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Abstract: The purpose of this study was
to develop a model to estimate the
benefits of the green cover area of urban
parks. However, due to the non-market
nature of public urban parks, the value
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of the green cover areas provided must
be estimated indirectly. This study
develops a benefit estimation model of
green cover areas of urban parks, based
on willingness-to-pay valuation concept.
The conjoint anaysis of the stated
preference approach was used for
estimating the utility of green cover area
to urban residents. The urban parks in
Taipei were chosen as the sites for
empirical study. To develop a utility
estimation model of green cover areas of
urban parks, the data for this study were
collected through on-site users survey.
The results showed that the green cover
area consists of more tree cover area,
less lawn cover area, and the lawn is
entered easily to use will get higher
utility. The relative importance of green
cover area attributes in proper order are
tree cover area, lawn cover area, the
lawn whether entered easily to use, and
monthly maintain and manage fees.
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