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The objective of this study was to assess general information, factors affecting decision making,
and recreation value of visitors at Sukkaparb Latpho Park in 2007. The Individual Travel Cost Method (ITCM)
was used to assess the recreation value. The questionnaires were used for data collection from 350 visitors at
Sukkaparb Latpho Park who were accidental sampling during 4-10 October 2007. |

According to the questionnaires, both genders had equally visited Sukkaparb Latpho Park. The
majority of visitors (53.4%) aged between 21-30, where 53.4% were married. 40.9% of the visitors had
bachelor degree, and the average income was 13,742.86 baht per month. In term of transportation, 34% of the
visitors commuted by private motorcycle, where 48.9% of them came with family. The majority of the visitors
(54.3%) used the park for exercise, while 41.1% used it for recreational purposes. The averaged visiting
frequency was 4.97 times per week. The averaged cost of commuting to the park is 86.74 Baht. 34.6% of the
visitors also went to Srinakhonkuenkan park as an alternated park, while 42.9% of them did not go to any other
alternatives. The main reason to pick this particular park was its proximity to the community. 30% of the
visitors suggested that the park should provide the exercised equipment for elderly, while 26.6% suggested that
the park should provide better playground for kids, and 25.1% wanted more large trees. According to the cost
of transport analysis, the factors that affected the rate of coming to the park were travel cost and stipend. These
factors leaded to the assessment of recreational value of the park in 2007 equalling 43,110,000 Baht.

Thus, the Department of Rural Roads could compare recreation value and maintenance cost of
Sukkaparb Latpho Park per year in order to allocate budget, plan for development, and serve visitors” demand.
Moreover, this result could be a sample to apply to other parks in this department on the cost benefit analysis,

budget allocation, and development planning.





