T NF?
GREUR I =1; R¥=2; 31=3; FE=4; BXRE=5)
s (con) BFRERZVERNFHOE IR RESHHESRENEC
i CGE¥AE=1; M3=2; sPar=3; $FRE—4; BEUREE=S)
Logit P = f, + f, age+ B, edu+ 3, In(inc) + %2 EBEAERGH
B, fam+ S gen+ G tru+ B, att+ Table 2 The basic statistical information of the
By con+n (1 questionnaire
Ln(WTPorWTA) = , + @, age+ a, edu+ AEgit A% ;;i ﬁf/iﬁ$ B Ef)*
In(inc) + a, fam+ a; gen+
% Infinc) + 58 g Lo B 68 e 9308
a, tru+ @, att+ gz con+n () 200 4332
. EREE 36 6.92
AH: P ABRERSATHEERWO~1); fo X ap &t 520 100.00
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B LI,
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Table 3 The statistical summary of the reasons for the

WTP=0

FRIATHER Lk BE (%)
EHBEFBXR 31 10.03
B 61 19.74
AHGEEXEH 97 31.79
MEE I RIRAFLC 41 13.32
LN 79 25.57
ait 284 100.00
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Table 4 The summary information of the WTP>0

BME BXHE b1 | B &b 3

FERE v A) v H) (€172 )] (%)
ERNE 1.00 1000.00 45,73 38.22
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HFEME 1.00 400.00 34.68 36.16
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Fig.1 Biding distribution of the WTP for the 3 non-use

value of biodiversity
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Table 5 Statistics and comparison of the non-use value of
the biodiversity

EPEHLEFHANESE EEOE B/&UNE FENE
SRR 17.48 19.41 12.54
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Table 6 Results of the Logit Regression Model about

WTP
oy HAZH
HEHEME B HEME
age -0.020"" -0.013" -0.039"™
In(inc) 0.379" 0.057 0.036"
Itrul 0.628" 1.018”
_Itru2 0.513" 0.533°
Itru3 0.199 0.292
Itru4 0.408 0.338
Jatt 1 -0.076
Jatt 2 0.243"
att 3 -0.362"
Tatt 4 0.333"
HH ~0.020"" -0.337"" 1.796""
WL L 12.756 5.088 8.692
TR (%) 60.1 61.3 65.5
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Table 7 Results of the Linear Regression Model about

WTP
- gg‘i?&
HEMNE #rEmE TEME
Age -0.233™ -2.210" -0.181™
fam 0.099 0.160"
edu 0.050" 0.091™" 0.035°
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Icon 2 . -
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_Icon3 0.890"" -0.669"
_Icon4 0.152 -0.269
_Icon’s 1.407" -1.073
EH 2531 0.835™" 1367
Root MSE 1.332 1.306 1.324
R? 0.108% 0.123% 0.090%
bad 5iE. 0
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