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Abstract The purpose of this study is
to develop a disaggregate site demand model
to understand recreationists site choice
behavior when there are many potentia
competing recreation destinations available.
The approach to simplify this choice
situation is aggregating recreation sites
gpatially to reduce choice aternatives. A
logit choice model was used for modeling
and testing recreationists site choice
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behavior. The Ponhu National Scenic Area
IS chosen as the site for empirical study.
Data were collected through on-site visitor
survey. The study result revealed that quality
of landscape resource, variety of recreation
opportunity, site accessibility and trip cost
are four important factors when choosing
recreation site. This finding is very helpful
for planning and management practice.

Keywords: Recreation site choice behavior,
preference, site aggregation, logit model.
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