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ABSTRACT

RECLAMATION OF LAND FROM COAL MINING FOR

RECREATION: A CASE STUDY

By

Jacalyn Rose Bernard

Reclamation of abandoned coal mines is mandated by the 1977 Sur—

face Mining Control and Reclamation Act. According to the law, each par—

cel of abandoned land to be reclaimed must have a use determined at least

in part by nearby communities. This study investigates preferences for

use of a reclafined area based on a sample survey of residents of a small

city in central Illinois. The hypotheses were: that residents desire

recreational use of the reclaimed area, view the reclamation favorably,

and can express the value of reclamation in evaluative and monetary terms.

Respondents desired recreation on the site, for example, for picnics or

for outdoor games and sports. Favorability toward the reclamation was

high. Very favorable respondents and those with children were most

likely to state monetary values for reclamation, however, it appears

that statement of value is most related to preferences for use of the

site in recreation.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

A high priority in recreation research is the optimization of

opportunities for enhancing recreation while minimizing the adverse

effects of man's activities (U.S. Dept. of Interior 1974). As of 1977,

there were approximately 1.1 million acres of land abandoned after coal

mining out of 5.7 million acres disturbed by all types of mining in the

United States (Holmberg in press). As used here, the term "abandoned

mines" will refer to land affected by surface and underground coal mines

which have been taken out of production. The recently enacted Federal

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act1 includes the Abandoned Mine

Reclamation program, through which abandoned coal mine lands across the

nation will be returned to useful purpose. Previous to enactment of the

federal law, state legislation was either absent or ineffective in requir-

ing mining companies to reclaim abandoned sites.

In Illinois, there are about 100,000 acres of abandoned mine

land. No additional mine lands are expected to be classified as aban—

doned because a state law, effective in 1962 for surface mines and 1972

for deep mines, requires mining companies to reclaim mined lands dis—

turbed after those dates (Abandoned Mined Lands Reclamation Council

1978). Most of the abandoned lands are not affected by acid mine

spoils, and, thus, are naturally revegetated and pose no major health

or environmental problems from exposure and erosion of acid materials.

 

lPublic Law 95-87, 91 Stat. Aug. 3, 1977. Title IV.

1
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About half of the abandoned acreage is used for pasture or other

agricultural use. Because abandoned mined lands provide a type of up—

land topography not encountered in most of Illinois, about 30 per cent

of the abandoned acreage is used for homes, sports clubs, state parks,

wildlife areas, and numerous private and municipal recreation sites.

However, about 23,000 acres of the abandoned lands, scattered throughout

the state, are considered problem areas because acid conditions affect

the site and surrounding land. At these 800 problem sites ranging in

size from less than 1 to 437 acres, the value of surrounding property is

often depressed, there are usually aesthetic impacts, and the land is

simply not useful (Abandoned Mined Lands Reclamation Council 1978; Haynes

and Klimstra 1975; Nawrot e£_aI. 1977).

The federal law requires mining companies to pay a reclamation

fee of 35¢ per ton of surface mine coal and 15¢ per ton of coal from

underground mines to go into the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund.

Through this fund, at least one-half of the revenues contributed from

each state will be returned to the state for reclamation of abandoned

mines. The total value of the revenue available to Illinois should be

in the order of $7.5 million per year.2 Disbursement of the funds will

begin after the state develops an approved reclamation program, desig—

nating priorities and processes for determination of land uses on the

sites in compliance with federal regulations. In about two years,

Illinois will be ready to administer the program (pers. comm. Grossboll).

 

2Assuming average annual coal production in Illinois of 60 mil-

lion tons; half being strip mined, half mined underground. Sources:

Carter, R.P., LaFevers, J.R., Croke, E.J., Kennedy, A.S., and Zellmer,

S.D. 1974. Surface Mined Land in the Midwest: A Regional Perspective

fbr Reclamation Planning. Argonne National Laboratory. Argonne,

Illinois. pp. 11—39.



 

The priorities established by the 1977 Act are for protection

of the public from adverse effects of mining, and, for the Abandoned

Mine Program, restoration of land to serve public needs. As yet, there

'is no established process in Illinois for determining land uses on par-

cels having a high priority for reclamation. In the past, reclamation

efforts were undertaken by mining companies who determined desirable

land uses employing in-house criteria; there was very little consulta-

tion with nearby communities. According to the federal law, state decis—

ions about land uses for these parcels must consider local government

desires as well as regional and state development goals. At the same

time, ecological and engineering data about the capability of each site

to support desired public uses must be incorporated in each decision.

There are few examples to follow for determining community desires for

uses of reclaimed land and few cases of integrating these desires with

specific limitations on uses imposed by reclamation of areas containing

hazardous materials.

The implicit assumption in passage of the federal law is that

the costs of reclamation, passed on to society through increased energy

prices, are at least equal to the benefits to be derived. As in all

projects, however, it is desirable to have the maximum benefit for the

minimum cost. Since most experience with reclamation is contained with—

in mining companies, the states are not yet equipped to use cost—

effective and efficient methods of reclamation on problem abandoned

mines. Because cost effectiveness of abandoned mine reclamation must

now be assessed in the public domain, it is important to consider and

quantify in some way the value of reclamation to society.
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Two reclamation demonstration projects in Illinois are being

conducted by Argonne National Laboratory and supported by the State of

Illinois and the United States Department of Energy. One is an aban—

doned surface coal mine already contained within a state park in north

central Illinois. The other is an abandoned underground mine refuse

area in west central Illinois, where the proposed use is recreation for

the residents of a nearby town.

This study is concerned with the latter project near the small

town of Staunton in Macoupin County, Illinois. Preliminary analysis led

to a decision to reclaim the site for recreational use, although community

desires for uses had not been formally assessed. This investigation

explores the use of a sample survey as one method of achieving the follow-

ing objectives:

1) determine preferences of nearby populations for use of a

reclaimed site, assuming a priori that recreation is one

of the preferred uses; and

2) determine how these populations value reclamation both in

attitudinal and economic terms.

 

 



CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Mbst mine reclamation research to date focuses on the rehabilita-

tion of strip mines, mainly because of their obvious extensive land dis—

turbance compared to underground mines. Abandoned surface mines are usu—

ally characterized by steep sloped piles of overburden and tailings in

association with mining cuts in-filled with water. Underground mines

have slurry ponds, buildings, open mine shafts, and areas devoted to

waste ("gob") piles from coal cleaning. In dealing with problems of rec-

lamation from acid pollution and determining land uses for these areas,

the two types of mines present similar problems.

2.1 The Concept of Reclamation for Recreation
 

The first states to begin regulating coal mining operations were

West Virginia in 1939, and Indiana in the early 1940's. It had become

obvious that the practice of abandoning mines after resource depletion

presented serious environmental and health problems. By 1976, 38 states

had mining and reclamation laws, but there were varying levels of regu-

lation, and most laws began by regulating only surface (or strip) coal

mining, not deep coal mining and its associated impacts (U.S. Geological

Survey 1976). As awareness of pollution and soil conservation increased,

states began expanding control to other types of mining and reclamation

and emphasized land use planning relationships to reclamation.



Some laws were also oriented to encourage involvement of local

governments in planning for uses of land reclaimed after mining. Until

the 1950's reclamation research focused primarily on mitigating serious

post-mine water quality and erosion problems from mines, mainly through

revegetation of spoils. The ensuing change in reclamation philosophy,

from abandonment to rehabilitation, may have been the result of technol—

ogy, influence of successful demonstrations with some recovery of costs,

and recognition of public relations benefits to be gained through recla-

mation, in addition to greater state regulation of mining (LaFevers

1974).

Mining companies have generally taken the initiative in reclama—

tion for recreation on strip mines. Early demonstrations of recreational

use of reclaimed land emphasized fish and game habitat development

(Flowers 1955; Riley 1954), although the efforts by Halman Creek Coal

Company in 1944 produced recreational lakes for swimming and a baseball

field in addition to pheasant raising facilities (United Electric Coal

Companies n.d.). It was not until the early 1960's that reclamation for

recreation on coal strip lands was officially endorsed by the American

Mining Congress (American Mining Congress 1961) in a wave of interest

demonstrated by the U.S. Forest Service, university researchers, land-

scape architects and others (U.S. Dept. of Agriculture 1962; Greiss and

Deasy 1961; Bowden and Meier 1961).

West German reclamation programs were subsequently studied by

U.S. researchers because reclamation there is planned according to com—

munity needs (Nephew 1972; Seeger 1976). Reports of the Aberfan disas-

ter in Wales in 1966, where about 140 people were killed by a slide of

colliery shale, resulted in reclamation programs for public needs in
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Britain which also eventually became a source of interest to U.S. recla-

mation researchers (Tandy 1974).

By 1972, the U.S. Department of Interior had outlined a Surface

Mined Lands for Recreation program whereby a land bank for organized

recreational use of surface mined lands could be developed (U.S. Dept. of

Interior 1973). As a result, seven demonstration projects were sup-

ported by Land and water Conservation Funds through the Bureau of Out-

door Recreation. Several states have since used Land and water Conserva-

tion Funds to reclaim mined areas for recreation. Notable cases of

planned recreational developments on surface mined lands are Moraine

State Park, Pennsylvania (U.S. Dept. of Interior 1970) and Friendship

Park in Jefferson County, Ohio (Maneval 1975).

2.2 Reclamation in Illinois
 

Illinois' coal mining industry began in the early 1800's, with

the first strip mine being operated near Danville in 1866. Regulation

of coal mining followed the same path as many other states; bills were

introduced for surface mining regulation as early as 1929, but were

defeated until 1943 when a law was passed but later declared unconstitu-

tional. In 1961, legislation for reclamation of operating surface mines

was passed, amended in 1963 and 1968, and rewritten as the Surface Mined

Land Conservation and Reclamation Act of 1971. It provided for industry

responsibility for reclamation plans and involvement of the public in

approving plans. It did not, however, provide for reclamation of aban-

doned lands prior to the 1962 legislation.

The 1975 Abandoned Mine Reclamation Act did provide for reclama-

tion of surface and underground abandoned mine lands previous to the



 

1961 law. Abandoned land in this law referred to land not being mined,

or used for commercial purpose, or on which taxes were in default

(Bergstrom 1977). The state, through the Abandoned Mine Lands Reclama-

tion Council, funds reclamation of abandoned lands under this Act. With

the introduction of the Federal Surface Mining Control and Reclamation

Act, the funds available annually to the state for abandoned mine recla—

mation increased dramatically.

Early research on reclamation of mined land in Illinois concen-

trated on seeking out plant species suitable for revegetating strip mine

lands. The University of Chicago, University of Illinois, and Illinois

Agricultural Experiment Station were involved in this type of research

in the 1950's (Bergstrom 1977; pers. comm. Arthur). An alliance between

the state, agencies such as the Wildlife Management Institute, and coal

companies resulted in a project, started in 1953, to determine the poten-

tial of strip mined lands for recreation (Klimstra, Vohs, and Cherry

1963).

