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Reviewer’s comment

Author’s comment (if agreed with reviewer,
correct the manuscript and highlight that part in
the manuscript. It is mandatory that authors
should write his/her feedback here)

Compulsory REVISION comments

Presumably, the reason that 17 observations w
deleted is because the natural log of O is
undefined. Thus, a double-log model could not
used if these observations were included. Yet,
ignoring the observations will bias the estimate
coefficients. Why not use a Tobit model (for
example) or a transformation that will allow use
the observations associated with 0 WTP?

The researchers initially wanted to use choice
emodelling such as binary logit, or probit or a
selection model (tobit) as suggested by the
viewer. As you are aware, choice models are
l:i%itable for data with nearly equal number of

I (willing to pay and not willing to pay). In this
research, 293 respondents were willing to pay
hilst only 17 respondents were not willing to pa
herefore, the data is skewed towards those wh
are willing to pay and this can lead to biasness o
the estimation if choice models are used.
Meanwhile, tobit model is a selection model. The

are BLUE since 293 (willingness to pay
respondents) far outweigh 17 (non-willingness to
pay respondents.

Transformation of the data with zero WT
observations is a welcoming suggestion
and would be considered in future resea
of this nature.

Minor REVISION comments

The English needs some further proofreading.

Clarify whether the amounts on p. 2, lines 44-4%

are “per year” or total.

Proofreading has been done and all the minor
grammatical errors corrected.

D
It has been corrected

Corrections have been made
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There is a reference B on line 131 of p. 4, but
that point is not identified in the Fig. .

The link between (the confusing) theory presente
in Sec. 3.2 and the model which is estimated (EQ.

8) is not clear.

The model is not all that confusing. One needs to
d it and conceptualise the linkages.

The reviewer’s observation is true. It was a

Breusch-Pagan is a test for heteroscedasticity, ngtstake. It has been corrected

autocorrelation, as stated on p. 5, line 196.

Optional /General comments

Overall, this analysis is on the right track, and
much better than most of the submissions that

have reviewed for this journal. Nonetheless, sgme

“clean up” is needed.
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