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ABSTRACT

This study reports the results of using two alternative methods of measuring
benefits of air quality changes in the San Francisco Bay Area; both methods are
based on the hypothesis that benefits are measured by willingness topay.In
one method, property values were used to infer willingness to pay for air quality.
In the other nethod, willingness to pay was obtained directly from a survey.

Pol lution was shown to have a statistically significant negative effect on
property values. Willingness to pay obtained from the survey was shown to be
correlated with visibility and health effects (as defined by the PS| index).

Both methods resulted in an estimate of average benefits per household of about
$80 annually for a 30 percent improvement in air quality; this represents an
annual total benefit of about $130 million for a 30 percent improvement for the
Bay area (using 1977-1978 air quality conditions as abase and 1978 socioeconomic
conditions and property val ues).
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