The first survey of recreational developments on strip mined

areas in Illinois was made in 1960 by the Cooperative Wildlife Research

Laboratory, Southern Illinois University. The same agency conducted a

study in 1962 on potential recreational use of strip mine lands

(Roseberry 1963; Roseberry and Klimstra 1964). Parcels of mined land

were identified, ownership ascertained, and utilization noted. It was

found that 47 recreational areas were located on 16,000 acres of stripped

land. An additional unknown amount of stripped land was used for unor-

ganized or unauthorized recreation. The possibility of using mined land

for public recreation (state acquisition) was assessed in this survey

using field survey criteria. Approximately 15,000 additional acres of





 

land were rated excellent or very good for recreational use requiring

little development. It appeared that recreation occurred wherever mines

had water bodies with suitably inclined accesses to them and haulage

Iroads left after mining ceased. In most such areas, natural revegeta—

tion had taken place and thus those areas were simply adapted for recre-

ational use, often with minimal reclamation.

In 1971, the Cooperative Wildlife Research Laboratory surveyed

all lands affected by surface mining for coal in Illinois (Haynes and

Klimstra 1975) to add to the information obtained in the 1962 survey.

Since 1971, the State Department of Mines and Minerals, Division of Land

Reclamation, updates the records each year. The 1971 survey showed that

29,000 acres of strip mined lands were being used for recreation, which

does not include recreational homes, educational use, forests, or areas

where unauthorized recreational use occurs. Various semi-private, pri—

vate and employees clubs are located on mine areas, especially near the

larger urban areas. There are also permit areas for fishing and youth

camps on these lands. Public areas include the state facilities of

Kickapoo and Pyramid State Parks, and the DuQuoin State Fairgrounds.

Two new state park additions which include mined land are Goose Lake

Prairie State Park and Banner Marsh State Park.

About 7,000 acres of land in Illinois have been affected by

underground mining, according to the survey completed in 1976 by Nawrot

et a1. (1977) for the Illinois Institute for Environmental Quality.

Twanty—six underground mine sites surveyed are used for recreation,

which is about 1.5 per cent of the total number of sites. Considering

that about 1,500 acres of underground mine sites and at least 2,000

acres of strip mine sites are near residential areas, there is some value
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in considering the needs of communities in proposing land uses for these

abandoned areas.

Klimstra gt_a1. (1977) suggest that recreational use of abandoned

mines is a consequence of available water, but this may not always be

true. In the case of areas around underground mines, water impoundments

associated with them are indeed sometimes used for recreation (Bergstrom

1977). However, there is also evidence that gob piles and steep mine

spoils are used as backdrops for shooting practice, provide areas for

hunting rodents and terrain for off-road vehicles. A number of abandoned

strip mines are devoted to "Illinois Lands for Wildlife" and, as such,

their recreational value may not strictly be dependent on available water.

Abandoned mines in general may provide areas where the human need

for cover, "away from the eyes of every household in the township"

(Darling n.d.), judgement set aside, can be fulfilled. Lack of cover is

known to impose social problems in some urban areas and may even be a

problem in rural communities where there is little public land nearby for

town residents to go for privacy in the outdoors. Research into the ef-

fects of crowding suggests that the individual's (architectural) environ—

ment can fail to provide areas for structuring territories, privacy, and

a sense of control over one's environment (L00 1977). Certain abandoned

mines near communities may fulfill these privacy functions, which by

default often fall into the category of outdoor recreation.

On a more practical level, the Illinois Abandoned Mine Land Recl-

lamation Council has identified several areas for research concerning

recreation on reclaimed lands. These are: water quality improvements

for recreation, habitat development for fish and wildlife, and develop—

ment of areas for off-road vehicles, shooting areas and shooting and

archery ranges (Bergstrom 1977).
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Management problems can occur once mined land is used for recrea—

tion. Hallburg (1978) and Dickerson (pers. comm.) point out that there

are often problems with providing access to water bodies, that there may

be acid conditions in certain water bodies, erosion can cause road and

hillside slippage because of unstable landforms, and there may be aes—

thetic problems if vegetation does not establish itself well. Tandy

(1974) in Great Britain points out that, to gain public respect, open

spaces reclaimed from mining must appear to be well managed, and some

effort must be expended to overcome public prejudice against reclaimed

parks that are not as well manicured as municipal parks. The reasons for

not managing these areas as intensively as municipal parks is often

related to the fact that land uses in reclaimed areas "are limited by the

physical properties and chemical characteristics of the refuse material”

being reclaimed (Zellmer and Carter 1977, p. 6). Nonetheless the body of

literature describing the popularity of parks on reclaimed mine areas to

date indicates that people are willing to use these areas and that they

do value them as public resources.

2.3 Valuation of Reclamation

Randall gt_al, (1974) describe aesthetic damage as a discommod—

ity, and improvement of aesthetic quality as a commodity. Maler (1974)

supports this by stating that the quality of a piece of land, even if it

is privately owned, is thought of as a public good having some value.

Mining activity in the past had a spillover effect; that is, abandoned

mine wastes adversely affected the collective value of the environment.

Reclamation provides an improvement in the collective value of the envir—

onment. Some means of quantifying the benefits of such improvements
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would be useful in benefit cost analysis for efficient resource manage—

ment.

Traditionally, costing of changes in the environment has been

carried out using measures of productivity, prOperty value, and health

effects (Brookshire, Ives, and Schulze 1976). Various nonmonetary val—

ues for the environment have been developed but are not easily adaptable

to benefit cost analyses (Shafer, Hamilton, and Schmidt 1969; Canadian

Dept. of Indian Affairs and Northern DevelOpment 1971a). Consideration

of benefits of reclamation should include national economic benefits,

and local benefits such as expenditures for local services associated

with the project.

Recreation research has provided the background for evaluation

of national economic benefits because recreation has long been consid—

ered a public or collective good the value of which is included in bene—

fit cost analyses. The develOpment of national economic benefit mea-

sures for recreation began with the introduction of travel cost models

based on the costs that recreationists are willing to incur to travel

to a recreation site as a proxy for willingness to pay for recreation

(Clawson and Knetsch 1966). Willingness to pay measures using the

travel-cost method are useful for recreation areas or resources where a

significant variation in the amount of travel is involved to that desti—

nation only. Over the years, SOphisticated models have been deve10ped,

but the technique has limitations in some cases which led to the deve10p-

ment of the survey method of directly asking consumers what their will-

ingness to pay is. It is this method which has proved useful in evalua-

tion of environmental changes.

The underlying assumption of willingness to pay measures is apt-

ly put in terms of recreation by Knetsch and Davis (1966, p. 452):
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". . . there is an individual and collective limit to how much we

will give up to enjoy . . . any outdoor recreation facility or preserve

any scenic resource."

In effect, if a project is economically viable, consumers should be will-

ing to pay an amount which will (theoretically) compensate those who have

thereby lost the Opportunity to have the resource in question put to an

alternative use. Dwyer gt_§1, (1977) point out that it is difficult to

delineate full compensation; it is often a matter of judgement. Net wil-

lingness to pay is operationally defined as the maximum amount consumers

would be willing to pay to prevent their exclusion from a project or

service.

Direct willingness to pay values for recreation were first ob-

tained in a survey conducted by Davis (1963). He showed that the survey

populations' willingness to pay for recreation in Baxter State Park in

Maine was a function of income, years of experience with the area, and

length of visit. Average willingness to pay beyond what the visit pres-

ently cost was $2.98 per day per individual interviewed. The range of

values was between zero and $16.66. Some of the willingness to pay stud—

ies which were subsequently carried out concerned the value of wildlife

recreation (Horvath 1974), duck hunting (Hammack and Brown 1974), beach

use (McConnell 1977) and recreational clamming (Smith, Conrad, and Storey

1978).

A survey in the Four Corners area of the southwest conducted by

Randall, Ives and Eastman (1974) elicited willingness to pay responses

for changes in the aesthetic environment around a power plant. They

found that higher income respondents using a park were willing to pay a

greater amount then lower income respondents for the same hypothetical

level of abatement. This corresponds with Davis' finding that willing-
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ness to pay for recreation was related to income. Mean individual

household willingness to pay for abatement was $50 per year for some-

what reduced damage and $85 for more reduced damage.

Interpretation of these results requires caution because there

are many problems inherent in such studies in addition to the methodolog-

ical problems involved in designing surveys. Fischer (1975) states that

people might exaggerate their willingness to pay answers if they see any

systematic relationship between their answers and what they might actu—

ally have to pay. Individuals may understate their value if they believe

payment will result, they may overstate their value if they believe pay-

ment is not linked to their answer, and if they believe that the govern—

ment will pay for the program regardless of their response, they may

state their value as zero.

The variation of individual perceptions of the environment also

contributes to bias in willingness to pay studies. People frequently

have no comparative basis upon which to state payment because they have

never had to pay for such goods. The amount of information the individ—

ual has about the resource in question may change over time, and thus

willingness to pay may change, rendering it an unreliable measure.

Fischer also criticized the fact that many willingness to pay studies do

not account for those who are directly involved in using the resource

but who still have a demand for an improved environment, including fu—

ture generations. This latter criticism, however, is a common problem

with all current economic evaluation methodology. Nonetheless, it is

generally agreed that willingness to pay measures can provide useful

values for evaluating the efficiency of resource management, controlling

as much as possible for its inadequacies.
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Several methods of benefit estimation have been used for recla-

mation projects. One method assesses productivity levels achieved on

reclaimed lands. Alternative types of production (e.g., agricultural,

~industria1, etc.) are compared and the most productive use chosen, or

the resale value of alternative uses is chosen as a proxy for production

value. The underlying assumptions in choosing this method are that the

market value of land increases after reclamation, tax revenue (if pri—

vately owned) increases for the region, and sometimes market and tax

values of surrounding properties also increase as a result of reclama—

tion (Guither 1974).

Clapper and Wilkey (1978) estimated the effects of land values

in the Macoupin County area chosen for this thesis study and found that

the appraised market value of the reclaimed property had increased by

$21,870 from 1976 before reclamation began to 1978 when it was near com-

pletion. The appraised and assessed value of the properties in the sur—

rounding areas also increased in that time period as a result of recla—

mation.

Leaming (1977) suggests that the conversion of derelict land

must be paid for by the subsequent user of the land, either through pro—

ductivity of the land, or if the public values reclamation, through

taxes. The cost of reclamation will probably be passed on to the public

in the form of increased energy costs. Indirectly then, the public will

be paying for the reclamation, rendering cost-effectiveness of reclama—

tion a desirable public goal. The cost of reclamation at the Macoupin

County site was $658,000 for 34 acres reclaimed. It is clear that

achieving the maximum benefit for reclamation expenditures is desirable

to prevent misallocation of resources and undue costs passed on to custo—

mers.





