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Abstract: As an essential component of the Gross Ecosystem Product ( GEP), ecotourism service value is an important
value realization pathway for ecosystem products. Taking the “One Village Ten Thousand Trees” implementation area at
Kecheng District, Quzhou City as our study area, we adopted the internationally recognized travel cost interval analysis
(TCIA) to conduct the questionnaire survey, and carried out the value accounting of ecotourism service. Meanwhile, based
on the principle of econometrics, we constructed the random utility model (RUM) of tourists, and explored the impact of
different natural geographical attributes on tourists’ ecotourism location decision. Our results show that (1) the total

economic value of ecotourism service in the implementation area of “One Village Ten Thousand Trees” was approximately
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1.93 billion yuan and the value of ecotourism service per unit area was 83700 yuan/hm’ in 2018. (2) In 2018, the per
capita recreational value of tourists in the “One Village Ten Thousand Trees” implementation area was 713.89 yuan,
accounting for 59.3% of that of Kecheng District (1204.58 yuan) , indicating that there is still a large room for improvement
in the value realization of ecosystem products. (3) Per capita recreational value of tourists in Kecheng District was much
higher than the per capita tourist consumption expenditure of 621.80 yuan reported by the Bureau of Cultural Tourism of
Kecheng, indicating the large potential of tourists’ time cost and consumer surplus, which needs to be taken into account in
the assessment. (4) The random utility model showed that the travel cost had a negative association with tourists’ visit to the
destination, while the area of forest and wetland each had a positive correlation; moreover, the relative contribution of
wetland was much higher than that of forest. Our study helps to promote the ecological protection, management, and
development of the “One Village Ten Thousand Trees” implementation area at Kecheng and beyond. Our study also helps to

improve the accuracy of GEP accounting and explore the value realization pathway for ecosystem products.

Key Words: Great Garden Construction Plan; One Village Ten Thousand Trees; value realization of ecosystem products;

rural ecotourism; travel cost interval analysis; random utility model
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Fig.1 Geographical location of Kecheng and distribution map of ecosystem types of “One Villages Ten Thousand Trees”
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2 fEEXC— IR SR E
Fig.2 Landscape of “One Village Ten Thousand Trees” at Kecheng
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Table 1 Description of variables influencing tourists’ travel decisions
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Table 2 Tourists’ travel cost in Kecheng and “One Village Ten Thousand Trees” area

HEZ/ (J8/N) = ACPN)
X Jik Peak season/Yuan per person Off season/Yuan per person
Area EIEENTE O MR WA RTINS EERNTE BRI WAk R
Direct cost Transport cost  Time cost Travel cost Direct cost Transport cost  Time cost Travel cost
F3EIX Kecheng 369.37 236.65 216.51 822.53 240.77 148.27 131.07 520.11
S X Implementation area 253.76 159.94 110.45 524.15 199.29 99.09 61.01 359.39
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Fig.3 Components of tourists’ travel cost
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Fig.4 Tourists’ recreation demand curve of “One Village Ten Thousand Trees” area
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Table 3 Result of tourists’ recreation demand curve of “One Village Ten Thousand Trees” area

TEZ Peak se: IRZE Off seas
e _ ‘ 2% Peak season _ V RZ= season
Function type PRERIA R2 PRAR A R?
Function expression Function expression
ZRTH PR inear function -0. x+0. . -0. x+0. .
2k PREY L fi i 0.000281x+0.588 0.720 0.000179x+0.410 0.487
E 4 BRI Exponential function 0.99678¢ 000188 0.977 1.03153¢70-00290% 0.975

(2) A3 DX IR 25 A T 9% TR 4
T3 DX T 9 R 2 R IR 2 9 3 % N 34990 2 35 9 4 43 501 o 506.63 JT A 259.22 JT, A i B (E 43 i A
1329.16 JTH1 779.33 Ju( Kl 5 FiF 4) .
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Table 4 Result of tourists’ recreation demand curve of Kecheng

e IF 2 Peak season R Z= Off season

Function type PRI A R? PR IA A R?
Function expression Function expression

£ K%K Linear function -0.000232x+0.640 0.832 -0.000179x+0.449 0.591

& 4R %L Exponential function 0.89553¢ %0104 0.949 0.93455¢ 000216+ 0.952

3.1.3  ARGRIERS M
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Fig.5 Tourists’ recreation demand curve of Kecheng
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Table 5 Tourists’ per capita recreation value in study area
EACIN)| "%/ (7t/N) EXACVIN)
o Peak season/Yuan per person Off season/Yuan per person Whole year/Yuan per person
x‘ 7 (] AN B Nz RS ] B Nz »,
Area e WhERA WM ORI WRERAR WEEME RGRA EIRERA RN
T Consumer Recreation Travel Consumer Recreation Travel Consumer Recreation
Travel cost
surplus value cost surplus value cost surplus value
FI3EIX. Kecheng 822.53 506.63 1329.16 520.11 259.22 779.33 754.01 450.57 1204.58
St IX. Implementation area 524.15 290.98 815.13 359.39 47.60 406.99 483.28 230.61 713.89

3.2 T RUM M2 R0 IS U Ay

6 W TIRIEZEINME X [ AR 38w M 2 008 SR A G O e M, R AT 3% P AE I PSS 78 rh 345 590 0O
SRR SE , 1 B 7 17 e it b P i A 7 20 PR R Ui 2 B 02 i D 1) T BB RIS . ARMORITE b AE 25 R 8 1 T
FEGHIR I o 2 A P 1 7 A T AU R i, L b o e DX R A S 118 K XoF B3 ik 7 B 2 R 2 43 i 2 AR AR 1Y
48 151 20 4% , 6B Hb 00 AR TR /N (A LU T AR MO U A2 B 1 5%
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Table 6 Logit regression results for visitor random utility model

A5 NEZAE R Peak season model IRZBAEI Off season model
Variable ZH Coefficient FrifiEs Standard error F B Coefficient PR Standard error
R Intercept 1.79* 0.84 1.23 1.37
JRAT 4% H Travel cost -0.22x1072 ** 0.64x107 -0.30x1073 0.30x1073
AR GEHEH Forest area 0.10*" 0.03 0.09* 0.05
BB RG MR Wetland area 4.94* 2.46 1.81 2.40

FFE A Orchard area -1.58*" 0.57 -2.48" 1.05

Uit % % 5 L Tourist source -2.32%* 0.67 — —
WHA B RGE Urban area — — 1.52 1.66
WL Remoteness — — 0.06 0.05

N 198 191

Prob>chi2 0.07x1072 0.25

Pseudo R? 0.10 0.04

Log likelihood -91.70 -96.72

#* P<0.05, =% P<0.01
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