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l\.farch 28. 2016 

MEMORANDUM 

To: 

From: 

All Members 
Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic 
Preservation 

Senator Tina Muna Barnes'" 
Committee Chairperson 

Subject: Committee Report on Bill No. 160-33 (COR) as substituted l•y the Committee 

Transmitted herewith for your consideration is the Committee Report on Bill No. 161-33 

(COI\) "AN ACT TO ADD A NEW ARTICLE 9 TO CHAPTER 63, TITLE 5 .. GcAM 
CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES 
CONSERVA TJON ACT OF 2015" 

111is report includes the following: 

• Committee Vote Sheet 
• Committee Report Digest 
• Copy of Bill No. 160-33 (COR) as introduced 
• Copy of Bill No. 160-33 (COR) <ls substituted by the Committee 
• Public Hearing Sign-in Sheet 
• Copies of Submitted Testimony & Supporting Documents 
• Copy of COR Referral of Bill f\:o. 160-33 (COR) 

• Notices of Public Hearing 

• Copy of the Public Hearing Agenda 
Copy of Fiscal 5ote for Bill 60. 160-33{COR) 

Please take the appropriate action on the attached vote sheet. Your attention to this 
matter is greatly appreciated. Should you have any questions or concerns, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

Si Yu' OS ma' ase'! 

Chairpt:r:~h)n, Co1nmittee on \1unicipal Aftairs_ Touri,sm, }-lousing ;;ind Hi:<itoric Preservation 
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OF 2015" as sul1stituted by the Committee - sponsor: RT. McCREADIE 
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COMMITTEE REPORT DIGEST 

I. OVERVIEvV 

Bill l\:o 160-33 (COR) was introduced cm August 13, 2015 by Senator Brant T. 

McCreadie, and was subsequently referred by the Committee on Rules to the 
Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation on 

August 13, 2015. 

The Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation 
convened a public hearing on Bill No. 160-33 (COR) on Tuesday, November JO, 2015 at 
9:00 AM in I Liheslatura's Public Hearing Room. 

Public Notice Requirements 
Public Hearing notices were disseminated via e-mail to all senators and all main media 
broadcasting outlets on Tuesday, November 3, 2015 (5-Day Notice), and again on 
Tirnrsday, November 5, 2015 (48-Hour Notice). 

Senators Present 
Senator Tina Muna Barnes, Chairperson 
Senator Frank Blas, Jr. 
Speaker Judith T. Won Pat, Ed.D 
Senator James V. Espaldon 
Sena tor Rory J. Respicio 
Senator V. Anthony Ada 
Senator Brant T. McCreadie 
Senator Dennis G. Rodriguez, Jr. 
Senator Thomas Morrison 

IL SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY & DISCUSSION 

TI1e public hearing was Called-to-Order at 9:03 AM. 

Chairperson: This public hearing by the Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, 
Housing and Historic Preservation is now called to order. It is now 9:03 a.m, For the 
record and in accordance to 5 GCA, Chapter 8, Subsection 8107, notices were sent out 
via email to all Senators and all main media broadcasting outlets on Tuesday, 

(:h.siirperst1n_ Comn1ittee on }v1unii;'ipal Affair;;, Tourism, f'lousin~ .;,nd Histn-ric Preserviltion 
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November 3, 2015 (5-day notice) and then once again on Thursday, November 5, 2015 
(48-hour notice). Please note that written testimonies may be submitted up to ten (10) 
days after the public hearing to the Office of Senator Tina Muna Barnes, 155 Hesler 
Place, Hagatfia, Guam 96910, viii facsimile to 472-3400 or via email to 
senator(~•tinamunabames.com. Furthermore, if you should have anv questions, please 
contact Jeanenne Cordero, Bernice Rivera or Alan Cepeda from our office at 472-3455/6 
or via email at jean<1Hinamuanbarnes.com. Bernkeiii'tinarnunabarnes.com or 
alarnotinamunabarnes.corn 

Chairperson: I yield to the author of Bill No. 160-33 (COR), Senator Brant McCreadie. 

Chairperson: ln conversation with the author of Bill No. 160-33 (COR), he will be 
introducing a substitute version oi this bill. Depending on all testimonies today, this 
committee could hold a mark-up hearing if necessary. 

Chairperson: Next on the agenda, and last but not least, is Bill No. 160-33 (COR) which 
is "An act to add a new Article 9 to Chapter 63, Title 5, Guam Code Annotated, relative 
to the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation Act of 2015; to add a new subsection (d) 
to § 30101 to Chapter 30, Title 11, Guam Code Armotated, relative to the establishment 
of Marine Conservation Fee; and to amend§ 30107 of Chapter 30, Title 11, Guam Code 
Annotated, relative to deposit of fees into the Guam Occ•an and Fisheries Conservation 
and Development Fund". Ladies and gentlemen when I spoke earlier about this bill, 
I've spoken to the author of the legislation, and he will make some amendments and as 
the Committee Chair we will submit those amendments with the committee report. We 
have copies of the original bill as submitted as well as the substituted version of the bill 
for the public's view. We are hearing both bills today, the one as introduced 
(substituted version) and the original bill. 

Senator Jim Espaldon: Madam as a point of order, the bill that we are hearing 
today .. interupted by Chairperson. 

Chairperson: Yes, Senator Espaldon, as I said earlier. Let's take a 5 minute recess 
please. Thank you! 

Chairperson: The committee is back from recess. Let me call up all the mdividuals that 
have signed in to testify. Chairperson calls several na.mes on the sign-in sheet and 
several were there to just show support. A fow of them called are part of the first panel. 

CJ1 .• 1irp<:'rson, ComJnittee on 1-'tunicipal i\ff.iiri', Tourisrn, Hc'\JSing and i1istoric Preserv~Hi1)n 
15~1 Hcslt:r Pl,!>:(' Hag-affra, Guam 96910 ]Tel: 677--~72-3455;'& Fa::c 671 ·472<J41h)} 1Nv,;•,v,tinarnunabarrH!S i..:11rr1 
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I ask that everyone please state their name for the record and if you're for or against the 
bill. If you have a written testimony, please provide that to my staff who are seated to 
my left. Thank you. Chairperson yields to the author of the bill to give a brief 

explanation. 

Senator Brant McCreadie: Madam Chair if it's okay with you, I'd like to give a brief 
summary of the bill, how it came about and why we may be substituting this bill. 

Chairperson: Yes, of course Senator. 

Senator Brant McCreadie: Thank you once again Madam Chair. Bill 160 started out 21 
years ago when Manny Duenas took over the Fishermen's Co-op. About 4 months ago, 
I asked him what we could do for the Fishermen's Co-op and Fisheries in general. He 
threw me a book of ideas and solutions he had to preserve and conserve our fisheries. I 
explained to him in a 4 month period, that we are all going to have to do it together, 
meet as many people as we can, who are stakeholders in this industry and we're going 
to figure out a way to downsize this book that he gave me, in this case a 12-page bill. 
The original intent of the bill we charge a $2.00 fee for every tourist that comes to Guam 
hoping to raise 3 million dollars. This money would go to build a boat ramp in the 

north and south, solely needed for emergency purposes. I have 2 petitions, one in 
support and one in opposition. Opposition from Chamorro Nation of signatures in 
opposition and one from Manny Duenas with about 350 signatures in support so I 
wanted to add that in the record as well. Getting back to the bill, we decided to bring in 
the indigenous people, Chamorro Nation, have met with people from Talofofo about 
the boat ramp there, I've met with Joseph Cameron and the entire industry that we 
coukl meet with. I know John Atulai is not here but I meet with him unofficially at the 
boat basin area after my run so I hear it from here all the time. So what we did was took 
everyone's idea, now this is a lightning rod bill that not everyone supports and I 
understand that and we may not make everyone happy, but we took everyone's idea 
and my intention of this bill is the leave th<~ next generation not with just sea urchins 
and sand in the water but with fish. My whole intention of this bill is put something 
together that we could all put our arms around. The first thing we did, after we 

received the input from the indigt~:nous fishing rights people, was on page 3 of the 
substitute bill, "to reeognize the provisions of Public Law 29-127 (5 GCA § 63133) in 
carrying out tl1e duties of the Council and in exercising its powers". \Ve wanted to 

make sure to encompass their voice and be parallel with everyone else. \Ve also took 

-----~-·---~-------·----~••••----·~----·-···~n-~-·-··----·-------·-•---··-••-~·--•·-----

CJui:irpers{ln, Comntittee. on Municipal Affairs, Tounstn, Housing and Historic Prese.rvation 
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away the $2.00 fee. I met with the General Manager and the Chairman of the board and 
the Chair of GHRA regarding this. The most important part of this bill is the Council. 

Senator Tim Espaldon: Madam Chair, if I may, are we discussing the changes that he's 
making on this bill? 

Chairperson: Senator Espaldon, the author is discussing the foundation of this bill, 
please allow him to continue to speak. 

Senator Jim Espaldon: Madam Chair, if you allow me to speak you'll know what I'm 
trying to say. The problem that I have is that the presentation is not in line with the 
public hearing. The purpose of the public hearing is to hear the public. We have not 
heard the public and the author of the bill is justifying the changes to the bHl before the 
public even speaks. If the author felt that his original bill was inadequate, the proper 
thing to do is to withdraw his original bill make the real changes that needs to be made 
and reintroduce the bill with the appropriate changes. 

Chait:person: Senator Espaldon, if I may, I'm the oversight Chair of this, give me the 
opporturrity to give Senator Brant McCreadie the opportunity to finish his presentation. 
1hank you very much! 