CHAPTER 3. THE PROBLEM

3.1 The Reclaimed Site
 

The Macoupin County reclamation site is located about 50 miles

northeast of St. Louis, Missouri and two miles northwest of Interstate

55 near Staunton, Illinois (Figure 1). The 34-acre site consists of

three parcels of land affected by activities associated with underground

coal mining from 1904 to 1923 (Figure 2). It was the site of the Con-

solidation Coal Company mine number 14, and it employed an average of

500 men in the mine, coal cleaning plants, and rail yards.

Wastes from coal cleaning were piled on an area of about five

acres and finally reached a height of about 80 feet (25 m.). To provide

a water supply for the coal cleaning operation, the mining company cre-

ated an impoundment which, when the mine was finally abandOned, filled

with the acid drainage from the gob pile. This ll-acre slurry pond

eventually breached the dam holding it in and contributed to the pollu—

tion of Cahokia Creek, a tributary of the Illinois River. Because of

the acidic nature of the gob pile and run-off from it, over two-thirds

of the entire site was barren, despite the passage of 50 years. Also

remaining on the site was a 175 foot (55 m.) high concrete smoke stack,

and foundations of several buildings.

The area had been used as a general dump for years. Some small

game had used about 11 acres of the site; hunters had used the area for

target practice, and there was evidence of off-road vehicle use of the

16
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Figure 1. Location of Staunton I reclamation site in Illinois.
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site. Accounting for these uses, the acreage of the site before recla-

mation is shown in Table 1. Four agencies were involved in choosing

TABLE 1

ACREAGE OF STUDY SITE

 

Use Area

Gob pile 4.5 acres (1.8 ha.)

Old cleaning plant and

surrounding area 7.5 acres (3.0 ha.)

Slurry pond 11.0 acres (4.5 ha.)

Volunteer vegetation 11.0 acres (4.5 ha.)

Total 34.0 acres (13.8 ha)

this site for reclamation among 29 coal mine refuse sites in the area of

Cahokia Creek. The creek was being considered for development as a

multi-purpose water supply to nearby communities. The Department of

Energy, the Illinois Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation Council, and the

Illinois Institute for Natural Resources jointly supported the site

selection criteria and reclamation program developed by Argonne National

Laboratory. The goals of the program were to: (1) reduce the quantity

of pollutants entering the environment, (2) increase the economic poten-

tial of the area, (3) improve the aesthetics of the locale, and (4)

develop and demonstrate cost—effective reclamation techniques.

The Staunton I site was chosen for reclamation because it obvi-

ously contributed to poor water quality in Cahokia Creek. It is also

adjacent to the town of Staunton (population 4,500) and a subdivision of

Staunton named Parksville consisting of about 15 homes. Land values

around the site were depressed and expansion plans for the town of
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Staunton were limited with the site as it was. About 23 acres of the

site needed reclamation in order to mitigate the adverse impacts.

Before reclamation work began, consultation with officials of

Staunton, the Macoupin County Board of Supervisors, and the West-Central

Illinois Regional Planning Commission revealed that the preferred end-

use after reclamation was industrial development. However, disturbances

of vegetation on a newly reclaimed site could result in acidic erosion

problems once again. Thus, another alternative, recreational use, was

seen as having the least potential impact on the reclamation, while

still fulfilling community needs. It was suggested by the city council

of Staunton that the site be used as a combined recreational, wildlife,

and environmental education area for the residents of Staunton.

3.2 The Staunton Population
 

The Staunton reclamation demonstration area is approximately

one-half mile northeast of the city of Staunton, which will be the

recipient of the land when reclamation is complete. The Staunton sub-

division of Parksville, located on the northwest end of the site, is

composed of small farms used for soybean or corn production, with some

livestock. To the west of the former gob pile is a city-owned sewage

pond which is screened from the site by trees, and apparently is not a

major nuisance in the area. Adjacent to the former pile on the east

are approximately 50 acres of city-owned land now being used for row

crops. Further sourth, on the outskirts of the town, a steel conduit

manufacturer stores and distributes piping.

According to the 1970 census, 27.9 per cent of Staunton house-

holds were on social security, and of those over 25, 10.7 per cent were
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educated beyond high school, while about 44 per cent had completed high

school. The all-white pOpulation of Staunton gained most of its employ—

ment in mining, manufacturing and transportation, the service industry

Iand retail trade. Mean income for Illinois residents in 1977 was

$12,900 annually. Estimates of mean income for the area in 1977 range

from $10,600 for Macoupin County to $16,000 for production workers in

central Illinois standard metropolitan statistical areas.3 Having no

major industries of its own, the Staunton labor force gains most of its

employment in industries in surrounding towns. Staunton's historical

roots are in the mining industry. Many of its people worked in nearby

coal mines or had relatives who worked in mines. The city is now a con-

venience center and residential area for people who work or farm in the

surrounding environs.

According to Richard E. Nichols Associates (1978), Staunton is

similar to many small towns in Macoupin County which offer residential

amenities. There are at least 14 state-owned recreation areas with a

50—mile radius of Staunton, several located on the Illinois and

Mississippi Rivers, and some near large reservoirs such as Rend Lake,

Carlinville Lake, and Carlyle Lake.4 Staunton has two city parks, one

is a several acre area on the north side of the city equipped with group

picnic facilities and baseball fields. The other is a vestpocket park

downtown on city hall prOperty which is used as a meeting place for

 

3From Illinois Bureau of Employment Security, average weekly

earnings estimates for 1977 for Illinois and Macoupin County. Earnings

for production workers in central Illinois are based on July-August,

1978 estimates.

4From Illinois Department of Conservation Maps. 1978. Recrea-

tional Areas. Springfield, Illinois.
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teenagers. Four tennis courts and a bowling alley are located in the

city. A country club north of the city provides golf, and swimming

facilities which have not been used recently because of maintenance and

vandalism problems. There are several recreation clubs in the Staunton

vicinity; the Staunton Country Club provides for fishing and boating,

the Gun Club, and the Sportsman's Club. There are other organizations

based in Staunton such as the 4-H Club, in addition to active church

groups. Bicycling appears to be a popular activity among children and

adults in Staunton. The community school is located on the northwest

end of town and contains outdoor playing fields, a gymnasium, and equip—

ment for students' recreation.

By June, 1978, Staunton residents had been exposed to informa-

tion about the reclamation project near their town through word-of—mouth,

the minutes of town council meetings published in the weekly Staunton

Star Times, one or two small articles on that topic in that paper, and

articles in other local papers such as the Edwardsville Intelligencer

and Alton Telegraph.

3.3 Hypotheses
 

Since the town council had prOposed that the reclaimed site be

used for recreation, environmental education and wildlife preservation,

and town council decisions are reported in the local paper, it was

expected that most Staunton residents were aware of this prOposed use

but not aware of the physical limitations of the site. Whether or not

peOple agreed with the prOposed use was uncertain. Their perception of

the utility and need of such an area would be important in understand-

ing their valuations of the site. A questionnaire was constructed which
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oriented the respondent toward various aspects of the reclamation and

willingness to pay for it, then focused on preferences for uses of the

reclaimed land. The hypothesis and underlying assumptions to be treated

were stated as follows:

1. Recreation is the most preferred use of the site.
 

Informal interviews with city officials and Staunton residents

had previously revealed that there was a lack of recreation facilities

for people of all ages in the town, and an especially acute problem with

lack of facilities for teenagers. Therefore, it was expected that

respondents would desire recreational use of the site, especially those

with children or who had raised children.

2. Reclamation is viewed favorably but physical limitations for
 

use of reclaimed land are not generally known.
 

The consensus among professionals familiar with the Staunton pro-

ject was that the residents of Staunton generally viewed the project fav—

orably. Measurement of attitudes toward this reclamation project might

indicate how other communities would view reclamation and abatement of

environmental damages assuming the general population holds homogeneous

attitudes about the need for environmental protection. It might be

expected that people view such events favorably when close to home but

interest declines in similar benefits elsewhere, e.g., in the state. A

change in perception toward living in the area near the reclaimed site

would also indicate favorability toward the project, although those very

satisfied with where they live might not change their opinion about 1iv~

ing anywhere else.

Having lived near mine wastes such as the area reclaimed, it was

supposed that most respondents would be familiar with some of the
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characteristics of mine waste and intuitively know that environmental

problems would exist in reclaiming the land for any use.

3. Reclamation is of some value to residents and this value can
 

be stated in willingness to pay for the improvement.
 

Review of research reported by Brookshire g£_§1, (1976), Randall

g£_§l. (1974), Clarke (1971) and others (pers. comm. Blomquist; Tideman

1977) resulted in a decision to use direct, open-ended willingness to

pay questions rather than demand-revealing process or an incremental

bidding game approach. The reasons are that: 1) there are no indica—

tions that demand-revealing questions (Clarke 1971) are easily under-

stood in these types of interviews or have been clearly more successful

in eliciting true willingness to pay values than the direct or incremen-

tal approach, and 2) there is some uncertainty about introducing bias in

incremental bidding games by naming the starting bid. The open-ended

question allows for the opportunity for gaming strategy more so than the

incremental approach (Bohm 1972; Dwyer gt_a13 1977), however, it was con—

sidered that there was not enough information available on how much

peOple value reclamation to justify any particular starting bid for the

incremental approach.

Respondents' incentives to understate willingness to pay to

escape being charged are probably not great because the reclamation had

already been carried out, although some might fear being charged for

reclamation of other nearby sites. The "free rider" problem (Buchanan

1968) may arise because many respondents may believe that the govern-

ment will pay for the reclamation regardless of their response, and thus

state a zero willingness to pay.

0n the other hand, overstatement of value may be the result of

this type of thinking, since the respondent may not believe the answer
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would affect real charges. People may sense that there is little they

can do or pay to improve the environment (Fischer 1975). Fischer also

points out, on the basis of another study, that only a small minority

will be concerned enough to exaggerate their true value, and may actual—

ly understate because of sheer lack of knowledge. The type of problem

expected to be encountered here is the "free rider"; the person who

knows that payment will not result regardless of stated values.

Because both potential users and nonusers were surveyed, the

result may also provide a value for environmental improvement for those

who will not use the site but value its existence for others. Other

studies have used this method because, although nonusers may have low

willingness to pay estimates, the value of the good in question does

extend to all of society, not just users (Smith 1978; Hammack and Brown

1974).

Hypothetical questions posed to respondents may cause unreliable

estimates, although such questions were used by Davis (1963) and Hammack

and Brown (1974) with results they found satisfactory. The hypothetical

nature of the question in this survey was reduced as much as possible by

focusing respondents' interest on the area of the site, the publicity

about it, their evaluations of its importance to them and the community,

their opinions about living in that area now, and who should have been

responsible for the reclamation. Pictures of before and after reclama-

tion reduced the opportunity for leaving the result of the reclamation

to imagination based upon the reasoning that, where respondents can

visualize being excluded (in this case, not having the land reclaimed)

from the project, willingness to pay is more reliable (Knetsch and

Davis 1966).

