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1.   PROJECT ABSTRACT 
(300 words max.) 
 
This study will use a stated preference valuation technique to inform management thinking about public access and 
conservation policy for commonage in Ireland.  It will employ the Contingent Valuation Method to (1), reveal demand 
for use and non-use values associated with improved habitat conservation and public access (by visitors, residents and 
the general public) to specific commonage sites in the west of Ireland 2) to measure the level of compensation 
payments necessary to persuade land managers/local leisure facility developers to provide public access and to carry 
out the required improvements and maintenance to support this and, 3) to identify respondent preferences for different 
types of payment vehicle and different institutional mechanisms involved in providing public goods associated with 
commonage.  The study will build on previous research in this field by the primary supervisor.  This research provides 
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an innovative, low cost means of studying recreation demand whilst at the same time contributing valuable 
management insights for an important common-pool resource.  
 
 
2.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
Title: Willingness to Pay for Public Access to a Common Pool Resource: A Contingent Valuation Assessment of 
Commonage in Ireland 
 
 
2.1 Justification (e.g. economic, gaps in existing knowledge, expected benefits) (400 words max.) 
Commonage dominates Ireland’s uplands and covers approximately half a million hectares and involves about 12,000 
farmers.1  Historically, Commonage has been managed for livestock production, crops and hunting.2,3 Recently, due to 
the outstanding environmental.2 landscape and recreation appeal of commonage this interest has given rise to demands 
for other types of recreation including hill-walking, mountaineering, orienteering, mountain biking (upland areas), and 
horse riding, walking, sports pitches, caravan/camping/picnic sites, and golf courses (lowland commonage).4 This is 
related to increasing personal incomes and is due to the fact that the environment is known to represent a luxury 
good.5,6   
 
However, in recent years conflicts over commonage resource use have become more widespread particularly between 
land managers and recreational users.  In addition, the recreational benefits associated with commonage are now 
considered to be economically as important as output of livestock or crops adding another dimension to policy 
making.7,8,9 Conflicts have arisen in recent years over access and use rights to commonage where rightly or wrongly 
stakeholders feel they have a right to access commonage because it is perceived as a free good.4  The ambiguous nature 
of property rights assigned to common-pool resources (i.e. non-excludible but rival in consumption)10,11,12 by different 
interest groups is known to exacerbate such conflict13.  Multi-stakeholder partnerships can provide a means of 
internalising social costs (involving Pareto relevant environmental externalities) through the introduction of output 
sharing arrangements (providing public access) between user groups without the reassignment of property rights (an 
advantage for land managers).13  
 
Increased ecological pressure (land degradation, overgrazing, commonage framework plans)1,2 and conflicts over 
commonage use has meant that the public are calling for a re-evaluation of the subsidy (by CAP) paid out to land 
managers and are insisting that such resources should be targeted more toward public goals of land management rather 
than to private production. These include recreation benefits and the maintenance of ecological functions – water 
quality, biodiversity, and aesthetic values all at a regional scale and in the context of mixed land uses.14 The 
implementation of payment schemes designed to enhance the commonage environment, or to widen public access may 
also depend on the supply of public funds, which must be justified to the public exchequer, the European Commission 
and the public at large.  Developers of the CAP are keen to reduce the costs of direct payments, pursue a multi-
functional approach to EU agriculture (through, for example, modulation14) and promote initiatives which are linked to 
environmental public goods rather than food production as set out in Agenda 2000 agreement.15,16  Although non-
market valuation has been applied in Ireland to forests17,18 and Angling,19 the literature associated with public access to 
farmland in Ireland and elsewhere remains limited20 and an assessment of public goods associated with access to 
commonage has not been undertaken despite the widespread concern and enormous public interest in the resource.  
 
The attitude taken by respondents to a particular payment vehicle may affect willingness to pay/accept bids 
independent of other explanatory variables such as household income and the general methodological features of the 
CV survey.  For example, respondents may exhibit preferences for different types of payment vehicle.  The use of tax 
levies, permit prices or gate fees can affect WTP and may give rise to payment vehicle bias.21,22   Respondents may also 
have preferences for the types of institutions which are involved in the provision of environmental benefits and also the 
means by which land managers might be compensated for public good provision.23  With respect to commonage, 
farmers may prefer permit prices, gate fees or amenity car parking as a means of compensation rather, than through 
agri-environment regulation.   
 
Thus a high priority for policy makers concerned with commonage habitats is: to 1) have a more comprehensive 
estimate of the demand for recreation benefits (associated with public access and conservation) than currently exists by 
multi-stakeholder interest groups 2) to identify the most suitable mechanism which will ensure for effective provision 
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of environmental public goods associated with commonage and,  3) to measure the willingness to accept compensation 
by land managers to employ conservation measures and provide improved public access.  
 
 
2.2   Methodology and other details:  (Please ensure that sufficient details are provided in terms of hypotheses, the 

relevant/appropriateness of methodologies being proposed.)  (1,500 words max.) 
 