Senator Brant McCreadie: So!' m discussing the conversations that we had in meetings 
is the reason why we made the suggested changes in the substituted version. My 
intention is to change some of the language in my original bill and report it out with a 
substituted version. So, that's why I' rn letting everyone know the results of my 
meetings. The other important language is the funding for the mitigation and surface 
storm water run --0ff. If we continue to allow this to happen, the Council is not going to 
be able to stop this and killing the fish, so we won't have fish or coral to suffice the next 
generation of fishes. So, is this a perfect piece of legislation? No, this is why we had the 
meetings. Please understand that I did not substitute the bill, l sent changes to the 
committee chairwoman. She has been very accommodating to work with us on those 
changes. We are hearing the introduced version of the bill today. I am not the 
committee chair, I'm just the author of the bill. I'm allovving everyone to know what we 
have done for the proposed changes. Thank you1 

Chairperson: Thank you Senator McCreadie for having the committee work with 
committee staff of this oversight to send in your proposed recommendations changes to 

Chairperson1 Comn1ittee on ~1unicipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and I-Ustoric Preservation 
155 Hesler Placr.- ttag:a:tfia, Guan: 96910 [Tel: 671-472-3455/6 Fax: 671-472·3400] www"tina."11unabam6.cnnt 
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this bil I and looking at it further. I will start with the panel, Mr. Chargualaf. If you 
have a written testimony, please give that to the staff so that we could append that to 
the committee report. 

Senator Jim Espaldon: Madam Chair l still have to object to this whole process. The 
panelists came here to provide t•~stimony on the original bill but knowingly know that 
the bill is going to change basically means that their testimony is moot. 

Chairperson: Senator Espaldon. I will hear testimony on Bill No. 160-33 (COR) as its 
original submission. Thank you' Mr. Chargualaf, my apologies, you may continue. 

Mr. lose Chargulaf: Thank vou Madam Chair and Senators of the 33rd Guam 
Legislature. l read the original bill online and yes, there are some areas that I feel that 
net•d changes, but the intent of the bill as it is presented by the Author, is kmg overdue. 
We understand the position that the Senatur is taking. I have been fishing since 1978 
both reef and 2,000 feet and to my dismav the only hma that I see out there (shows a 
size with his hands), how can you sell that? I feel that this should be regulated. The 
funding source maybe an objectionable amount. So, my testimony is whatever this bill 
that needs to be amended, go that route and I respect the Honorable Espaldon. TI1e 
overall importance of this project, I hope that all the Senators will give their support. 
1'.:ot only the formers need assistance but the fishermen too. I feel that the intent is not 
so much about who's going to be fishing and who's gonna benefit. I think that this 
legislation if passed will benefit the entire community of Guam and our tourist. Many 
of the people that fish in Talofofo Bay come from Yigo, Dededo, Cmatac and Merizo. I 
think the Senators should really work together, should it need some major 
amendments. TI1e sooner this bill is worked on it would be for the benefit of the entire 
island. l hope that vou could share the CD that l provided. Mr. Chargualaf provided 
written testimony (which is attached) as well as a CD (which is also attached). 

Chairperson: Thank you Mr. Chargualaf. I will make sure that a copy is provided to all 
the Senators for their information. Thank yuu very much. Next to speak is Cathy 
McCullum. 

Catherine I'. McCollum: Good morning Senators. Ms. McCollum reads her written 
testimony, which is attached to this report. Thank you! 

Chairpi::rson,- Con1mittt'e on tv1unicip:Jl /\.ffairs, Tourism, Housing and l{istoric Preservation 
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Chairperson: TI1ank you '.\1s. McCollum. If l could have a copy of that testimony so 
that we could append it to the report. Thank you! Next to speak is Fred Aguon. 

Fred Aguon: Speaks in Chamorro: M.anana Si Yu'os todos hamyu. Not a lot of people 
know me but I'm retired and I've never been here to speak. l do not support this bill 
because it will kill the current law P.L 29-127. I'm looking at the bill introduced by 
Senator Respicio and Senator Guthertz which is Bill 190. Hayi gai Tano este? This land 
belongs to the Chamorros. Please let's remember our people first, remember ;vhere you 
came from. The other people that have lived here, they retire and then go back to 
where they came from. Mr. Aguon points out page 4, numbers 1 through 8 in regards 
to members of this Council. From me, remember where you came from and remember 
your people. You have to remember you children. Sai' na !'via' ase! 

Chairperson: Buen Prubechu Mr. Aguon! Mr. Laguana. 

Ronald Laguana: Madam Chair, Si Ronald Laguana yu and I'm here on behalf of the 
fishermen. I'm in the area tourism for the past 20 years. 'With all do respect Madam 
Chair, I am in agreement with Senator Espaldon regarding the amendment of the 
existing bill. I think we should have the opportunity to further review and to give the 
fishermen the opportunity as well. One of them is my son, he's working right now. I 
am subsistant fisherman, we value what we catch. I suggest that you reschedule this to 
allow other people to attend. I am in opposition to this bill because it micromanages of 
our fisheries resources to a certain group of individuals, the council themselves. J am 
not a member of the Fishermen's Co-op of the Farmer's Co-op because they're 
regulatory matters control us, does not allow us the free market. When I read the 
application form, it does not allow us to sell our produce outside of the co-op. My point 
is right now, now you're allowing this same group of people, that's against us as an 
advocate for the scuba tank. They're gonna monopolize and regulate. I know there's a 
hidden agenda here. !fs an attack on our Micronesian immigrations. I think you 
should have another hearing in the evening so that the more people could attend. 
Somebody is benefiting here and we need to wake up to reality. I've made some 
enemies but I'm fighting for our people. We need the young generation here. He is an 
expense fisherman. That's all I want to say Madam Chair and l suggest that this 
hearing be continued. TI1ese changes need lo be reflected officially so we could get 
things straight. I'm sorry maniluhu' 

Chairpt'rson, C,1mm1ttee on Municip,11 AffJirs, Tounsm, l-lousins and }1istorlc Preservation 
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Chaii:person: Hagu Mas, buen prubechu! Mr. Stinson, please state your name for the 
record. 

Chris Stinson: My name is Chris Stinson, and thank you for hearing me. As you can 
tell I'm not from here. TI1ank you for hearing me out. I've got a couple of questions: 
Why is it that the people of Guam get only one voting member? Shouldnt they have 
more input? These organizations should get together at the expense of whom? I kinda 
feel that they need a bigger voice and not shut out by corporations or legislations. The 
other question I had is in reference to: boat ramps coming in .. will these also be used for 
public interest or exclusively for emergencv services? If so, you have to take into 
consideration the environment as well. Like the traffic in some areas. Another issue is: 
conservation .. we need to think about waste water issue. That's obviously going to kill 
the wildlife. These are all major issues. I have one other question: honestly a little 
inflammatory .. .Senator McCreadie, it was stated that some of this money was suppose 
to come from salaries that are trying to be taken back and because it's about of that. 
Everybody up here are public servants, kinda what I heard you have issues amongst 
yourselves, but that's your issues. The last thing that I would like to state, I feel that 
this should be rescheduled at a later time. These are my main concerns. I'm opposed, 
but if there are some amendments, I could support. Thank you! 

Chaii:person: Thank you Mr. Stinson. The next panel is called by the Chairperson, Mr. 
Danny and Joseph Jackson. are you here to testify? No, you're here to oppose, but not 
speak. Thank you. If I could yield to the Mayor of lnarajan, please consige pot faboL 

Mayor Doris F, Lujan: Good morning Senators, Senator Brant McCreadie, thank you 
for introducing this bill. Mayor Lujan reads her testimony, which is attached. 

Chaii:person: Sai'na Ma'ase Mayor Lujan, you're excused. Mrs. Torres, please continue. 

Trini T. Torres: Indigenous Chamorro Nation group was not invited, please include 
them in the future. Current bill is very disturbing and needs to be cleaned up and 
maybe included. This bill is too broad as originally submitted. You may want to cut 
this bill down or sliced up. This bill needs some fixing. Thank you Mrs. Chairperson. 

Chaii:person: You're very welcome. Mr. Camacho. 

CJ~airi--n:r<;on" C:ur:lmittee on ~1unicipal Affairs, Tourism, Hou~ing and t-1istoric Prt•servat1on 
15" Hc_-sl\~r Plau'- HJgi'!tria, Gu;itrt 96910 fTel: 671-i72-34;l5/E> Fax 671-472-_14-00J W\-vw.tin,1:rnunabi1ni.es.con1 



I Mina'Trentai Tres Na Liheslaturan Guahan 
Office of rhe Legislative Secretary 

Tina Rose ::Vlufia Barnes 

Tom Camacho: Thank you Madam Chair, I will make this brief and to the point. I 
want to discuss change. Change is to make or become different and that is something 
that our people have a lot to swallow. But if we don't start somewhere, we're not going 
to gt't anywhere. But we're so against the Cnited States and here we are trving to get 
away from the Federal government by becoming self sustaining. I really take offense 
to be called out in a public hearing and you know who you are. It's too big for you to 
handle. A lot of issues that have been brought up can be addressed. There's a process 
for this bill to go through. I'm not going to read everything, it's all there. 1 heard 
testimony about overharvesting of resources. Give our people the right to fish. We 
want to do good for our island and we want to be sustainable. I'm quite disappointed. 
I heard that you signed a petition with the GHRA against this bi!L Who are we trying 
lo kid? We are not raping the tourist attraction fund, we are contributing to it' We are 
looking at means of generating funds for the sustainabilitv of our island. What do you 
people not understand? Self sustaining means, you're on your own! Before somebody 
starts criticizing anybody they need to get their tacts straight. Thank you very much! 

Chairperson: Thank you Tom, Mr. Duenas? 

Michael Duenas: Thank you Madam Chair. My name is Michael Duenas, just a 
member of the public and a local fisherman. I'm saddened that portions of the bill are 
off the table, I'm still glad that the creation of the council is still on the table. Great 
concept that the federal adopted it in 1976, It established regent councils and 
stakeholders that have a say in the matter. I'd like to thank you for considering the 
formation of that council. ADD has set in, that's all I have. 

Chairperson: 'Dtank you Mr. Duenas. Chairperson calls up the next panel. Mr. Joseph 
Cameron, you may proceed. 