¥_____
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A relationship between income and years of residence in the town

with willingness to pay is expected to hold. Education and occupation

as indicators of income or status, may also be related to willingness to

pay. In the same mode of thought, it is expected that the value of im-

provements for the community would be recognized by those who are more

involved in community organizations, that is, willingness to pay is

positively related to memberships in organizations. The proposed use

of the reclaimed area for recreation is probably well known, and there

might be a relationship between the respondents' preferred use of the

site for recreation and willingness to pay.



CHAPTER 4. PROCEDURES

It was decided that a survey of Staunton residents should be

undertaken to investigate attitudes toward possible uses of the re-

claimed land as well as evaluations of reclamation. The personal inter-

view seemed to be the best method of eliciting responses to questions

because other information bearing on the use of the site would intu—

itively be received during the process of administering the question-

naire.

4.1 Sample Size
 

The expected users of the reclaimed site, since the site is pub-

licly owned, are local residents in Staunton and Parksville. Parksville

residents are part of the Staunton population with respect to decisions

about city matters; their role in the process of reclamation had been

important because they were most impacted by the reclamation, in terms

of land value, aesthetics, and potential uses of the site. For these

reasons, as many Parksville residents as possible were interviewed, and

their response was considered as having weight on the Staunton popula-

tion's response.

A sample of the 1800 households in Staunton was drawn by sys—

tematically drawing addresses from a list of water customers in the

27
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city.5 The list consisted of addresses of all homes, businesses and

organizations which were connected to the city water system. Members of

the Staunton city clerk's office helped identify businesses and some

vacant houses to be excluded from counting and apartment units to be

included in the count. Every eighth residence on the list ordered by

streets was selected. Subsequent reconnaisance of the addresses chosen

showed no obvious systematic bias introduced by the method of drawing

the sample. The number eight was chosen because it provided over 200

addresses, the maximum number expected to be completed within the time

and cost constraints of the project.

Because the questionnaire measured a number of variables for

which variances were unknown, and validity questions appeared to be more

serious than questions of statistical reliability in the survey, a rough

estimate of sample size was made based on similar studies (Manning 1975;

Smith gt_§l, 1978) and statistical considerations. The estimated samp—

ling error from the mean of a binomially distributed variable at the 95

per cent confidence interval for a sample size of 200 can be eXpected to

be at the most 7.1 per cent for p = .5 distribution, and at the least

4.2 per cent for p = .9 or .1 (Babbie 1973). Since only 110 interviews

were completed in Staunton, the sampling error may be plus or minus 10

per cent for p = .5 or 6 per cent for p = .9 or .1 away from the mean of

the binomially distributed variables. This assumes no bias from

 

5The list of water customers contained 1785 entries, with an

estimated exclusion of 15 households not hooked up to the city water

system. An additional 20 households (est.) were not included as sepa-

rate entries in the list because they are apartment units under one

listing per building. The number of businesses included in the list is

about 50, with some businesses being part of a dwelling. Addresses

selected which were later found to be vacant numbered 25. Thus, the

maximum possible number of households in Staunton is taken as 1800,

although the actual number is probably about 1750.
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nonresponse or nonavailability of respondents, and does not inform us

of the possible sampling error for other variables for which variances

were unknown. While every effort was made to generate a representative

sample of the Staunton pOpulation of sufficient size to reliably estimate

population parameters, the failure to achieve 200 completed interviews

within the survey time constraints is not viewed as too serious. Undue

emphasis on sampling error might occlude the importance of investigating

nonsampling errors introduced through question design and interviewer

effects (Webb g£_al. 1966). Evidence about the validity of the research

presuppositions should also affect confidence in the reliability of the

statistical results (Selltiz et a1. 1976).

4.2 Survey Administration
 

Letters describing the survey and asking for participation were

printed on Argonne National Laboratory letterhead, each signed by the

Program Director, and sent out to addressees in Staunton. An article was

published in the local newspaper describing the survey, and officials of

Staunton provided a letter of introduction to show to potential respon—

dents (Appendix A). In anticipation of interviewing some people who were

unaware of the reclamation project, care had been taken not to reveal the

specific subject of the interview in the letters and newspaper articles.

A small number (N = 10) of interviews were obtained on July 6 and

7 as a pretest; after several minor changes interviewing was carried out

in two time periods separated by one month. Appendix B contains a copy

of the questionnaire and the information presented to respondents on

cards. Figures 3 through 10 are the before and after reclamation photo-

graphs of the site shown to each respondent. The schedule of interviewing
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Figure 3. Aerial view of project area before reclamation, 1976.

 
Figure 4. Aerial view of project area during reclamation, 1976.
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Figure 5. Parcel 1 of project site: gob pile before reclamation.

 

Figure 6. Parcel 1 of project site: after reclamation of gob pile.
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Figure 7. Parcel 2 of project site: before reclamation.

 

Figure 8. Parcel 2 of project site: after reclamation.



 
Figure 9. Parcel 3 of project site: before reclamation.

 

Figure 10. Parcel 3 of project site: after reclamation.
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ran approximately 9 A.M. to 9 P.M. from July 12 to July 20 and August

21 to August 23, 1978.

4.3 Response Rate
 

Out of the 136 homes in Staunton actually responding in the time

available, 110 questionnaires were completed, yielding a response rate

of 80.8 per cent. An additional 26 peOple refused to take part in the

survey, giving various reasons such as old age and sickness. A break-

down of the Staunton response is shown in Table 2.

TABLE 2

RESPONSE RATE FOR STAUNTON SAMPLE POPULATION

 

Sample drawna 267

Vacant 42

b

No Answer 47

Not Located 42

Refusals 26

Completed Interviews 110

Total Number Contacted 136

Response Rate = 110 = 80.8 per cent

3H

 

a O 0

Replacement samples were drawn upon receiv1ng returned mail

by choosing either an odd or even numbered house (based on a coin

toss) nearest to the house being replaced.

bUp to three callbacks per house.
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Parksville residents were not mailed letters because of their

familiarity with the reclamation and past cooperation with persons

reclaiming the site. In Parksville, nine households adjacent to the

mine area were interviewed (zero refusals). Those responses were added

to the Staunton response for tabulations, except for willingness to pay

amounts, bringing the number of completed questionnaires to 119.

4.4 Data Analysis Techniqpes
 

The information obtained in the survey was coded for statistical

manipulations using the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS)

on an IBM-370 Mbdel 195 computer at Argonne National Laboratory. Recod—

ing of variables was done for certain analyses. Some hand tabulations

were also carried out for open—ended questions. The data analysis con—

sisted of frequency counts, cross-tabulations, nonparametric correla-

tions, and metric correlations on willingness to pay.

In most cases where SPSS programming was used, Kendall's tau 8

is used to provide correlation coefficients. Kendall's tau is tradi-

tionally used when data are in ordinal form and large numbers of cases

are to be compared (Nie et a1. 1975). The coefficient obtained from

Kendall's tau is negative if x increases as y decreases, and positive if

x and y decrease or increase together. A significance level of .05 was

chosen for statistical tests because of the small sample size, and the

assumption that the Type II error (accepting Ho when it is false) is

more serious than the Type I error (rejecting Ho when it is true).



CHAPTER 5. EMPIRICAL RESULTS OF THE SURVEY

5.1 The Sample Population and Its Representativeness
 

The average age of the sample population of 119 is 45 years,

ranging from 17 to 96 years, with 39.5 per cent rearing children below

18 at home, and 43.6 per cent having launched children out of the home.

Mbst respondents' friends and family live in the Staunton area. Mbst

sampled residents had been in high school (60.5 per cent) compared to

43.5 per cent in the 1970 census, while 22.6 per cent had had some col-

lege education, which level had been 10.7 per cent in 1970. Females

make up 63.9 per cent of the sample population, although an effort was

made to interview evenings and weekends to obtain male head of house-

hold reSponses.

The mean income level of the sample is between $12,900 and

$17,900 annually. This range is considerably higher than the mean 1977

income for Macoupin County residents, but in line with statewide 1977

average incomes and 1978 production workers earnings for central Illi-

nois (see Section 3.2). Production workers made up only 5 per cent of

the respondents, although when employment of spouses of housewife

respondents (N = 29 or 24 per cent) was considered, production workers

made up a total of 21 per cent of the sample households. About 28 per

cent of the sample were retired citizens, which is comparable to the

1970 census levels for this population. An additional 23 per cent of

the sample were service workers, 13 per cent were professionals or

36
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tradespeople, and 7 per cent were in wholesale or retail trade. Census

data for 1970 are not directly comparable to these employment figures,

and although the relative proportion of retired persons in the sample is

the same as the census proportion, information about net migration flows

of the Staunton population since 1970 is unavailable to update the census.

Examination of the location of those who completed questionnaires

reveals a relatively even distribution across residential areas. Some

segregation of income groups into general areas exists, such as lower

income people in the southeast end of town, higher income in the north-

west section. Relatively speaking though, the differences in housing

were not great among neighborhoods, and differences in income were not

as great as is found in larger centers of population. The slow growth

of Staunton since 1970 and the nature of small town life in an all-white

midwestern community implies a certain homogeneity, both in living condi-

tions and probable outlooks, which the sample population is assumed to

represent.

5.2 Preferences for Site Use

Two questions were phrased to determine people's preferences for

site use (Appendix B, Questions 17, 18). For each question, a card list-

ing a number of uses for the site was handed to the respondent who was

asked which choice would be preferred for privately owned land, such as

housing, commercial, private (fee) recreation, etc., and the same done

for the public uses such as a community facility, education resource

area, recreation area, etc.

Ambiguities in the categories offered caused some problems of

interpretation on the part of the respondent. Where possible, each of
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the categories was defined for each respondent to consider, for example,

educational use meant classroom use of the area, nature preserve meant a

wildlife preservation area.

Responses to choices of land use for private and public owner-

ship of the reclaimed site are shown in Tables 3 and 4. Favored land

uses in private ownership are private (fee) recreation, city housing,

and returning the land to premine use. The large response to recreation

seems unusual when a respondent as the hypothetical landowner could con-

sider more traditionally profitable uses of private land. The influence

of publicity about proposed uses of the site is assumed to be operating

in this reSponse category. In public use, the overwhelming first choice

is recreation, with educational use and a nature preserve close second

choices.

Respondents with children at home or who had raised children

mostly preferred recreational use over other uses of the site, however,

those with no children also preferred recreational use of the site.

There was, in general, recognition of the desirability of having more

recreation facilities for children near the town, as expressed in

respondents' frequent statements that the type of recreation needed was

"something for the kids".

Some questions were asked to determine what kinds of recreation,

if any, respondents would most like to see on the site, and for compari—

son, what kinds of recreation respondents actually participate in for a

few hours of leisure time (Appendix B, Questions 22, 23, 24).