This study will use questionnaire surveys (600 respondents at 3 sites) of individuals and stakeholder focus groups to 
estimate economic values for improved public access to three commonage sites in the west of Ireland (Ballyconneely, 
Roundstone bog complex, Leenaun,).  Geographic information systems (digitised to ESRI GIS format) and aerial 
Photography (OS 1995 series), data will be used to quantify a range of attributes (site productivity, scenic view, 
footpaths, hiking trails, biodiversity) at each of the three sites to provide digital coverage of commonage areas.   
 
Attributes relevant to site productivity and recreation site selection will then be identified by four stakeholder/focus 
groups in the upland sites (farmers, hill walkers, local residents, conservationists) and four stakeholder groups in the 
lowland commonages (farmers, local residents recreation visitors, leisure developers).24,25,26  Qualitative attitudinal 
information will be elicited from these focus groups about their willingness to participate in the study and their 
priorities for three hypothetical scenarios (Livestock extensification/moorland conservation, Improved public access, 
leisure development)27.   Individuals who stand to benefit (positive externality) from the scenario and who express a 
non-negative WTP for the hypothetical good/scenario will be asked a willingness-to-pay question.  Respondents who 
incur costs (i.e. in case of compensation to farmers for biodiversity conservation or improved public access) will be 
asked a WTA question.17  A multiple bound dichotomous choice contingent valuation method - a thoroughly tested 
stated preference technique28 will be used to estimate use and non-use values to be evaluated through Hicksian 
compensating variation measures.  The surveys will also offer respondents a choice between different types of payment 
regime and different institutions which might be responsible for implementing improved access to commonage.  This 
would enable a test for attitudes about different types of payment vehicle and institutions to be carried out in the 
various commonage areas.  This approach has been used successfully in recreation areas in the UK24  Data from each 
of the user groups will then be used jointly to construct a cost/benefit model to evaluate the efficiency of each of the 
four scenarios.  These estimates will be used to inform future management and policy decisions and regarding 
commonage. 
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2.3 Workplan and Timescale:  (The objective here is to clearly demonstrate that thought has been given the major 
components of the workplan rather than being overly prescriptive). 

 
Task Title Timescale Any other relevant information 

Number Text  Number of 
Months 

Text  

1 Literature review of previous work 
conducted on valuation using stated 
preference methods in Europe and the 
USA. 
 

3  

2 Design survey instrument targeted at 
commonage farmers 

3  

5 
Develop a sample frame and gather data 
from commonage farmers at sites in 
County Galway and County Mayo 
 

3  

6 Analysis of commonage farm data sets 3  

7 Develop a willingness-to-pay survey and 
collect recreation data at three sites in 
County Galway 

9  

 Use Random Utility Models for 
willingness-to-pay data analysis 

3  

 Develop a willingness-to-accept survey 
targeted at farmers 

3  

 Use Multinomial Logit Model for 
willingness-to-accept analysis 

3  

9 Editing and write-up of thesis 6  

 
 
 
2.4   Expected outcomes: (e.g. deliverables) (400 words max.) 
 
This research will initially lead to a paper in the Journal of Farm Management on the costs to agriculture of improving 
public access to commonage in Ireland, and on recreation demand and environmental values associated with 
commonage by recreationists (target jnl: Land use Policy) and land managers (target jnl: Journal of Environmental 
Planning and Management).  The practical relevance of the research for policy and management will be submitted as a 
paper (target jnl: Irish Journal of Agri-Environmental Research - Tearmann) and detailed in reports to government 
departments and the public. The final outcome will be a PhD thesis awarded by the National University of Ireland, 
Galway. 
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Hynes, S., Buckley, C, van Rensburg, T.M.  2007. Recreational pursuits on marginal farm land: a discrete-choice 
model of Irish farm commonage recreation. Economic and Social Review 38: (1). 63-84. 
 
Mill, G.A., van Rensburg, T.M., Hynes, S. and Dooley, C. 2007. Preferences for multiple use forest management in 
Ireland: citizen and consumer perspectives. Ecological Economics 60: (3). 642-653. 
 
van Rensburg, T.M., Mill, G.A., Common, M. and Lovett, J. 2002.  Preferences and multiple use forest management. 
Ecological Economics 43: 231-244. 
 
 
Signature of Institution supervisor (Co-supervisor): ______________________________  Date: ______________________ 
 
(Attach list of 5 most recent peer-reviewed scientific publications for institution supervisor) 
 
Hynes, S. and Cahill, B. 2007. “Valuing the benefits to the local community of supplying recreational facilities in 
community owned forests: an application of the contingent behaviour method” Small-scale Forestry, 6:219–231. 
 
Christie, M., Hanley, N. and Hynes, S. 2007. “Valuing Enhancements to Forest Recreation using Choice Experiments 
and Contingent Behaviour Methods” Journal of Forest Economics, Volume 13, Issues 2, P 75-102  
 
Hynes, S., Buckley, B and van Rensburg, T. 2007. “Recreational Pursuits on Marginal Farm Land: A Discrete-Choice 
Model of Irish Farm Commonage Recreation”. The Economic and Social Review, Vol. 38, No. 1: 63 – 84. 
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