Joseph Cameron: Si Yu'os :'\fa'ase Madam Chair and all Committee members. Thank 
you for having this public hearing. l am Joseph Flores Cameron. The intention of this 
bill is good and I am in support of it, The intent of this bill is honorable but I think it's 
critical that we look at some of the English words that far exceed undertones of what 
people are thinking. lntent was never to remuve or alienate anybody. I suggest that 
you take back this bill and reintroduce. I am not trying to dictate to this august body. 
But dearly there are some things that we need to consider in making this bill cleaner so 
that the intent is not watered down. I support Manny Duenas and other organizations. 
Mav I highlv recommend that we have 3 public members but incorporated and speaks 

Chairperson, Co1~1mittee on ;·vtunicip;i.l ,'\ffairs, Tourisn1, Hou?>ing dnd Historic Pn?S~'rvatinn 
15'.> H~Jer PJ;ice H;;gatfid, Ct:arn tf6CJJO iT<:'l: 671-4~72·34-')S/n Fax: n71·.+,72-3400J VJ\'>'\VJinarnunatnn1t•f..c01r; 



I Mina'Trentai Tres Na Liheslaturan Guahan 
()ffice of The Legislative Secretary 

Tina Rose l\Iuna Barnes 
for the voices for everyone. Thank you very much and I will yield my other 50 minutes 

to Manny Duenas. 

Manny Duenas: Good afternoon Madam Chair and members of the committee. My 
name is Manny Duenas and I am the President of the Guam Fisherman's Cooperative 
Association. Our main purpose is to sell the e>.cess rntch. There's no such thing as an 
e>.pense fisherman. I am here in support of this bill because we have spent over 10 
years in how to help the community. Senator McCreadie you said it yourself, what I 
gave you was a whole stack of papers to incorporate. We asked for 3 members from 
the Mayors Council, we asked for Chamorro Nation to be there, we asked for Chamorro 
Affairs to be there and Department of Agriculture to be full voting members, I guess 
I'm getting the brunt of it. Show me one person here on the island that Marmy Duenas 
doesn't care for the people of Guam. I care for the people of Guam that anvone else on 
this earth and fhat' s why I asked for $2 from the tourist. Palau charges $37 and Hawaii 
charges taxes. The media has been saying per night, per stay but it's only a one time 
shot. \Ve have to provide a balance and have to sit down and discuss these matters. Let 
me tell you a little secret, the fisheries section of Department of Agriculture is federally 
funded. That's why I love this bill because it empowers our people. We need to 
empower ourselves and we need to build a better structure for our people. I'm asking 
for 5% of the tourist attraction fund if they don't want to give us the $2 per tourist. All 
of these prnje•"ts are tourist related. Our people need to see the benefits of tourism. I'm 
begging you to please consider the people of Guam and pass this legislation as it is. I 
am sorry for taking up so much of your time and I appreciate the insults that I got 
today. At least I'm recognized in the community for doing something bad. Fishermen 
are suffering. Thank you very much for your time! Biba Guam! 

Chairperson: l thank you very much Mr. Duenas. I'd like to thank everyone for being 
here today. This is the beauty of democracy where the public can share their sentiments 
whether you support or not support a measure. The government is here to support the 
benefits for the people of Guam and its basic needs and if we need to work together 
then let's do it. This bill must be Cod sent because it's been over 21 years. So here's my 
commitment, I promise you a contioued heariog, you're gonna get it, I promise you the 
amendments based on the author's recommendations, we are going to look at all the 
best possible mean& to get this done. I want lo say "Un Dangkulo Na Si Yu'os Ma'ase" 
to Mr. Duenas and also on behalf of this Legislative body because you have gone 
beyond your call of duty for the people of Guam! You have mv commitment to have a 
mark-up hearing. With this said, this hearing on Bill No. 160-33 (COR) is dulv heard 

C:hJ.iq:);;·rson, ('or~1n1ittt't:'. O!l Municipal Aflturs, Tourisn:, J--h,using dnd Historic Pn:St'r\-«'.:!.llon 
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I Mina'Trentai Tres Na Liheslaturan Guahan 
()ffice of The Legislative Secretary 

Tina Rose l\1ui1a Barnes 
but we will continue to receive testimony on this bill, I will call this public hearing 
adjourned at 1:44 p.m. 

Appended to this committee report are written testimonies from the following: 

Jon Nathan Denight, General Manager of the Guam Visitors Bureau 
Lani Salas 
Victor R. Torres 
Mavor Rudy M .. Matanane 
Matthew LG. Sablan, Director of the Department of Agriculture 
Senator Brant McCreadie 

TI1e public hearing was adjourned at 1:44 P.M. 

III. FINDINGS & I~ECOMMENDA TIONS 

The Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation 
hereby reports out Bill No. 160-33 (COR), as substituted by the Committee, with the 

recommendation ~S ... -· 

ChJirper:-,on,, Conunittf'I! 0n ~"funicipal Affdirs, TnuriSI'lt !-lousing anri {·!isturic freserv,1tion 
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ll-flNA' TRENT41TRES1\!A LIHESLA. TU RAN GUAHA1V 
2015 (FIRST) Regular Session 

Bm No. \C,Q ·'3~ ( c£vfLJ 
/ 
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Introduced by: Brant T. McCreadi/ / 

{ 

AN ACT TO ADD A l\!EJV ARTICLE 9 TO CHAPTER 
63, TITLE 5, GUAJH CODE ANN OT ATEI>, 
RELATIVE TO THE GUAM OCEAN AND 

\ 

FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015; TO ADD 
A NEJV SUBSECTION (d) TO§ 30101 TO CHAPTER 
30, TITLE 11, GUAM. CODE ANNOTATED, 
RELATIVE TO THE ESTABLISH1\.1ENT OF l\1ARINE 
CONSERVATION FEE; ANI> TO AMEND § 30107 OF 
CHAPTER 30, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, 
RELATIVE TO DEPOSIT OF FEES INTO THE 
GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION 
ANDDEVELOPMENTFUNa 

\ _; 

1 BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF GUAM: 
~ 

\ 
2 Section L A new Article 9 is hereby added to Chapter 63 of Title 5 Guam Code 

3 Annotated, to read as follows: 

4 "ARTICLE 9 

5 GllAM' OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015. 

6 § 63901. Title. 

7 § 63902. Establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Management Council. 

8 ~ 63903. Council Powers and Duties. 

9 § 63904. Qualifications and Terms of Council :V1ernbers. 

10 § 63905. Vacancies. 

11 § 63906. Election of Officers. 

1 



1 § 63907. 

2 $ 63908. 

Council ~1eetings. 

Compensation. 

3 § 63909. Advisory, Non-Voting Members. 

4 § 639 I 0. Rules and Regulations; Schedule of Fees 

5 § 6391 L Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund 

6 Established. 

7 

8 § 63901. Title. This Article may be cited as the Guam Ocean and Fisheries 

9 Com·ervation Act of2015. 

10 § 63902. Establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries 1"1anagement 

11 Council. 

12 There is hereby established within the government of Guam the Guam Ocean 

13 and Fisheries A1anagement Council composed of seven voting (7) members who shall 

14 be appointed by I A1aga 'lahen Guahan with the advice and consent of 1 Liheslaturan 

15 Guahan. 

16 § 63903. Council Powers and Duties. 

17 The powers and duties of the Council shaU include the following: 

18 (a) To coordinate and promote activities in connection with the 

19 conservation and development of Guam's ocean, fisheries, and marine 

20 resources; 

21 (b)To develop, impose, and issue permit requirements frir the general 

22 public, and establish a schedule of foes in connection therewith, 

23 relative to the conduct of commercial marine operations and the 

24 harvesting of fish and other marine life in the waters of Guam; 

2 



1 (c)To oversee the expenditure and management of funds in the Guam 

2 Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund established 

3 pursuant to 5 GCA § 6391 I; 

4 (d)To provide advice and information to I lvfaga'lahen Guilhan and to l 

5 Liheslaturan Guahan, including the legislature's Committee on 

6 Natural Resources, on matters pertaining, but not limited to, the use 

7 and harvesting of freshwater and marine resources and their 

8 management; 

9 ( e) To review and provide advice on the impact of laws affecting the 

10 sustainable use of the marine and freshwater resources; 

11 (t) To development programs to enhance and promote sustainable use of 

12 Guam's marine and freshwater resources; 

13 (g) To provide guidance and assist the Department of Agriculture in the 

14 expenditure of funds derived from marine activities, or federal grants, 

15 and other ocean, fisheries, and marine-related funding; 

16 (h)To coordinate and promote the sustainable use of Guam's oceans, 

17 fisheries, marine and freshwater resources within various communities 

18 on Guam. 

19 (i) To provide a report to I lv!aga 'lahen Guahan and to 1 Liheslaturan 

20 Guahan within ninety (90) days after the end of each fiscal year 

21 summarizing the activities and accomplishments of the Council over 

22 the past fiscal year. 

23 § 63904. Qualifications and Terms of Council 1'-1embers. 

24 (a) Qualifications. With the advice and consent of I Liheslaturan 

25 

26 

Guahan, I lvfaga 'lahen Guahan shall appoint seven (7) voting 

members to the Council as follows, 
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15 
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(1) Two (2) Council members shall be appointed from the community 

at-large; 

(2)0ne (1) Council member shall be an active member in good 

standing of the Marianas Underwater Fishing Federation; 

(3)0ne (1) Council member shall be an active member m good 

standing of the Guam Organization of Saltwater Anglers; 

(4)0ne (!) Council member shall be an active member m good 

standing of the Guam Fishem1an's Cooperative Association; 

(5)0ne (1) Council member shall be a staff or faculty member of the 

University of Guam affiliated with the lVfarine Laboratory; and 

( 6)0ne ( 1) Council member shall be a mayor nominated by the Guam 

Mayor's Council. 

(7)The Director of the Department of Agriculture or his or her 

designee shall serve as ex-officio member, without voting tights in 

the meetings of the Cmmcil, although he or she may otherwise 

participate fully in Council meetings and activities of the Council. 

(8) ff a member is appointed pursuant to the categories in items (2) 

through (6) of this subparagraph (a), supra, and ceases to be 

affiliated or employed in the designated capacity, then that member 

shall be considered to have vacated his or her seat effective on the 

date that such employment or affiliation was terminated. The 

Chairperson of the Commission shall forthwith notify I 

l'vfaga 'lahen Guahan that the vacancy exists. 

(b)Terms. I 1\faga 'lahen Gutihan. when making initial appointments, 

shall designate four ( 4) members to serve initial four-(4)-year tem1s, 

and three (3) members to serve initial two-(2)-year terms. All 
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subsequent appointments shall be for terms of four ( 4) years, except 

appointments to fill a vacancy. When a vacancy occurs, it shall be 

filled by appointment of I Afaga 'lahen Guahan with the advice and 

consent of I Liheslaturan Guahan for the remainder of the vacating 

member's tenn. Initial appointments to the Council shall be made by 

I Afaga 'lahen Guahan within ninety (90) days after the effective date 

of this Act. 