There is a difference between what respondents want on the mine

area and in Staunton, and what they actually do for recreation as shown

in Table 5. Obviously this may be because of lack of opportunity to
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TABLE 3

RESPONDENTS' PREFERRED USE OF RECLAIMED LAND IF OWNED BY RESPONDENT

 

 

First Choice Second Choice

Land Use (Per cent)a

What it was before mining

(timber and pasture) 16.8 11.8

Agriculture (rowcrops, pasture) 9.2 14.3

City housing 21.8 10.1

Acreages 5.0 3.4

Leave as is now 6.7 10.9

Private recreation 23.5 18.5

Private commercial development 8.4 8.4

Other 8.4 9.2

Missing 0 13.4

N = 119  
 

aTotals may not add up to 100 per cent due to rounding error.

TABLE 4

RESPONDENTS' PREFERRED USE OF RECLAIMED LAND IN PUBLIC OWNERSHIP

 

 

First Choice Second Choice

Land Use (Per cent)a

What it was before mining

(timber and pasture) 3.4 3.4

Community facility (church, hall) 5.9 16.0

Nature preserve 13.4 19.3

Park or recreation area 64.7 10.1

Fairgrounds 0.8 3.4

Leave as is now 5.0 8.4

Educational use 5.0 21.0

Other 1.7 6.7

Missing 0 11.8

N = 119  
 

aTotals may not add up to 100 per cent due to rounding error.
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participate in the desired activities. Alternatively, it may be that

respondents are simply naming off conventional types of recreation for

the site, which types are within common experiences of recreation.

Another possible reason is that the respondent's recreation desires dif—

fer from what the respondent wants for others and for children.

According to the table, respondents do not mention participating

in each category as frequently as they mention wanting that type of

recreation. Passive indoor recreation and attending scheduled events

are exceptions, both activities are in keeping with the opportunities

available in and near Staunton. Water-based activities are also avail-

able within a reasonable distance from Staunton, but are still desired

closer to the town. Although a small percentage said they would like

trails, few said they actually go hiking, walking, or bicycling for

recreation.

Favorability towards having certain kinds of recreation for

Staunton was determined by introducing a seven point scale for the impor-

tance of having each type of recreation named (Appendix B, Question 25).

The results in Table 6 show the respondents' general positions on some

of the overall recreation needs of the town. A city park, fishing area,

playing fields, bicycle or hiking trails, and a picnic area, respective-

ly score highest, while a motorcycle track scores lowest, especially

among older respondents (T = 0.2546 sig. = .0003). The importance

placed on having bicycle and hiking trails available is contrasted with

the few who said they actually bicycle and hike in Table 5.

Only 3.4 per cent of the sample opposed tourists coming into

Staunton, should there be some attraction such as a recreational devel—

opment on the mine site. Respondents were also asked if they would
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TABLE 6

REPORTED IMPORTANCE OF HAVING SELECTED

 

 

  

TYPES OF RECREATION IN OR NEAR STAUNTON

Important Neutral Unimportant Missing Totala

Recreation Type (Per Cent

Nature center 63.8 23.5 12.6 — 100

Wildlife preserve 63.8 21.8 14.2 - 100

City park 82.3 8.4 9.2 - 100

Museums 43.6 28.6 27.7 — 100

Campground 58.8 8.4 32.0 .8 100

Fishing 75.7 13.4 10.8 - 100

Motorcycle track 16.8 10.1 73.2 - 100

Playing fields 70.6 13.4 16.0 - 100

Bicycle or hiking

trails 81.5 7.6 10.9 - 100

Shooting range 32.8 21.8 45.4 — 100

Off—road vehicle

park 25.2 21.0 53.8 — 100

Picnic area 81.4 5.9 4.2 8.4 100

N = 119

 

8Totals may not add up to 100 per cent because of rounding error.

visit the reclaimed area if it were used for recreation. About 80 per

cent of the sample said they would visit the mine area if it had a recre-

ational use they liked, although there was a negative correlation coef—

ficient (T = —0.2597 sig. = .001) in a cross-tabulation by years of

residence, logically suggesting that elderly residents' were less likely

to visit the mine area for recreation. Both income and stage in life

cycle affected responses to visiting the area, the higher the income,

the less likely the respondent was to visit the area; the more involved

in child rearing, the more likely to visit.

From the information available, it appears that recreation is

the most preferred use of the site, supporting the first hypothesis.

Alternatives such as facilities for outdoor games and sports and a park

with a picnic area and playground are the most frequently mentioned
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types of recreation desired, although water-based recreation, bicycle

or hiking trails, and indoor active sport areas are also deemed impor-

tant to have in the community.

5.3 Views of Reclamation
 

Respondents were asked how and when they had come to know about

the reclamation project (Appendix B, Questions 9, 10). The majority

had come to know about it through the newspapers (45.4 per cent), word-

of-mouth (33.6 per cent) or driving by (10.1 per cent). A small per-

centage (6.0 per cent) of respondents said they had not heard about the

project until the interview or within a month of the interview, while

73.1 per cent had heard about it two or more years before the interview.

After showing respondents the before and after reclamation

photographs (Figures 3 to 10) they were asked to respond to questions

on the scale of one to seven, one being the negative quality, seven the

positive (Appendix B. Questions 11, 12, 20). Evaluations were sought

of how personally important the reclamation was to the respondent, how

good or bad it was that it was done, if other piles near Staunton should

be reclaimed, and if other abandoned mine spoils in Illinois should be

reclaimed. State involvement and town involvement were evaluated on

the same scale, and whether or not the reclamation should have been

done at all.

Table 7 shows the results for each of the questions used to indi-

cate favorability toward the project. Individual valuations of the per-

sonal importance of the reclamation were lower than individual valuations

of the general good engendered by the reclamation, although only 10.9

per cent of the respondents said that the reclamation was of no personal
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importance. This suggests that the reclamation is indeed viewed favor-

ably, as does the large negative response to the proposition that the

reclamation should not have been done. As expected, the proposal for

reclamation of other mine spoils near Staunton was more positively

'evaluated than reclamation of other mine spoils throughout Illinois.

When asked if the reclamation had changed their opinion about living

near the reclaimed site, 59.7 per cent said yes, 34.5 per cent said no,

and the remainder was not certain.

An index of favorability was created by recoding of the variables

in Table 7 (Appendix C). Favorability levels were grouped as low, medi-

um, or high, with the distribution of respondents among these categories

shown in Table 8. Seven respondents were generally unfavorable toward

TABLE 8

FAVORABILITY INDEX OF ATTITUDES TOWARD RECLAMATION

 

Response Per cent Number

 

Low (very negative to neutral) 5.9 7

Medium (somewhat positive to

 

positive) 28.6 34

High (very positive) 65.5 78

100.0 119

the reclamation, while the majority of the respondents viewed the recla-

mation most favorably. The index was related by cross-tabulation with

preferred land uses, income, age, education, attitudes toward living

near the site, the publicity Staunton received, and whether the respond-

ent would visit the area for recreation.
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Cross-tabulation of the favorability index with preferences for

private land uses, (i.e., if the respondent owned it), on the reclaimed

area show that preferences of those respondents who were generally un—

favorable or neutral toward the reclamation area were for premine use

and "other" land uses on the reclaimed area (Table 9). The next cate-

gory of moderately favorable respondents preferred housing (26.5 per

cent), private recreation (23.5 per cent), what it was before mining

(14.7 per cent), and agriculture (11.8 per cent). Those having the

highest favorability preferred private recreation (24.4 per cent), hous-

ing (20.5 per cent) and premine land use (16.7 per cent) if the land

were privately owned.

Favorability levels are compared with preferences for land uses

on the site in public ownership in Table 10. A park or recreation area

was preferred by all three groups, and a nature preserve preferred next

most. High favorability toward the reclamation was demonstrated most

among groups in the annual income range of $5,000 to $10,000 (not shown).

Correlation coefficients and significance levels of several vari-

ables related to the favorability index are shown in Table 11. As shown,

there is a strong correlation between a stated changed in opinion about

living in the area near the reclaimed land and high favorability toward

reclamation. Stage in life cycle appears to be unrelated to favorability.

Those with higher education levels were not more likely to be more fav—

orable toward the project. Favorability toward the project is linked to

perceptions of publicity that Staunton received and stated desires to

visit the mine area.

Respondents were asked whether or not they foresaw any problems

with implementing proposed site uses (Appendix B, Question 19). Only
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TABLE 11

CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR FAVORABILITY TOWARD

RECLAMATION AND TEST VARIABILES

 

 
Test Variables Correlation with Favorability Indexa

Opinion changed about 0.3192

living in area (.001)

Stage in life cycle 0.1059

(.225)

Education 0.1299

(.131)

Publicity increased 0.1530

(.061)

Willingness to visit 0.1684

mine area {-044)

 

aKendall's Tau B (N = 119)

5.9 per cent said they thought there would be a problem with site con—

ditions as shown in Table 12. The remainder saw no problems, or, fre-

quently cited supervisory and maintenance problems, possibly because of

awareness of recent problems with vandalism and maintenance in local

recreation clubs.

As mentioned earlier, interviewing was carried out in two time

periods separated by a month; it was discovered that, in the interval,

the local newspaper had published an article about a Soviet delegation

visiting the reclamation site. As a result of this, there arose the

opportunity to evaluate differences in the level of favorability toward

the project between the groups interviewed before and after the article.

No significant increase in favorability resulted because of the article

(T = 0.0440 sig. = .632), nor was there a significant relative increase
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TABLE 12

PERCEIVED PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED

WITH LAND IN PREFERRED PUBLIC USE

 

 

 

Category Per cent of Respondents

Developmental (e.g., funding) 13.4

Supervisory and maintenance 21.8

Site-specific, environmental 5.9

Distance, other 16.8

No problem 39.5

Uncertain 2.5

100.0

 

in the number of respondents whose opinion had changed about living

near the mine area (r = —0.0019, c = .983).

Reclamation is viewed very favorably by the majority of the

respondents, but there is very little stated awareness of site—specific

environmental problems with developing reclaimed sites for various uses.

Changes in opinion about living near the reclaimed site, a willingness

to visit the area for recreation, and perceptions of increased publicity

for Staunton as a result of reclamation appear to be indicators of fav—

orability toward reclamation in this case. A high percentage of very

favorable respondents also desired recreation on the site and people

were more favorable toward reclamation close to home versus elsewhere

in the state.

5.4 Valuation of Reclamation

There were two willingness to pay questions included after orien—

tation about the site (Appendix B, Questions 15, 16). The first question
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asked simply if the respondents thought that the reclaimed area was now

worth more to them, in any way. This question was included because money

may not be the expression of the value of reclamation for some. Regard-

less of their answer to this question they were then asked how much, in

dollars per month, it was worth to them to pay for the reclamation, assum—

ing contributions were solicited.