§ 63905. Vacancies. 

\Vhen a vacancy occurs other than by expiration of a member's term, I 

A1aga 'lahen Guahan shall fill the vacancy in accordance with §§ 63902 and 63904 of 

this Article if the remaining term of the vacancy exceeds six (6) months. 

Appointments to fill a vacancy shall be for the remainder of the vacating member's 

term and in the same category in § 63904(a)(J )-( 6) pursuant to which the vacating 

member was appointed. 

§ 63906. Election of Officers; Subcommittees 

The Council shall elect a Chairperson and a Vice-Chairperson from among its 

members, both to serve in those capacities no longer than for their tenns of office as 

Council members. The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings for the Council, shall 

act as the spokesperson of the Council, and sha!I perform such other duties as the 

Council shall direct. The Vice-Chairperson shall succeed to the duties of the 

Chairperson in the absence or inability of the Chairperson. From among its members, 

the Council shall select a secretary of the Council and any other officers which the 

Council mav deem necessarv. . , 

The Council may form sub-committees among its membership, as it deems 

necessary in order to carry out projects, research, and other activities outside of 

Council's meetings. 
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1 § 63907. Council l\1eetings. 

2 The Council shall meet regularly at least every other month, and at such times 

3 and in such places in Guam as the Council establishes (or by the Chairperson when 

4 the Council does not act), to transact such business as the Council determines. The 

5 Director of the Department of Agriculture shall assist the Council with the conduct 

6 and transaction of its business and the holding of Council meetings, and shall make 

7 available a venue within the Department of Agriculture for meetings of the Council. 

8 lne Director of Agriculture shall also assist the Council by providing technical and 

9 staff support as needed. A quorum of the Council shall consist of a majority of 

10 members duly appointed and qualified. The chairperson shall be counted for a 

11 quorum but shall vote only in case of a tie. Any action taken by the Council shall be 

12 by a majority of the voting members. Special meetings of the Council may be called 

13 by the Chairperson or by a majority of the Council members in office. All notices and 

14 meetings of the Council shall comply with the Open Government Law, Chapter 8, 

15 Title 5 Guam Code Annotated. 

16 § 63908. Compensation. 

17 Voting members of the Council shall be compensated at the rate of Fifty Dollars 

18 ($50) per meeting, not to exceed One Hundred Dollars ( $100) per calendar month. 

19 § 63909. Advisory, Non-voting l\lembers. 

20 The Council by majority vote of its members may invite additional public and 

21 private sector members to serve on a voluntary basis without compensation as advisers 

22 in the Council's sub-committees, and may prescribe special procedures for their 

23 participation, provided that no such advisory members may vote at any meetings of 

24 the Council. 

25 § 63910. Rules and Regulations; Schedule of Fees. 
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(a)Rulcs and Regulations. The Council, which shall be assisted by the 

Department of Agriculture and the Attorney Generars Office, shall from 

time to time promulgate niles and re;;mlations, in accordance with the 

Administrative Adjudication Act, Title 5, Guam Code Annotated, 

Chapter 9, .Article 3, to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

(b)Permits and Fee Schedules. In order to preserve Guam's marine and 

freshwater resources, the Council, 'vhich shall be assisted by the 

Department of Agriculture and the Attorney General's Office, shall 

establish a schedule of various permits, and to be charged for such 

permits, which shall be required for the conduct of commercial marine 

operations and the harvesting of fish and other marine lite in the >vaters 

of Guam. Such schedules shall be established in accordance with the 

procedures set forth in Anicle 3, Chapter 9, ·ritle 5 Guam Code 

Annotated, the Administrative Adjudication Act, and shall include 

criteria and guidelines governing the application, issuance, and 

enforcement of such permits and fees. 

The initial schedule of permits and foes established under this 

section shall be submitted to I Uhes!aturan Guahan pursuant to the 

Administrative Adjudication Act no later than 180 days atter the effective 

date of this Act. After adoption of the initial schedule of pem1its and 

fees, the Council shall review the schedule at least once every five ( 5) 

years thereafter to determine if any fee increases, decreases. the 

establishment of new foes, or any other modifications, are warranted. 

(c) ~1aintenance of Required Permits. Unless otherwi.se expressly 

exempted by this Act or by other provision of law, a person or entity 

shall not t:ni~«):';e in activities requiring a permit by virtue of the rules and 
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1 regulations promulgated under subsections (a) and (b) of this Section 

2 63910, without having in his or its immediate possession such permit or a 

3 copy thereof 

4 (d)Penalty. Any person or entity that violates the provisions of subsection 

5 ( c) of this Section guilty of or liable for a civil violation punishable by 

6 a fine not to exceed Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) for each violation. 

7 Any fines recovered by the government of Guam for such civil violations 

8 shall be paid into the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and 

9 Development Fund established pursuant to 5 GCA § 63911. 

10 (e) Enforcement. Except as othenvise provided by law, the provisions of 

11 this § 63910 and all rules and regulations, permit and fee schedules 

12 promulgated thereunder, shall be enforced by the Director of Agriculture, 

13 as ex officio Chief Conservation Officer, and suitable employees of the 

14 Department of Agriculture whom the Director may appoint as Deputy 

15 Conservation Officers, as well as by peace officers, as defined in 8 GCA 

16 § 5.55, all with the same powers set forth under 5 GCA § 63103. The 

17 Civilian Volunteer Conservation Officer Reserve established by 5 GCA 

18 § 63 l 03.1 may also assist with enforcement hereunder under t11e same 

19 conditions specified under 5 GCA § 63103. L 

20 § 63911. Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund 

21 Established. 

22 (a) Establishment. There is hereby created, separate and apart from other 

23 funds of the govemment of Guam, a fund known as the Guam Ocean and 

24 Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund (hereinafter GOF 

25 Conservation and Development Fund). The GOF Conservation and 

26 Development Fund shall not be commingled with the General Fund and 
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shall be kept in a separate bank account. All proceeds from fees collected 

pursuant to the pennit and fee schedule promulgated under § 63910(a) 

and (b), supra, fines imposed under § 6391 O(d), and the fees collected 

under§ 30101(d) of Chapter 30, Title 11 Guam Code Annotated (the 

Marine Conservation Fee). and other amounts as may be authorized by 

law, shall be deposited in the GOF Conservation and Development Fund 

and shall be expended by the Council exclusively for purposes authorized 

in§ 6391 l (b) of this Article. 

(b) Uses. The GOF Conservation and Development Fund shall be used to 

fund the following: 

( l) Development and Construction of boat ramps in Northera and 

Southern Guam. The Council shall fonnulate plans for the 

development, construction, maintenance, and operation of a boat ramp 

in Northern Guam in the village of Yi go, and a boat ramp in Southern 

Guam in tbe village of Talofofo, for use by first responders and 

emergency persoru1el and the general public. Such plans shall include, 

but not be limited to, site identification, costs, engineering, and 

design. Not later than June l, 2016, the Council shall submit its 

preliminary plans and recommendations for the development and 

construction of the Northern and Southe1n boat ramps to I 

lvfaga 'lahen Guilhan and to 1 liheslaturan Guilhan. 

(2)Funding for additional conservation officer positions within the 

Department of Agriculture, and essential work equipment for such 

conservation officers: 

(3)Research and development related to the consen'ation of ocean 

resources, coral rcefS, freshwater rivers, lakes. and ponds in Guam; 
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( 4) Research and development related to the regulation and conservation 

of fish and other wildlifo in Guam's marine and fresh waters; 

(S)Marina improvement, moorings, maintenance, and related projects; 

( 6) The creation, improvement or beautification of access paths to shore

side resources; 

(7) Funding of public activities in support of marine activities; 

(8)Funding assistance for community-related marine facilities; 

(9)Funding assistance for activities related to the preservation and 

perpetuation of Guam's indigenous Chamorro Culture and Heritage as 

it relates to ocean, fisheries, and other marine-related aspects: 

( l 0) Funding for staffing, office expenses, and oLher activities m 

support of the mission of the Council; and 

( 11) Other similar funding priorities as identified by f Uheslaturan 

Gu ah an. 

(c) Expenditures. All expenditures of the GOF Conservation and 

Development Fund shall be made exclusively by appropriation of I 

Liheslaturan Guahan The GOF Conservation and Development Fund 

shall not be used for any purposes other than those enumerated or 

reasonably inferred hereunder or for purposes other than those relating to 

ocean, fisheries, and other marine and freshwater related matters. The 

GOF Conservation and Development Fund shall not be used as a pledge 

of security or as coi!atera! for government loans without prior 

authorization by I Liheslaturan Guahan " 

24 Section 2. A new subsection ( d) is added to § 30 l 0 I of Chapter 30, Title l l 

of the Guam Code Annotated to read as follows: 

10 



1 "(d) A separate fee called the Marine Conservation Fee. is hereby levied, 

2 imposed and assessed under the same circumstances as the excise tax 

3 imposed under subsections (a), (b ), and (c) of this Section 30 l 0 I, except that 

4 (I) the rate for the Marine Conservation Fee shall be a fixed amount of two 

5 dollars ($2.00) per occupancv per stav, and(?) the fee shall not be levied or 

6 imposed against transient occupants who are bona fide residents of Guam." 

7 Section 3. Section 30107 (a) of Chapter 30, Title l l of the Guam Code 

8 Annotated is amended to read as follows: 

9 "(a) There is hereby created, separate and apart from other funds of the 

10 government of Guam, a fund kno~n as the Tourist Attraction Fund (hereinafter TAF). 

11 The TAF shall not be commingled with the Generai Fund and shail be kept in a 

12 separate bank account. All proceeds from fees collected under this Chapter, except 

13 for the Marine Conservation Fee imposed under 11 GCA §3010l(d) which shall be 

14 deposited into the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund 

15 under 5 GCA § 6391 l, shall be deposited in the TAF and shall be expended 

16 exclusively for purposes authorized in § 9107 and § 9113 of Title 12, Guam Code 

17 Annotated. The T AF may also be used to fund the following projects: 

18 ( l) The creation, improvement, or beautification of roads, avenues, boulevards, 

19 parkways, intersections, bicycle paths, motor bike trails, footpaths, biking 

20 trails, stairways, rivers, streams, estuaries, lagoons, or other means of access 

21 and transportation; 

22 (2)The development and restoration of points of natural beauty or historic 

23 social or cultural significance, including means of access, parking, safety 

24 devices, concessions, restrooms, view points and information pavilions; 

25 (3) The construction of monuments, memorials, statues, fountains, arches, and 

26 similar projects; 

11 



1 ( 4) The construction of buildings to be used for public purposes including zoos 

2 and ar:iuariums, museums, athletic facilities, cultural centers, and performing 

3 arts complexes; 

4 (5)Landscaping, provision of decorations or the enhancement of beauty of any 

5 of the projects listed in this Section; 

6 (6)Accessory projects reasonably necessary to projects listed in this Section; 

7 (?)Projects and programs identified in the Tuman Bay Masterplan." 

8 Section 4. Effective Date. With the exception of Sections 2 and 3 which shall 

9 be effective ninety (90) days after the enactment of this Act, the remaining Sections of 

10 this Act shall be effective immediately upon enactment. 

11 Section 5. Severability. !Jany provision of this Act or its application to any 

12 person or circumstance is found to be invalid or contrary to law, such invalidity shall 

13 not affect other provisions or applications of this Act which can be given effect 

14 without the invalid provisions or application, and to this end the provisions of this Act 

15 are severable. 

12 



I MINA' TRENTAI TRES 1VA L/HESLATURAN GUAHAN 
2015 (FIRST) Regular Session 

Bill No. 160-33 (COR) 
as Substituted by the Committee 

Introduced by: Brant T. l'vfcCreadie 

AN ACT TO ADD A NEW ARTICLE 9 TO CHAPTER 
63, TITLE 5, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, 
RELATIVE TO THE GUAM OCEAN AND 
FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015. 

1 BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF GUAM: 

2 Section 1. A new Article 9 is hereby added to Chapter 63 of Title 5 Guam 

3 Code Annotated, to read as follows: 

4 "ARTICLE 9 

5 GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015. 

6 § 63901. Title. 

7 § 63902. Establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Management Council. 

8 § 63903. Council Powers and Duties. 

9 § 63904. Qualifications and Terms of Council Members. 

10 § 63905. Vacancies. 

11 § 63906. Election of Officers. 

12 § 63907. Council Meetings. 

13 § 63908. Compensation. 

14 § 63909. Advisory, Non-Voting Members. 

15 § 63910. Rules and Regulations; Schedule of Fees 

I 



1 § 63911. Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund 

2 Established. 

3 

4 § 63901. Title. This Article may be cited as the Guam Ocean and Fisheries 

5 Conservation Act of 2015. 

6 § 63902. Establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries l\'1anagement 

7 Council. 

8 There is hereby established within the government of Guam the Guam Ocean 

9 and Fisheries Management Council composed of seven voting (7) members who shall 

10 be appointed by I J1aga 'lahen Guahan with the advice and consent of I Liheslaturan 

11 Guahan. 

12 § 63903. Council Powers and Duties. 

13 Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the powers and duties of the 

14 Council shall include the following: 

15 (a) To coordinate and promote activities m connection with the 

16 conservation and development of Guam's ocean, fisheries, and marine 

17 resources; 

18 (b)To develop, impose, and issue permit requirements, and establish a 

19 schedule of fees in connection therewith, relative to the conduct of 

20 commercial marine operations and the harvesting of fish and other 

21 marine life in the waters of Guam; 

22 ( c) To oversee the expenditure and management of funds in the Guam 

23 Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund established 

24 pursuant to 5 GCA § 63911; 

25 (d)To provide advice and information to I Alaga 'lahen Guahan and to I 

26 Liheslaturan Guahan, including the legislature's Committee on 
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Natural Resources, on matters pertaining, but not limited to, the use 

and harvesting of freshwater and marine resources and their 

management; 

(e)To review and provide advice on the impact of laws affecting the 

sustainable use of the marine and freshwater resources; 

(f) To develop programs to enhance and promote sustainable use of 

Guam's marine and freshwater resources; 

(g)To provide guidance and assist the Department of Agriculture in the 

expenditure of funds derived from marine activities, or federal grants, 

and other ocean, fisheries, and marine-related funding; 

(h)To provide guidance to and assist the Department of Agriculture in 

the administration of Article I ("Game & Fish"), Chapter 63, Title I 0 

Guam Code Annotated (IO G.C.A. §§ 63101 et seq.), and rules and 

regulations adopted pursuant thereto, with the exception of provisions, 

rules and regulations relative to non-aquatic animal life. The Council 

is authorized to assume certain duties, powers, and responsibilities 

vested in the Department of Agriculture under Article I, Chapter 63, 

Title I 0 Guam Code Annotated, as may be provided for through 

cooperative agreements or other arrangements memorialized in 

writing and agreed to by the Council and the Director of Agriculture; 

(i) To coordinate and promote the sustainable use of Guam's oceans, 

fisheries, marine and freshwater resources within various communities 

on Guam; 

U) To provide a report to I 1\laga 'lahen Guahan and to I Liheslaturan 

Guahan within ninety (90) days after the end of each fiscal year 

3 



1 summarizing the activities and accomplishments of the Council over 

2 the past fiscal year. 

3 § 63904. Qualifications and Terms of Council Members. 

4 
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(a) Qualifications. With the advice and consent of I Liheslaturan 

Guahan, I 1\laga 'lahen Guahan shall appoint seven (7) voting 

members to the Council in the following categories: 

( 1) Three (3) Council members shall be appointed from the 

community at-large; 

(2) One (I) Council member shall be an active member m good 

standing of the Marianas Underwater Fishing Federation; 

(3)0ne (l) Council member shall be an active member m good 

standing of the Guam Organization of Saltwater Anglers; 

(4)0ne (I) Council member shall be an active member in good 

standing of the Guam Fishermen's Cooperative Association; 

(5)0ne (l) Council member shall be a faculty member of the 

University of Guam; and 

(6)The Director of the Department of Agriculture shall serve as an ex

officio member, without voting rights in the meetings of the 

Council, although he or she may otherwise participate fully in 

Council meetings and activities of the Council. 

(7)The President of the Department of Chamorro Affairs shall serve 

as an ex-officio member, without voting rights in the meetings of 

the Council, although he or she may otherwise participate fully in 

Council meetings and activities of the Council. 

(8)Ali seven (7) voting members of the Council appointed by I 

lvfaga 'lahen Guahan shall be residents of Guam for a period of at 

4 



1 least five (5) consecutive years immediately preceding their 

2 appointment, and shall continue to maintain their residency during 

3 their terms on the Council. 

4 (9) In making appointments to the Council, if no qualified person is 

5 available from the specific organization or entity identified in 

6 items (2) through (5) of this subparagraph (a), supra, to serve as a 

7 Council member, l lVfaga 'lahen Guahan may substitute a suitable 

8 appointee from the community-at-large. 

9 (I 0) If a Council member is appointed pursuant to the categories 

10 in items (2) through (5) of this subparagraph (a), supra, and ceases 

11 to be affiliated or employed in the designated capacity, then that 

12 member shall be considered to have vacated his or her seat 

13 effective on the date that such employment or affiliation was 

14 terminated. The Chairperson of the Commission shall forthwith 

15 notify l iV!aga 'lahen Guahan that the vacancy exists. 

16 (b)Terms. l Afaga 'lahen Guahan, when making initial appointments, 

17 shall designate four (4) members to serve initial four-(4)-year terms, 

18 and three (3) members to serve initial two-(2)-year terms. All 

19 subsequent appointments shall be for terms of four ( 4) years, except 

20 appointments to fill a vacancy. When a vacancy occurs, it shall be 

21 filled by appointment of l lvfaga 'lahen Guahan with the advice and 

22 consent of I Liheslaturan Guahan for the remainder of the vacating 

23 member's term. Initial appointments to the Council shall be made by 

24 l 1'vfaga 'lahen Guahan within ninety (90) days atler the effective date 

25 of this Act. 

26 § 63905. Vacancies. 

5 



1 When a vacancy occurs other than by expiration of a member's term, I 

2 1\!faga 'Iahen Guahan shall fill the vacancy in accordance with §§ 63902 and 63904 of 

3 this Article if the remaining term of the vacancy exceeds six (6) months. 

4 Appointments to fill a vacancy shall be for the remainder of the vacating member's 

5 term and in the same category in § 63904(a) (l)-(5) pursuant to which the vacating 

6 member was appointed. 

7 § 63906. Election of Officers; Subcommittees 

8 The Council shall elect a Chairperson and a Vice-Chairperson from among its 

9 members, both to serve in those capacities no longer than for their terms of office as 

10 Council members. The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings for the Council, shall 

11 act as the spokesperson of the Council, and shall perform such other duties as the 

12 Council shall direct. The Vice-Chairperson shall succeed to the duties of the 

13 Chairperson in the absence or inability of the Chairperson. From among its members, 

14 the Council shall select a secretary of the Council and any other officers which the 

15 Council may deem necessary. 

16 The Council may form sub-committees among its membership, as it deems 

17 necessary in order to carry out projects, research, and other activities outside of 

18 Council's meetings. 

19 § 63907. Council JVleetings. 

20 The Council shall meet regularly at least every other month, and at such times 

21 and in such places in Guam as the Council establishes (or by the Chairperson when 

22 the Council does not act), to transact such business as the Council determines. The 

23 Director of the Department of Agriculture shali assist the Council with the conduct 

24 and transaction of its business and the holding of Council meetings, and shall make 

25 available within the Department of Agriculture a venue for meetings of the Council. 

26 The Director of Agriculture shall also assist the Council by providing technical and 
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1 staff support as needed. A quorum of the Council shall consist of a majority of the 

2 members duly appointed and qualified. The chairperson shall be counted for a quorum 

3 but shall vote only in case of a tie. Any action taken by the Council shall be by a 

4 majority of the voting members. Special meetings of the Council may be called by 

5 the Chairperson or by a majority of the Council members in office. All notices and 

6 meetings of the Council shall comply with the Open Government Law, Chapter 8, 

7 Title 5 Guam Code Annotated. 

8 § 63908. Compensation. 