It was found that 78.2 per cent (N = 93) of the respondents

thought the reclaimed area was worth more to them now, in some way, than

before it was reclaimed. When a monetary value was requested, only half

(N = 46) of those who had said it was worth more could actually state a

value other than zero. Responses ranged from zero to $50 per month, with

61.3 per cent saying zero, 12.6 per cent from zero to $1, 18.5 per cent

from $1 to $5, and 7.6 per cent willing to pay $5 and up per month.  
The high number of zero responses is unusual compared to other

willingness to pay studies for several possible reasons. Studies have

focused on the willingness to pay of users of the resource in question

(Davis 1963; McConnell 1977; Smith et a1. 1978). Among resource users,

the effect of change on their use may readily be imagined and responded

to in terms of monetary value. In this case, willingness to pay was elic-

ited for the environmental improvement as it is now, without any use. The

value of certain uses of the site was not in question. Upon being asked

to evaluate the reclamation as a public good, much as one would evaluate

clean water or air, it might be expected that a large number of respond—

ents would bid zero, although other factors discussed earlier may be con-

tributing to the zero response. Because the photographs showed the site

before and after reclamation, respondents should have been able to imag-

ine exclusion from the resource. Part of the zero response might be
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explained by some respondents' difficulty with settling on a particu—

lar value without some idea of where to start. The time constraint

and other pressures inherent in the interview situation might also have

contributed to them choosing the easiest answer; zero. The high propor-

tion of low income retired people in the sample suggests that their

responses may have been zero because of income constraints. It was

found, however, that there was no consistent difference between their

response and that of higher income people.

Because it was generally known that recreational use of the site

had been considered by the city, a possible link between willingness to

pay an amount and preferred use of the site was examined. Table 13

shows that the greatest percentage of those willing to pay an amount in

both public and private ownership prefer recreational use. The result

suggests that willingness to pay responses may not be an evaluation of

the aesthetic improvement alone. This will be examined in greater depth

later.

If one considers each willingness to pay response as a cost

which the potential user is willing to incur to obtain reclamation of

the site, then the responses can be aggregated to measure the net value

produced by reclamation of the area. The total benefit to resource

users is the sum of the maximum prices people would pay to prevent exclu—

sion from the resource. In this case, the resource is the reclaimed

 
area. Assuming that the sample population is representative of the  
Staunton household population, then Table 14 is a simple aggregate esti-

mate of annual willingness to pay for Staunton households. In effect,

the number of 'users", i.e., those willing to pay one dollar toward

reclamation make up 8.2 per cent of the sample, and if the sample is
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TABLE 14

BENEFITS FROM RECLAMATION EXPRESSED

BY SAMPLED STAUNTON RESIDENTSa

 

 

Willingness to Pay Per cent of Sampleb Projected Willingness to Pay

Per Month (N = 110) of Staunton Householdsc

0 d 61.8 $ 0.00

.17 .9 2.75

.25 .9 4.05

.50 2.7 24.30

1.00 8.2 147.60

1.50 2.7 72.90

2.00 3.6 129.60

2.50 .9 40.50

3.00 .9 48.60

3.50 2.7 171.80

4.00 .9 64.80

4.15 .9 67.23

4.50 .9 72.90

5.00 3.6 324.00

10.00 5.6 990.00

25.00 .9 405.00

27.50 .9 445.50

100. $3,011.53

Parksville residents willingness to pay/month

is $59.00 59.00

$3,070.53/month

Total benefits per year $36,846.36

 

aApproximately 1,800 households in Staunton area. An additional

15 households are in Parksville but no inference could be drawn about

the Parksville population other than the 9 surveyed.

bTotal may not add up to 100 per cent due to rounding error.

cAssuming that the sample population is representative of the

total pOpulation.

  
dSome willingness to pay estimates are averaged, e.g., respond—

ents said $2 per year; $50 per year; $25 to $30 per month, etc.
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representative of the population, 8.2 per cent of the population is

willing to incur that cost for reclamation. If this is done for each

willingness to pay category, an aggregate willingness to pay for the

community is obtained. Recreation, wildlife preservation, and environ—

mental education are the proposed uses of the site which were publicized

in the local newspaper. Since a high percentage (67.2 per cent) of

those who were willing to pay amounts desired recreational use of the

reclaimed site, it might be inferred that those respondents are willing

to pay only if recreational use of the site is adopted. An additional

19.4 per cent of those willing to pay amounts stated preferences for a

nature preserve and educational use in line with the proposed uses.

The other choices offered in Table 13 for public ownership may not have

seemed as attractive as the recreation option, although it is assumed

that the stated preference is a real desire uninfluenced by the question

design.

To determine the possible effect of adoption of proposed uses

on aggregate willingness to pay, it must be assumed that those who pre-

ferred other uses would no longer be willing to pay amoounts. This

would mean that 4.9 per cent of the sample,6 or 6 respondents would no

longer be willing to pay amounts. In Table 14, if the loss of that per—

centage of the very highest willingness to pay categories being deleted,

the aggregate willingness to pay of households could be reduced by as

much as 45 per cent, but would still prove a benefit of about $20,100

annually. This very hypothetical analysis serves the purpose of placing

a provisio on the estimated benefits to account for the probability that

 

6From Table 13 "Public Ownership". The sum of those willing to

pay amounts for converting land to premine use, community facility,

leaving as is now, and other is 4.9 per cent.
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willingness to pay is tied to preferences for use of the land. Will-

ingness to pay benefits may thus fall in the range of $20,100 if tied

to proposed uses and $36,800 if it is not tied to uses.

Table 15 presents a breakdown of willingness to pay responses by

various groups, and average amounts expressed by each group. Because of

the small sample size this table can only provide relative comparisons

within each subgroup of the sample.

From the table, it appears that willingness to pay any amount is

related to income, education, sex, and the time surveyed. Several of

these and other variables thought to be possible explanatory variables

on willingness to pay were recoded where necessary to an ordinal scale,

and submitted for nonparametric correlation shown in Table 16. A socio-

economic scale was developed after Nie gt_§1, (1975), combining income,

education, and occupational status variables, which were in themselves

not significantly related to willingness to pay but in combination could

be (Appendix C). Also included was the favorability index and group

division of Time 1 and Time 2 in the interviewing period. As shown in

the table, neither the time interviewed nor socioeconomic scale were

significantly related to willingness to pay an amount. Contrary to what

was expected, years of residence in the area and memberships in organi-

zations were not related to stating higher amounts of payment. This may

be because many years of residence usually means retirement and reduced

ability to pay, while involvement in organizations apparently does not

necessarily imply a commitment to pay for environmental improvements.

Those respondents who were highly favorable toward reclamation,

said the area was worth more to them in some way, and strongly agreed

they would visit the area for recreation stated higher amounts of
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TABLE 15

WILLINGNESS TO PAY BY SELECTED SUBGROUPS OF SAMPLE POPULATION

 

Percentage of

Subgroup Willing

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Per cent of Sample N to Pay an Amount

Occupation

Trades,

Professional 13.4 16 43.8

Housewives 24.4 29 62.0

Retired 27.7 34 27.3

Mining, Mfg.,

Trans. 5.0 8 16.7

Gov. and

Service 22.7 25 33.3

Sales 6.7 7 25.0

N = 119 100.0 119

Annual Income

Low (0-10,000) 36.1 41 30.2

Medium (IO-20,000) 35.3 43 45.2

High (20,000 +) 24.4 29 41.3

N = 119 100.0 119

Sex

Males 36.1 43 33.2

Females 63.9 76 42.1

N = 119 100.0 119

Education

Eight Yrs. or less 16.8 19 30.0

Some highschool 60.5 73 38.9

Beyond highschool 22.6 27 44.4

N = 119 100.0 119

Survey Periods

Time 1 (N = 87) 73.1 87 35.6

Time 2 (N = 32) 26.9 32 46.9

N = 119 100.0 119

Average willingness

to pay of entire

sample $2.06

__L
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payment. A positive change in opinion about living near the area was

also related to increasing amounts respondents were willing to pay.

Respondents with children were most likely to pay an amount, as well as

more likely to want to visit the area for recreation. Their opinion

about living near the area was not likely to change, possibly because

of their perceptions of mobility. Although there was a positive corre—

lation between favorability toward reclamation, personal worth of the

project and willingness to pay, respondents having children demonstrated

no relationship to levels of favorability toward reclamation or to

agreement that the reclaimed area is worth more. On the other hand,

respondents with children had the highest significant relationship to

wanting to visit the area. In contrast, highly favorable responses and

stated increases in personal worth of the area also were significantly

related to wanting to visit the area.

Thus, it appears that there may be two groups of respondents

who are willing to pay amounts; those whose opinion has changed about

living near the area, who are highly favorable toward reclamation and

feel the area is worth more to them, and those who have children who may

wish to ensure the provision of public facilities for the future. The

former group may be influenced by publicity about the reclamation, as

may be indicated in the table.

A cross-tabulation with appropriately recoded values (Table 17)

revealed that desires for recreational use were expressed by two-thirds

of those willing to pay amounts. About two-thirds of those with chil-

dren also desired recreational use. However, when willingness to pay

of those with and without children was cross-tabulated (not shown), and

correlated (Table 6), those with children were more likely to state
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amounts of payment than those without. Statistical manipulation of

the land use preference variable with willingness to pay and stage in

life cycle would not be meaningful, and therefore, it must be assumed

from the evidence presented that two groups of respondents are willing

to pay for reclamation, perhaps based upon the desire for recreation at

the site.

5.5 Recommendations for Use of the Site
 

Considering the high percentage of respondents who expressed

that they would visit the area if it had recreational use (p. 43) and

the general findings in Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6, it is fairly clear that

there are several recreation Options receiving a high level of support.

It is recommended that the reclaimed area near Staunton be

developed as a low intensity use park, containing modest facilities for

picnics, and a playground. Part of the site could be devoted to a

nature preserve, with a short nature trail bordering Cahokia Creek and

uplands surrounding the pond. A bicycle trail leading from the town of

Staunton to the park is also suggested. These developments can be

achieved without unduly disturbing the reclamation and at the same time

they can utilize highly attractive areas of the site. Other uses which

respondents deemed as important to have in or near Staunton, such as

campgrounds and playing fields, are possible but not compatible at this

time with the limitations on site use. The recommendations made for

recreational uses on the site are not ambitious, but fulfill immediate

desires of the Staunton population for certain uses, and allow for addi-

tion of facilities as site conditions and growth of Staunton dictate.





 

 

CHAPTER 6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

6.1 Summary of Results

Preferred Use of the Reclaimed Area 

A sample survey of residents in the central Illinois city of

Staunton showed that recreational use of a nearby reclaimed mine area

is preferred over other public or private uses. Frequently mentioned

types of recreation facilities desired on the site were for outdoor

games and sports, picnics, and a playground. Although water-based

recreation was also a desired use of the area, the characteristics of

the site environment preclude development of that water resource base

in the near future. The majority of respondents, but especially those

with low to middle incomes and/or who were raising children, stated

they would visit the mine area if it had a recreational use they liked.