9 Voting members of the Council shall be compensated at the rate of Fifty Dollars 

10 ($50) per meeting, not to exceed One Hundred Dollars ($100) per calendar month. 

11 § 63909. Advisory, Non-voting Members. 

12 The Council by majority vote of its members may invite additional public and 

13 private sector members to serve on a voluntary basis without compensation as advisers 

14 in the Council's sub-committees, and may prescribe special procedures for their 

15 participation, provided that no such advisory members may vote at any meetings of 

16 the Council. 

17 § 63910. Rules and Regulations; Schedule of Fees. 

18 (a) Rules and Regulations. The Council, which shall be assisted by the 

19 Department of Agriculture and the Attorney General's Office, shall from 

20 time to time promulgate rules and regulations, in accordance with the 

21 Administrative Adjudication Act, Title 5, Guam Code Annotated, 

22 Chapter 9, Article 3, to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

23 (b)Permits and Fee Schedules. In order to preserve Guam's marine and 

24 freshwater resources, the Council, which shall be assisted by the 

25 Department of Agriculture and the Attornev General's Office, shall 

26 establish a schedule of various permits, and fees to be charged for such 
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permits, which shall be required for the conduct of commercial marine 

operations and the harvesting of fish and other marine life in the waters 

of Guam. Such schedules shall be established in accordance with the 

procedures set forth in Article 3, Chapter 9, Title 5 Guam Code 

Annotated, the Administrative Adjudication Act, and shall include 

criteria and guidelines governing the application, issuance, exemptions, 

and enforcement of such permits and fees. 

The initial schedule of permits and fees established under this 

section shall be submitted to I liheslaturan Guahan pursuant to the 

Administrative Adjudication Act no later than 180 days after the effective 

date of this Act. After adoption of the initial schedule of permits and 

fees, the Council shall review the schedule at least once every five (5) 

years thereafter to determine if any fee increases, decreases, the 

establishment of new fees, or any other modifications, are warranted. 

(c) Maintenance of Required Permits. Unless otherwise expressly 

exempted by this Act or by other provision of law, a person or entity 

shall not engage in activities requiring a permit by virtue of the rules and 

regulations promulgated under subsections (a) and (b) of this Section 

63910, without having in his or its immediate possession such permit or a 

copy thereof 

(d)Penalty. Any person or entity that violates the provisions of subsection 

( c) of this Section is guilty of or liable for a civil violation punishable by 

a fine not to exceed Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) for each violation. 

Any fines recovered by the government of Guam for such civil violations 

shall be paid into the Wildlife Conservation Fund established pursuant to 

5 GCA § 63130. 
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1 (e) Enforcement. Except as otherwise provided by law, the provisions of 

2 this § 63910 and all rules and regulations, permit and fee schedules 

3 promulgated thereunder, shall be enforced by the Director of Agriculture, 

4 as ex officio Chief Conservation Officer, and suitable employees of the 

5 Department of Agriculture whom the Director may appoint as Deputy 

6 Conservation Officers, as well as by peace officers, as defined in 8 GCA 

7 § 5.55, all with the same powers set forth under 5 GCA § 63103. The 

8 Civilian Volunteer Conservation Officer Reserve established by 5 GCA 

9 § 63103 .1 may also assist with enforcement hereunder under the same 

10 conditions specified under 5 GCA § 63103.1. 

11 (f) Collection of Fees. All proceeds from fees collected pursuant to the 

12 permit and fee schedule promulgated under § 639!0(a) and (b), supra, 

13 fines imposed under§ 639 IO(d), and other amounts as may be authorized 

14 by law, shall be deposited in the Wildlife Conservation Fund established 

15 pursuant to 5 GCA § 63103. 

16 § 63911. Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund 

17 Established. 

18 (a) Establishment. There is hereby created, separate and apart from other 

19 funds of the government of Guam, a fund known as the Guam Ocean and 

20 Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund (hereinafter GOF 

21 Conservation and Development Fund). The GOF Conservation and 

22 Development Fund shall not be commingled with the General Fund and 

23 shall be kept in a separate bank account. fv'Ionies from donations, grants, 

24 and other amounts as may be authorized by law shall be deposited in the 

25 GOF Conservation and Development Fund and shall be expended by the 
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I Liheslatura exclusively for purposes authorized in subsection (b) of § 

63911 of this Article. 

(b) Uses. The GOF Conservation and Development Fund shall be used to 

fund the following: 

(I) Development and Construction of boat ramps in Northern and 

Southern Guam; The Council shall formulate plans for the 

development, construction, maintenance, and operation of a boat ramp 

in Northern Guam in the village of Yigo, and a boat ramp in Southern 

Guam in the village of Talofofo, for use by first responders and 

emergency personnel and the general public. Such plans shall 

include, but not be limited to, site identification, costs, engineering, 

and design. Not later than June 1, 2016, the Council shall submit its 

preliminary plans and recommendations for the development and 

construction of the Northern and Southern boat ramps to I 

Afaga'lahen Guahan and to I Liheslaturan Guahan. 

(2) Research and development related to the conservation of ocean 

resources, coral reefs, freshwater rivers, lakes, and ponds in Guam; 

(3)Research and development related to the regulation and conservation 

of fish and other wildlife in Guam's marine and fresh waters; 

(4) Marina improvement, moorings, maintenance, and related projects; 

(5)The creation, improvement or beautification of access paths to shore

side resources; 

(6)Funding for mitigation of surface and storm water runoff and erosion 

in compliance with applicable laws; 

(7) Funding of public activities in support of marine activities; 

(8)Funding assistance for community-related marine facilities; 

10 



• 

1 (9) Funding assistance for activities related to the preservation and 

2 perpetuation of Guam's indigenous Chamorro Culture and Heritage as 

3 it relates to ocean, fisheries, and other marine-related aspects; 

4 ( l 0) Funding for staffing, office expenses, and other activities m 

5 support of the mission of the Council; and 

6 ( l l) Other similar funding priorities as identified by I Liheslaturan 

7 Guahan. 

8 ( c) Expenditures. All expenditures of the GOF Conservation and 

9 Development Fund shall be made exclusively by appropriation of I 

10 Liheslaturan Guahan. The GOF Conservation and Development Fund 

11 shall not be used for any purposes other than those enumerated or 

12 reasonably inferred hereunder or for purposes other than those relating to 

13 ocean, fisheries, and other marine and freshwater related matters. The 

14 GOF Conservation and Development Fund shall not be used as a pledge 

15 of security or as collateral for government loans without prior 

16 authorization by I Liheslaturan Guahan." 

17 Section 2. Effective Date. This Act shall be effective immediately upon 

18 enactment. 

19 Section 3. Severability. /[any provision of this Act or its application to any 

20 person or circumstance is found to be invalid or contrary to law, such invalidity shall 

21 not affect other provisions or applications of this Act which can be given effect 

22 without the invalid provisions or application, and to this end the provisions of this Act 

23 are severable. 
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November 10, 2015 

Testimony by Catherine Flores Mccollum 

Bill 16G-33 (COR) is a very precarious approach to the Indigenous Fishing Rights, even if Public Law 29·127 is 
inserted into the Bill. Pl 29-127 was created because historically the Chamorro people were prohibited by the 
Spaniards to fish outside the reef. The Naval Administration hampered the free exercise of traditional freedom 
practices still inside the reef. These restrictions were recognized in 1977 and brought forth in the Constitutional 
Convention through a draft Constitution of Guam which was approved by the US Congress and signed by the 
President of the US1 giving "spet:iat rightsn to off-shore fishing and harvesting of resources. Pl 29-127 was passed 
in December 24, 2008. Due to complications on the play on words by the Attorney Genera!, to date, the Rules and 
Regulations have yet to be approved. I continue to be a member of the Indigenous Native Resources Task Force 
which was created by Pl 29-127 and we have taken the matter of finalizing these Rules and Regulations. 

Upon hearing of Bill 160·33 (COR), we included this Bill as part of our Agenda discussion, met with Senator 
Mccreadie who added the Public law 29·127 into the language and added a member to the Task Force as a voting 
member. But still, many questions plague my mind: 

• Bill 160-33 (COR) creates a new agency of the Government of Guam. 
Subsidy to .start the agency for new employees to man the office and police the areas 
around Guam and Guam1s oceans; new land and water vehicles; basic supplies; policing 
supplies; payment of utilities; payment to Council Members; equipment for office, !D's, 
permits. The list can go on. 

• Will the Bill, if passed, be the demise of Public Law 29-127? 
• Under 5 GCA § 63BOO a Board of Directors for Department of Agriculture· but no board is 

meeting. 
o Does this Council delete this Board? 

Should the Board of Directors be active to save taxpayers money if this Council is really 
needed? Maybe an amendment to 63800 should be in order. 

• Does the Council replace the Department of AgricultureTs Fish, Game Forestry and Conservation 
section if Bill becomes law? 

• Permit fees-fair or too much? Who will be profiting? 
• Why do jet skis dominate the preserve within the reef? Shoufdn1t this be regulated or banned 

from within the reefs? 
• When one profits from the sale of fish and is Chamorro, should he be exempt from these permits 

and takes the normal route of licensing for profit? 
• Should Council members be community based - selected among all fishermen and not organized 

based? Having only certain organizations can be dangerous. There are other organizations that 
have members who are level headed thinkers. Why just these organizations that will be 
selected? 

• The name: Fisheries Conservation Act does not fit the Bill. How can you use the word 
ii commercial" with "conservation''? 

I always believed that commercialii:ed fishing should be licensed and should have permission to commercialize in 
our waters regardless ff the fisherman is part of a coop or not. Fishing for subsistence Is not commercializing, I 
make crafted arts to give as gifts but when I sell my goods I need a license. The fact that I am in an organization of 
crafted artists does not excuse me from getting a license to se!L 

If there is an unequal and unfair treatment among our local fishermen due to this Bill, then I am totally against it. 
Commercial fishing for profit is just that! 



Testimony of 
The Honorable Doris F. Lujan 

Mayor, l\'lunicipality of Inarajan 
on Bill No 160-33 
Oetobe1 36, ?ens 
A/,.V /it> I ""° J !/""' Jr2_-

Honorable Chair & Members of the 33rd Guam Legislature - Buenas 

For the record, I am Doris Flores Lujan, Mayor of the Municipality of 

Inalajan. I come before you to offer testimony on Bill No. 160-33 with a request 

that the language of the proposed legislation be amended, in a manner which I 

think would make the intent and purpose of the bill more effective and responsive 

to immediate needs. I speak primarily of provisions of Section 63911 §(b)(l) 

establishing t.'1e Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund. 

Section 63911 §(b)(l) calls for the development and construction of boat 

ramps in Northern and Southern Guam, specifically in Talofofo. I understand the 

need to provide boat access to the seas along Guam's eastern coastline. Such 

access is needed to ensure speedier entry ways, specifically for emergency 

watercraft and rescue personnel responding to distress calls from boaters or 

swimmers and for the use of Guam's fishermen and recreational boaters. 

That there is a need to develop and construct a boat ramp in Northern Guam 

is understandable - because at present, there is none. That there needs to be such a 

facility to permit quick access to emergency first responders to the coastline and 

shores of Northern and Northeastern Guam is unquestionably an urgent need. 

Perhaps for Northern Guam, such a facility can be constructed along the 

shores ofUrunao, Lajuna Point, or Fadian Cove. It is desirable to have a boat 

ramp in at least one of these areas, and in the future, perhaps near the UOG Marine 

Lab on Pago Bay and in Talofofo Bay. And let's not forget that one of the major 

reasons for a boat ramp closer to the eastern shoreline, is quicker to the rich fishing 

grounds on that side of the island; abruptly taken away with the closure of the 



makeshift Ylig small boat launching facility by the reconstruction of the Ylig River 
Bridge. 

l\1y purpose in offering my thoughts on this measure, as the Mayor of 
Inalahan - is to simply ask that the language of this legislation also include 
provisions to provide funding for the repair of the boat ramp in Akrayan Bay, 
located directly across Bear Rock. Access to the eastern coastline from Akrayan 
Bay is much closer and more efficient than from the Hagatfia Boat Basin. 

As written, Bill No. 160-33 provides that the preliminary plans for the 
development and construction of boat ramps in northern Guam and in Talofofo 
Bay shall be submitted to the Legislature and the Governor no later than June I, 
2016. The two boat ramps envisioned by this legislation will not be ready for use 
for, at least, another year. The repair of the Akrayan Bay boat ramp will ensure 
that during the year, or more, that the two new boat ramps are being pla.'U1ed and 
constructed, emergency rescue craft can be launched from Akrayan Bay to provide 
quicker emergency response capabilities and better and better access to the Pacific 

fishing grounds. 

As an afterthought, the Port Authority of Guam has statutory jurisdiction 
over the Hagatfia Boat Basin and the Hagat .tv1arina because these facilities provide 
access to navigable waters. The repairs of such facilities are funded through 
Marina berthing and launching fees, as well as, the wharfage fees contained in the 
Port's tariff schedule. Additionally federal funding for such work is also 
available. Perhaps another method of providing funding for the repairs of boat 
launching ramps throughout the island, because such ramps provide access to 
navigable waters, would be to provide, in statute, provisions that funding for such 

repairs will be provided by the Port. 
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October28, 2015 

The Honorable Tina Muna Barnes 
ChaJrperson on ivfuniclpa! Affairs, Tourism, liousing and Historlc Preservation 
Senator 
33rd Guam Legislature 
155 Hesler Place 
Hagatna, Guam 96910 

RE: GVB Testimony on Bill 160-33 

HafaAdaiChairperson Barnes and :\1embers of the Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic 
Preservation~ 

On behalf of GVI3's Board of Directors, thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on Bill I 60-33: An Act 
to Add a new Article 9 to Chapter 63, Title 5, Guam Code Annotated, relative to the Guam Ocean and Fisheries 
Conservation Act of 2015; To Add a new Subsection (d) to §30101 to Chapter JO, Title 11, Guam Code Annotated 
relative to the establishment of Marine Conservation Fee: And to Amend §30107 of Chapter 30, Title l 1 Guam 
Code Annotated, relative to the deposit of fees into rhe Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development 
Fund. 

The protection; preservation and conservation of Guam's natural resources are pararnount to the future of our island 
society. Guam~s \Vaters arc teaming with sea life and one of th.:= n:asons \vhy Gua1n is a top choice destination for 
many visitors. It is part of our identity and history as Guamanians. For L'iis reason, GVB supports the intent of Bill 
160~33, 

However, GVB at this time cannot provide support for provisions contained in section 2 and 3 of Bill l 60·33. GVB 
appreciates Senator ~1cCreadie for \Vorking \-Vith us, CJHRA and our partners, as these t'"'·o sections \Vere an area of 
concern. We are happy to have received a letter written by Senator Mccreadie to the Committee Chair agreeing to 
withdraw these sections in the proposed legislation. 

As this is an irnportant topic for our island comn1untry, CiVB is con1mitted to continue working with Senators and 
our partners ln this effort 

Again Si l'u~osMa'ase tOr your pattnership of GVB's n!!s:slon and for allo\-v!ng us to submit this testimony, 

s·enserantente ' 

JON NA THAN DENIGHT 
General r..1"anager 

GUAM VlSiTORS SVREAU I SETBfSION- BiSIT,Af( GUM.AN 
40! Pt114 Sa;, Vitorvs Hur.d I Turner-. Guzn'n 96913 I Pf;: i_G71} G46~52'/B l ~ax: (671) f:.fl6,88Gi I ·,1,'\\/wNisltgl.n:TI.coin 
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!bod!le~Y-~~"""i ' 
illod GUam I g· ' lailft!' 

155 Hesler 

Hagatna,. Guam 96910 

Hafa Adal Dear Senators: 

Firstafiiillthis.'?timwn:tpd:llJ : !idM~f &d.!Willlii!i~<lftd~fnoudi:;finies 
resources into the 'hand$ r:Jf coundttha! also consists of severaf ~groups of whidl I, a 
neither a member of nor did I vote for any of them fD represent my interests through some electlon 
process. This Is also named the conservation act but I don't see any representation from anv purely 
conservillion grollp$. I a IP' r;1: tflat anr mn &DI a liiif IJOl.lll&be almu edm<:Dll'lmflllt k the rest 
ofl.'lle'pu'illic.. ~offli /1 t; lk:dw:tiiiil• 's'<llli 1 •u--.kllllrellr IMali!!lllft 
exdudlng certain groups from any f!m1ng. Or at !l'!e feast the ~mentgroups can be invlled to 
be advlSOf'Y butshould be non-voting. However, more group!i or individuals should be invited then those 
listed In the bill. 

Seiaidly,.tfi,.billp~ipsestnaf¥e..,_..-lr1111; !ilndewelnp;uii:iledi*'~i'etshdil!;~! 
firmly believe tflat any files de.iefopecf sfloUfd appft onry to "CO!lffile!daf ftSflil'lgopeialbts"'. rn otf!er if 
you plan to sell your fish on a regular basis then you must obtain a permit. Additionally, as pointed out 
entitles like the Fisherman's Cooperative should not be Involved In deciding Issuance of a permit. 

Third, !he Ocean and FIShertes Conservation fund seems to be another fee imposed on the community 
for~ tftatmat"1'11'!Emadmiv<!Me anlflegili1Ntli!'Ol'f papet'fiutes-haoe seen1aer11ft 'Wlat other 
spedal fund• can be misused from the original Intent. It's another burden on the people. There are quite 
a bit of Federal fUnds and grants that Guam receives for Coastal Zone Management, Coral Reef and 
fisheries support and management project$. Let's use all of these funds wisely and completely be we 
start Imposing new fees on the community. 

I Mf Sincero, 

Vu1:i (2.T~ 
Si Vlctm R. Torres 
Recreallonal and Subsistence Fisberman 



VIGO MAYOR'S Olf FICE 
"OFFICINAN I TAOifAO" 

Rudy M. Matanane, Mayor 
Anthony P. Sanchez, Vice Mayor 

Written Testimony; in support of Bill No. 160-33 (COR) 

I, Mayor Rudy M. Matanane of the village of Vigo submit this written testimony in support of Sen. 

Brant Mcreadie's Bill, No. 160-33 (COR). I feel that it has been a long time coming and it will give an 

added measure of comfort to fisherman, swimmers and all water enthusiasts, knowing that in the 

event they find themselves over the reef they have a better chance to be rescued sooner than ever 

before, when our l't. responders had to launch from the agana boat basin and depending on sea 

conditions it might take an hour or more to arrive and most likely it turns into a recovery operation 

rather than a rescue mission. We have lost to many lives at ritidian and Sen. Mcreadie's bill would 

definitely help save lives when we build a boat ramp up north. 

Tel: (671) 653-YIGO (9446) & 653-5248 • Fax: (671) 653-3434 • Email: yigomayorsoffice@gmail.com 



Department of Agriculture 
Dipattamenton Agrikottura 

163 Dairy Road, Mangilao, Guam 96913 

Eddje Baza Calvo 
Governor 

Raymond S. Tenorio 
Lieutenant Governor 

Director's Office 
. .\grirultural Development Services 
Plant Nursery 
Aquatic & Wildlife Resources 
'Forestry & Soil [\esources 
Plant Inspection Station 

Honorable Senator Tina Muna Barnes 
Chairperson on Committee on Municipal Affairs, 

Tourism, Housing, and Historic Preservation 
33•J Guam Legislature 
155 Hesler Street 
Hagatna, Guam 96910 

300-7964, 65, 66; Fax 7344\569 
300-7967, 71 
300-7972 
735-0294,10281; Fax: 7344\570 
300-7975,76; Fax: 734..0111 
475-1426/27; FAX: 477-9487 

November 09. 2015 

Re: Bill 160-33 (Establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Management Council) 

Hafa Adai Senator: 

Matthew LG. Sablan 
Director 

Jessie B. Palkan 
Deputy Director 

1 am providing testimony in support of Bill 160-33. The establishment of the Guam Ocean and 
Fisheries Council will allow greater resource capacity to ensure programmatic and regulatory 
process for the sustainability of marine development and conservation practices throughout the 
coastal areas of Guam and provide monitoring efforts through permitting and harvest records 
enabling further use of the information for future programs in marine preservation and related 
activities with endangered and endemic fish and marine life. 