View of Reclamation

According to the survey results, reclamation is viewed very fav-

orably by most respondents. There is little evidence of respondent

awareness of site-specific environmental problems, such as toxic mater—

ials exposure, which may be encountered in developing reclaimed sites

for various uses.

In general, respondents who stated a positive change in opinion

about living near the area, a willingness to visit the area for recrea—

tion, and who thought that Staunton had received a great deal of public-

ity as a result of reclamation also were very favorable in their evalu-

ations of the reclamation. A high percentage of very favorable
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respondents also desired recreation on the site. Favorability toward

reclamation for problem areas throughout the state of Illinois, however,

was less strong than favorability toward reclamation on nearby sites.

Valuation of Reclamation
 

Over three-fourths of the sample thought the reclaimed area

was now worth more to them, in some way, then before reclamation. Only

half of those respondents were actually able to state a monthly value

they would be willing to pay to have the area reclaimed to its present

state. No particular use was associated with the request for willing—

ness to pay, although two-thirds of those willing to pay amounts

desired public recreational use of the site.

Further analysis of the relationships between willingness to

pay responses and other variables revealed that two groups of respon-

dents were stating amounts of payment. The first group is composed of

those who expressed positive changes in opinion about living near the

area, very favorable evaluations of the reclamation, and thought the

reclaimed area was worth more to them in some way. The second group

appears to be made up of those respondents having raised or raising

children, who are not necessarily highly favorable toward reclamation,

neither have they positively changed their opinion about living near

the mine area, nor are impressed by publicity increases for Staunton,

but they state they would visit the area for recreation and are willing

to pay.

6.2 Limitations of the Study
 

There are several concerns arising out of the methods used in

this study which limit interpretation of the results.
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Sample Size
 

The size of the sample introduces the possibility of a sampling

error which may be relatively large, although questions of validity for

the variety of questions for which variances are unknown seem to be a

more serious consideration than statistical reliability. The bias from

nonresponse or nonavailability of respondents may contribute to the

uncertainty attached tothe results, although representativeness of the

total population is assumed.

Question Design
 

Prior knowledge of the reclamation project among respondents

was expected but to an unknown extent. The photographic interpretation

of the reclamation was supposed to provide a common basis from which

respondents could answer questions, although respondents indeed may not

have had enough information to tell who should pay, and what problems

of develOpment at the site may be. In addition, the photographs shown

may have influenced the level of favorability toward the reclamation

because of the marked contrasts before and after reclamation they repre—

sented. Evaluated in terms of its present visual aspects, without

knowledge of its previous state, the reclaimed area today differs lit-

tle in character from the surrounding tepography of crOpland interrupted

occasionally by small stands of trees and pasture.

Ordering of questions may have influenced responses. For exam-

ple, respondents were asked to state their willingness to pay for the

reclamation after they were asked who should have paid for the reclama-

tion. The phrasing of questions also contributed to uncertainties in

interpreting the results. Some of the land use choices offered

respondents were not clearly mutually exclusive, and the response
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scale of l to 7 provided too many increments to be useful to many

respondents. The results reported from open-ended questions about

recreation participation and specific desires for site use probably do

not reflect actual participation or the range of facilities the commun-

ity actually needs for recreation. The high number of requests for

swimming facilities on the reclaimed area suggests that respondents

were less concerned with the suitability of that location for swimming

then the present and perhaps only opportunity to express desires for

recreation facilities where they may be heard.

In addition, the choice of an open-ended question about willing—

ness to pay has resulted in a great deal of uncertainty about the reli-

ability of the response, which is a similar conclusion to that of some

researchers investigating willingness to pay question design. For this

reason, the aggregated willingness to pay estimate provided should be

regarded as a measure which, in the absence of others, provides a gen—

eral indication of value, but which should be compared with revealed

preferences in land sales and other increases in area value as a result

of reclamation to determine its validity.

6.3 Recommendations

According to the results of this survey, the value of abatement

of environmental damages is widely recognized by people, but general

knowledge of potential uses and limitations on use of reclaimed areas

is distinctly lacking among those who must help choose the land uses

for these areas. To prevent difficulties with achieving maximum com—

munity satisfaction about development of publicly-owned reclaimed

areas, an information package about the problems and potentials of
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reclaiming abandoned lands should be provided to communities involved

in reclamation planning. Community desires for land uses out of char-

acter with the limitations imposed by the reclaimed material could

then be reduced to a minimum.

In the case studied here, the desired uses of the site stated

by informed city officials were also stated by sampled residents.

Finding the appropriate mix of uses and facilities once the general

land use is determined requires analysis of existing facilities and

planning based on knowledge of community needs. Since most small com-

munities affected by the Abandoned Mine Reclamation Program do not

retain the personnel appropriate for aiding in deve10pment of reclaimed

areas, state involvement in the details of develOpment may be necessary.

For example, communities having ambitious plans for use and develop—

ment of reclaimed areas may need assistance in obtaining funds for new

public services.

Willingness to Pay
 

From what was learned in this investigation, some willingness

to pay questions may be approached more efficiently in a mail survey,

because respondents could have more time to consider their willingness

to pay without the constraining presence of an interviewer. Providing

the respondent with several categories, such as different uses of re-

claimed land upon which willingness to pay responses are requested,

might provide the researcher with more assurance that the tradeoffs in

allocating an amount are recognized by respondents. Where possible,

an incremental bid approach is probably superior for limiting the ten-

dency to adopt gaming strategies and obtaining as precise an estimate of
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willingness to pay as possible, although incremental bid responses may

be biased as a result of the choice of starting points and the incre-

ments.

Willingness to pay surveys have mostly been concerned with the

valuation responses of resource users faced with the prospect of exclu-

sion or reductions in quality of the resource. If these surveys are to

provide measures of the value of public resources to society, measure-

ment of nonusers willingness to pay must, logically, be included. At

the same time, more rigorous attempts to establish the reliability of

these estimates is needed, by comparing values of resources using con—

ventional techniques before and after environmental change took place.

If willingness to pay is a function of ability to pay, or income level,

then a survey might attempt a budgetary approach to evaluating environ—

mental improvements; i.e., while one is budgeting for food, clothing,

etc., which could provide reliable estimates of willingness to pay. A

more systematic approach than what has been demonstrated to date is

called for in selecting respondents; e.g., stratifying groups carefully

according to income and other variables thought to be indicative of

willingness to pay to more accurately define the extent to which each

variable influences willingness to pay.

6.4 Conclusions
 

Valuation of aesthetic improvements such as reclamation may be

difficult to assign in their own right, as this study has shown. Asso—

ciation with the current or proposed use may occur despite statements

asking for the value of the improvement alone. The overwhelming desire

for recreational use of the reclaimed site studied here suggests that
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there are few hesitations on the part of people to consider using

reclaimed areas, once prOperly developed. The experience of many suc-

cessful reclamation for recreation demonstration projects by mining

companies and the Federal Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service

bear this out as well.

As evidenced in this survey by peOple's willingness to pay for

the reclaimed resource and their desire to use it for recreation, there

are measurable benefits to be derived by providing for desired land

uses through reclamation. This may be especially true for communities

impacted by mining, although it would be expected to hold true for all

communities having space to be reclaimed.
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APPENDIX A

MATERIAL PRESENTED TO STAUNTON SAMPLE POPULATION

USqumwxniBwly

ARCONNE NATIONAL LABORATORY

9700 Sourh C455AmAnqomIl|~ois 60479 Hephom 3l2/972’ 33 94

July 3, 1978

Dear Staunton Resident:

Throughout this month a survey will be conducted in Staunton

by Argonne National Laboratory in cooperation with the city of

Staunton. This survey will gather information about people's

reactions to improvements in the local environment.

Your address was one of 200 selected by chance in the city

of Staunton. Your participation is strictly confidential and your

answers to our interviewer's questions will be used for statistical

purposes only. The survey results will increase researchers'

understanding of how residents of Staunton and vicinity value improve—

‘ments in the local environment.

Our interviewer's name is Mrs. Jacalyn Bernard; she will come

to your home between the hours of 9:00 AM and Noon, 1:00 PM and 5:00 PM,

or 6:30 PM and 9:30 PM, to ask for your participation in an interview.

Officials of Staunton and the police will provide Hrs. Bernard with a

letter of introduction which she will show you when she arrives at your

door. If you are not home, she will try to call back at a different

hour or day.

Since only 200 people in Staunton will be interviewed, your part

in this survey is important. We would greatly appreciate your assistance.

Yours truly,

,J/ézéeéawv
Stanley 2e er

Project Coordinator

SZ/mjh

TL: 06:15”on Cup Ancpwi Uv'vtRsiTits A550dA1i0\
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APPENDIX A

Survey to ,

Be Conduot‘od

In Staunton '
Throughout this month, a

survey will be conducted in

Staunton and vicinity by

Argonne National Laboratory in

cooperation with the city of

Staunton. This survey will

gather information about

people’s reactions toward im-

proving the local environment..

About 200 households in Staunton

and the surrounding area have '

been randomly chosen to he

asked to participate in an in-

terview. Each household’s

participation is strictly .con-

fidential. and answers to” the

intervi ewer‘s question: are to I

used for statistical purpozcs

only. The information gatherrr‘;

will help in evaluating en-

vironmental improvements in

this and other communities in

Illinois. City officials and the

Chief of Police will provide the

Argonne interviewer with a '

letter of introduction which she

will show you when she arrives

at your address; The interviewer

will be in Staunton between the

hours of 9 am. and 9:30 pm.

each day of the week. .If your

household has been selected and

you are not at home when she

arrives, she will try to call back

at another hour or day.

Since only about 200 households

in Staunton will be interviewed,

each household’s participation

is important. If your household is

selected, your assistance in this

survey would be appreciated.
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APPENDIX A

HERMAN HOCHMUTH won 0. scum: ' 30mm MUELLER John Bergen

Mayor City Clerk City Treasurer City Attorney

. THE CITY OF STAUNTON

 

Office of the .

cm cmx STAUNTO‘REOILLINOIS

304 W. Main 5!.

Dear Staunton Area Resident:

The Staunton police department certifies that Mrs. Jacalyn Bernard

of Argonne National Laboratory is conducting a survey of residents of

Staunton and vicinity. We have seen the questions she will ask you and

we wish to point out that your answers are to be used for research purposes

only. Your name or address will no£_be connected in any way to the results

of the survey. Should you decide to participate, both the City of Staunton

and Argonne National Laboratory would appreciate your help.

Yours truly,

”fit/meadfive/W MM“ 62%

Herman Hochmuth . Vinson Boster

Mayor of Staunton Chief of Police



APPENDIX B

QUESTIONNAIRE: PREFERENCES FOR USE OF RECLAIMED LAND

NEAR STAUNTON, ILLINOIS

Hello. My name is and I'm from Argonne

National Laboratory. Did you receive a letter from us asking you

to participate in our survey? I have a letter here from the Mayor

and Chief of Police in Staunton stating that your participation is

______(l-3) confidential; your name and address will not be used in any way.

 

 

   

l. Just to be sure that we both will be talking about the same

place in this interview, what is the name of the community you

live in?

 

l 2 3 (4) Staunton l Parksville 2 Other 3

2. What do you feel is most pleasing about living in this com-

munity?
 

 

1. economic 2. health 3. social 4. environmental

l 2 3 4 (5) 5. dislike or nothing pleasing

3. Are most of your friends living in this community?

l 2 (6) Yes 1 N0 2

4. Is most of your family living in this connmnity?

l 2 (7) Yes 1 N0 2

5. How long have you lived in this community?

._____ (8-9) ______years

6. About how many times per year do you travel just north of

Staunton on Highway 4?

(lo-12) /year

71





 

(l3-l5)

l 2 (l6)

l 2 (l7)

9.
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About how many times per year do you travel west from Staun-

ton on Bunker Hill Road?

/year

Have you noticed any changes in that area over the past couple

of years?

Yes l No 2
 

If yes, what changes?
 

 

l. Reclamation project 2. Other

Here are some pictures of the old mine number fourteen north-

west of Staunton before it was regraded in l976.

(Set 1) The picture at the top shows an air photo of the

entire mine area in l976. (Point out Highway 4 and

Bunker Hill Road.) The bottom picture shows the

reclamation work in progress. There are three sec-

tions to the mine area. (Point out slag pile, drain-

age ditch, slurry pond areas.)

(Set 2) The top picture here is the slag pile before it was

reclaimed. The bottom shows what it looks like now.

(Set 3) The top shows the drainage area (refer to Set 1) be-

fbre, the bottom shows it as it is now.

(Set 4) At the top is an area of the slurry pond before

reclamation, at the bottom is what it looks like

now.

How did you first come to know about this change?

l ______in this interview 5 ______television

2 ______word of mouth 6 _____ driving by

3 _ newspaper 7 __ other

4 ______radio
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10. Approximately how long ago did you first hear about the

change out there?

 

 

l more than two years ago

3 about a year

4 a few months

5 less than a month

ll. How important is it to you personally that the old mine

area has been changed to what it is now? I'd like you to

answer on a scale (show card #1) that we‘re going to use

quite a bit in this survey. Really important is the num-

ber 1, important is 2, a little bit important is 3; really

unimportant is 7, unimportant is 6, and a little bit unim-

portant is 5 (repeat question).

l 2 3 4 5

6 7 (20) Important l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unimportant

l2. 0n the same scale (card #2), how good or bad do you think

it is that this change has taken place (explain scale

again)?

1 2 3 4 5

6 7 (21) Good l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Bad

13. Do you think that changing the land to what is now has

changed your opinion about living in that area?

Yes l No 2 No Answer 3

l 2 3 (22)

Why?
 

l4. Who do you think should have paid for the change as shown

in the pictures?

 

 

l 2 3 (23) l. government 2. mine company 3. other



(24-26)
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Do you consider the mine area to be worth more to you now

than before it was reclaimed:

Yes _ 1 No 2

Suppose that you were in a situation where you were asked

to contribute an amount of money per month to have the mine

area changed from what it was to what it is now. Would

you have contributed anything per month, and if so, what

would that amount be?

______/month

If you owned the land in the mine area now, which one of

the uses listed on this card (#3) would you most like to

see there? Which is your second choice?

1 _____ what it was before mining -- timber and pasture

2 _____ agriculture (rowcrops, pasture)

3 ______city housing

4 ______acreages

5 ______leave as is now

6 private recreation

7 __ private comercial development

8 ______other (please state)

Since the city of Staunton owns that land, that is, it is

public land, which use on this card (#4) would you most

like to see there? Which use is your second choice?

what it was before mining (forest and pasture)

conmuni ty facility

nature preserve

park or recreation area

fairgrounds

leave as is now

educational use

other (please state)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8



l 2 3 4 5 (32)

l 2 3

l 2 3

l 2 3

0
3
-
h

0
3
-
4
)

0
3
%

7 (33)

19.

20.
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What do you think are the problems, if any, with using

this area for (#l3 preferred choice)?

 

 

l. developmental 2. supervisory and maintenance

3. site specific and environmental 4. distance, other

5. no problems

The next question has several parts concerned with what you

think about the change in the mine area. We are going to

use the same scale as before (card #5) so that you can tell

me the number which best describes how much you agree with

each of the statements that I will read to you.

a) Other piles near Staunton should have similar work

done on them as shown in the pictures.

Agree l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree

b) Other piles in Illinois should have similar work

done on them as shown in the pictures.

Agree l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree

c) The state government should have been involved in

reclaiming the mine area.

Agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree

d) The town of Staunton received alot of publicity

because of the mine area being changed.

Agree l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree

e) The change has had QQ.impact on the Staunton area.

Agree l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree

f) The town of Staunton should decide what the mine

area should be used for.

Agree l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree
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9) The mine area should have been left alone as

shown in Picture 1.

l 2 3 4 5

6 7 (39) Agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree

h) Tourists from outside of the Staunton area

would be welcome here.

1 2 3 4 5

6 7 (40) Agree l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree

.
1
-

v

You would visit the mine area if it had a

recreational use you liked.

l 2 3 4 5

6 7 (4l) Agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Disagree

21. The next few questions are about your recreation in Staunton

and vicinity. On this card (#6) are several words describ-

ing something about your recreation, which you may enjoy in

general. Please tell me which item you usually enjoy the

most during your recreation away from home.

 

socializing with friends/family

being away from home or work

being outdoors

travelling

activity

meeting people

relaxing

l

2

3

4

5

6

7

8 using good recreation equipment

9 W
W
W

learning about nature, history, etc.

22. If, in Staunton, you had any type of recreation you could

want, and you were given a day off during the week for

recreation, what would you like to do?
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23. When you do have a few hours to spend with your family in

recreation away from home, what do you like to do? Where

do you go to do those things?

  

  

   
  

  

24. What kinds of recreation, if any, would you like to see on

the old mine area?

 

 

 

 

25. How important is it to you that each of the following kinds

of recreation are available in or near Staunton? Please

tell me the number on this card (#7) that best shows how

important or unimportant you think it is to you to have each

type of recreation that I name (explain scale if necessary)?

(43) nature center Important 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unimportant

wildlife

(44) preserve l 2 3 4 5 6 7

(45) city park l 2 3 4 5 6 7

(46) museums l 2 3 4 5 6 7

(47) campground l 2 3 4 5 6 7

(48) fishing l 2 3 4 5 6 7

motorcycle

(49) track l 2 3 4 5 6 7

playing

(50) fields 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

' bicycle or

hiking

(Sl) trails l 2 3 4 5 6 7



(52)

(53)

(54)

26.

(55-57)

27.

l 2 3 4

5 (58)

28.

1 2 3 4

5 6 (59)

29.
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shooting Important l 2 3 4 5 6 7 Unimportant

range

off-road

vehicle

park 1 5 7

picnic area l 2 3 4 5 6 7

About how far does the highest income earner of this house-

hold travel to work each day?

miles one-way no or variable travel

Could you please indicate the last grade of school you com-

pleted? (card #8)

(1) ______O-8 years (jr. high)

(2) ______9-l2 years (high school)

(3) _____ l3-lS years (jr. college plus)

(4) ______ 16 years (college)

(5) l7 years (graduate)

If you have any children, what are their ages?

retired, no children

retired, at least one child about 18 yrs.

at least one child above l8“

at least one child 6 to 18 yrs.

at least one child below 6

no childrenO
‘
U
‘
I
w
a
d

Do you or anyone in your family belong to any clubs or or-

ganizations and if so, what are they?

Club or Organization

 

 

 

 

 



l 2 (6l)

1 2 (62)

l 2 (63)

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.
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Do any of them meet in Staunton?

Yes 1 No 2

Have you ever served as an officer in any of those clubs?

Yes 1 No 2
 

Which ones?
 

Do you rent or own your home?

Own l Rent 2

If you don't mind, could you please indicate (card #9)

which one of the fOllowing before tax income brackets your

family is in?

(a) _ o-4,999 (e) __ 20,000-24,999

(b) _ s,ooo-9,999 (f) _ 25,000-29,999

(c) __ 10,000-14.999 (g) _ 30,000-49,999

(d) __ 15,000-19,999 (h) __ 50,000 and up

What is your occupation?
 

trades, professional

housewife

retired

mining, manufacturing, transportation

government and service

salesO
t
U
'
l
-
t
h
-
J

.
0
0
.
.
.

Could you please tell me which age range you are in as

listed on this card? (card #10)

(l) __ less than 20 (6) ___60-69

(2) __ 20-29 (7) __ 70-79

(3) __ 30-39 (8) __ 80-89+

(4) __ 40-49

(5) __ 50-59

 

 



l 2 (67)

l 2 3 (68)

1 2 3 (69)
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36. Note sex:

Female l Male 2

37. Housing type:

l 2

1 house l city

2 trailer 2 fringe

3 apartment 3 farm

Thank you. That concludes our interview. Your cooperation is

much appreciated. Do you have any comments about the interview

that you would like to add?
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APPENDIX B

INFORMATION PRESENTED TO

RESPONDENTS ON CARDS

  

  

CARD 1

Important Neutral Unimportant

l 2 3 4 5 6 7

CARD 2

Good Neutral Bad

1 3 3 4 5 6 7

CARD 3

a. what it was before mining - (timber and pasture)

b. agriculture (rowcrops, pasture)

c. city housing

d. acreages

e. leave as now

f. private recreation

g. private commercial develOpment

h. other (please state)
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CARD 4

  

a. what it was before mining (timber and pasture)

b. community facility

c. nature preserve

d. park or recreation area

e. fairgrounds

f. leave as is now

g. educational use

h. other (please state)

CARD 5

Agree Neutral Disagree

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

CARD 6

a. socializing with friends/family

b. being away from home or work

c. being outdoors

d. travelling

e. activity

f. meeting people

g. relaxing

h. using good recreation equipment

i. learning about nature, history, etc.
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CARD 7

Important Neutral

1 2 3 4 5 6

CARD 8

a. 0-8 years (jr. high)

b. 9-12 years (high school)

c. l3-15 years (jr. college plus)

Unimportant

d. 16 years (college)

e. 17 years (graduate)

CARD 9

a. O-4,999

b. 5,000-9,999

c l0,000-14,999

d. 15,000-19,999

e. 20,000—24,999

f. 25,000-29,999

g. 30,000—49,999

h. 50,000 and up

CARD 10

a. less than 20

b. 20-29

c. 30-39

d. 40-49

e. 50-59

f. 60-69

g. 70-79

h. 80—39
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