The Council will provide the direction and timciines for an effective marine program as well as 
delegation of efforts in a timely manner as well as assessing penalties for violations. A whole lot 
can be realized from this Council as it is an added resource in addressing existing and future 
challenges with our oceanic, marine, coasta.1 landscape. 

Therefore, it is for this realization and added capacity in the daily endeavor of the Department of 
Agriculture that the establishment oi the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Management Council be 
supported and legislatively approved. 

~~µt,4: 
MATTHEW LG. SABLAN 



Commfttoo Member: 

Commtt"£B on Municipaf 
Affairs, Tourism, Housing 
and Hlstoric Preservafi.:m 

CornrniffJZe on the Guam 
U _$_ Military Retocatioo, 

Put!k Safety, and 

Judicmr; 

Commitloo on Heaith_ 
Eooncmic Oevetopment 
HomBland Security, and 

Senior amns 

Committee on 
Learning_, Juvenile Justice, 

Putnlc EOucation, and 
First Generation Initiatives 

Maillng Addres. 

Suite HM 

De La Corte Bldg 
167 E. ~Aarine Coql Dr, 
!ieg8tfht GU 969HJ 

T •lephone No, 

472·3462!3 

Email Address. 

SENATOR BRANT T. MCCREADIE 
Assistant Minority Leader 

! /\Jina Trentai Tres Na Liheslaruran Gul1han 
Thirty-Third Guam Legislature 

November 5, 2015 

The Ilcrnorable Tina fv!u11a-Barnes 

Suite 155 Hesler Place 
Hagatf!a, Guam 96910 

Subject: Bill 160-33 (CORJ 

1\s of the Cornrnittee on !vlunicip~'d ;-\ffa:irs, 1·011risn1, 
H-ousix1g l-iistoric I>reser\~atior11 J ;,vould like to thank you for aHQwing Bill 
160-33 (COR) to bC' placed on the Legislative Calendar for a Public Hearing. 

;:\fter a mc,etini' 1.vith f)irector Sablan of thP [)epartn1ent of :\gricu1ture, 
the ren1oval of the Guan1 (1cean and Fisheries Fund and ~1!acing !:he director of 
the Departn1ent ol f-\griculture or his designet a.s a voting 1ncmber on the 
cot1nsel, alorig ~;vjth other iten1s discussed in a substitute-ti bill is the 
best cotirse of action to move fortYard ivlt11 Bill 160-33 (CORJ. 

Respectfully, 



Protected Area Visitor Fees 

Overvie\v 

By Krcg Lindberg 

6 August 200 l Version 

The author can be contacted at: 

Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism 
Griffith University, PMB 50 
Gold Coast, Qld 9726 AUSTR/1.LIA 

Telephone +61 7 5552 8129 
Fax I 7 5552 8507 
Email k.lindberg@mailbox.gu.edu.au 

This document is part of a set of related papers: 

1. Overview - describes general issues and "lessons learned" in the context of visitor lees. 

2. Country review - describes fee systems and experience in various countries. 

3. Summary-a distillation of the above two documents, with a focus on Belize. Includes a 
table summarizing fee levels and related issues across marine protected areas. 

Two important requests: 

Please reference these documents appropriately if you use material from them. 

We have tried to provide the most up-to-date and accurate information possible. However. foe 
systems change over time. Therefore, please help us maintain the accuracy of Llie material by 
emailing Kreg Lindberg (kJindberg@mailbox.gu.edu.au) with any updates or corrections. 

We will update these documents periodically, so check back for newer versions. 



Notes: 

These documents were prepared as part of the "Generating Revenue through Ecotourism for 
Marine Protected Areas in Belize" project funded by the Summit Foundation and conducted by 
The International Ecotourism Society and Programme for Belize. 

The focus is on marine protected areas in developing countries, but terrestrial protected areas and 
developed countries are also covered to some extent. 'lbe focus is on entrance fees. Typically, 
park systems also charge several other types of fees (e.g., pcnnits for commercial operators, 
mooring fees, etc.). Such fees are reported where possible, but these documents are neither 
comprehensive nor official statements of fee policies. 

Unless otherwise noted. all monetary figures are presented in l:S$. The following abbreviations 
are used in these documents: PA=protected area, MPA=marine protected area, NP=national park, 
MR=marine reserve, MP=marine park 

The documents are based on a combination of published and unpublished papers, a> well as 
"personal communication" with site managers, tour operators, environmental NGOs, and others. 
Written documents are referenced following academic convention, and lJRLs are provided where 
available. 

I,astly, we would like to thank the numerous individuals and agencies that provided 
information and data! 



Introduction 

This paper discusses the use of visitor fees as a source of revenue generation for natural areas. It 
was written in the context of a marine protected area (MPA) finance and management project in 
Belize, and therefore has a focus on MP As and developing countries. Nonetheless, it also draws 
upon the more extensive experience with fees in terrestrial protected areas, as well as in 
developed countries. Indeed, much of the literature on this topic has originated from the US 
experience. Though the focus is on public parks, many of the issues are relevant to private areas 
as well. 

As described in the appendix, many park agencies around the world are faced with the challenge 
of managing parks on limited budgets. This challenge exists not only in low-income countries, 
but also in some of the world's richest, with the US being a prime example. As noted on its Web 
site, 1 "the [US] National Park Service (NPS) is beset by financial difficulties brought about by 
increasing levels of visitation, unfunded infrastructure repair, and rising operating costs.'' 

Though systematic data is Jacking, it is believed that fonding difficulties ar_e particularly acute 
for marine protected areas. As noted by the \'Vorld Wildlife Fund (WWF),' most :\1PAs are 
"under-resourced and poorly managed, offering liule in the way of real protection, Global 
estimates suggest that as many as 70-80% of the '.\1PAs that have be.:n established worldwide are 
protected in name only and are not actively managed at alL" In other words, they are "paper 
parks,'' 

A natural response to the lack of government funding is w explore alternative forms of revenue 
generation, and visitor fees is one such fonn. 3 However, there is often opposition to fees, on the 
part of visitors, local communities, and especially the tourism industry. This paper discusses 
various aspects of the fee issue, including types of fees, the advantages and disadvantages of 
fees, and price responsiveness. The appendices provide additional background on revenue 
generation needs and rhe broader role of tourism in natural area conservation. 

It should be stressed that though the focus of this paper is on fees, this is only one way for 
tourism to contribute to protected area management· visitors and businesses can also make 
donations, bewme involved in research, and contribute in oilier ways, For example, donations 
by former visitors to Saba Marine Park generated 9% of the park's revenue between 1993 and 
1995 (Dharmaratne, Sang, and Walling 2000). In addition, tourism is, and should remain, only 
one source of funding for protected areas. Such areas provide a range of benefits to society, and 

______ ., ____ _ 
1http://www,nps.gov/feedemo/#anchor l 70564 

2http;/lwww.panda.org/endangercdseas1mpa/. Van't Hof ( J 996) reports that 75% of the 
l30 coastal and marine parks in the wider Caribbean are ·•paper parks." 

3 Lack of public funding, and coosideration of user fees as an alternative, is not just a 
nature conservation issues. Kinm1can, Ferguson, and Estabrook ll998) describe similar 
challenges and responses in the context of public libraries, 



funding should reflect that. WCPA (2000) provides an overview of relevant issues and fundii;g 
opportunities (c.L Crosby, Geenen, and Bohne 2000:86-87: Geoghegan 1998; Spergel 200!).' 

There is no single "correct" system for charging fees, so this paper outlines some key issues and 
general principles that can be considered in various contexts. Managerial decisions about fees 
often are based on achieving the important, but narrow. objective of revenue generation. 
Moreover, decisions are often made with little or no consultation with affected stakeholders, 
notably the tourism industry and local communities. Such narrow objectives and lack of 
consultation can lead to unintended effects, and even a reversal of fee decisions. Though fee 
decision making processes will vary across locations, it is recommended that the following four 
ru:tivities be part of every process: 

• Explicitly consider both the advantages and disadvantages of fees. 
• Consider and state fee objectives. 
• Conduct research to guide decision making. 
• Work with relevant stake ho iders, including tour operators and local communities. 

Several of the advantages and disadvantages of instituting fees are described below. It is worth 
considering which of the advantages and disadvantages are relevant in a given context, both in 
terms of which ones are important and whether foes will lead to the desired or feared result. For 
example, equity concerns across socio-demographic user groups may not be impmtant in the 
context of international visitation. In addition, a disproportionate impact on low-income groups 
may be considered important in domestic visitation if it occurred, but proposed fees may not lead 
to such an impact 

If a decision is made to charge fees after review ()f the advantages and disadvantages, 
consideration of possible fee objectives can help guide determination of the appropriate fee type 
and amount Various objectives exist, including: 

• Cost recovery, which involves generation of sufficient revenue to cover part or all of 
tourism's financial costs (e.g .. construction and maintenance of a visitor center) and 
possibly tourism's other costs (e.g., ecological damage). 

• Generation of "profit.·• with the excess of revenue over cost being used to finance 
traditional conservation activities (at the destination or at other sites) or to achieve other 
objectives. 

4 Tourism can be a fickle industry, subject to declines due to factors outside the control of 
natural area managers, which means funding dependent on tourism can also be fickle. These 
concerns must be balanced with the reality that other S<'urces of funding, from governmental 
a!!ocations to donations, can also be unreliable, as well as traditionally insufficient. Such 
considerations support a diverse revenue strategy. 
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• Generation of local business opportunities, which may involve low fees in an effort to 
maximize number of visitors and/or the eannarking of fees to enhance site or experience 
quality. 

• Provision r~f'maximum opportunities for learning and appreciation of the natural 
resource, which may also involve low fees. 

• Visitor management to reduce congestion and/or ecological damage. which would 
involve fees high enough to influence visitor behavior. 

Of course, a combination of objectives may exist. For example, in the case of a developing 
country, cost recovery or profit generation may be the primary objective for foreign visitation 
while maximum learning opportunities may be the primary objective for domestic visitation. 

Jn some cases, initial or "ideal" objectives may no! be possible lo achieve, in which case they 
must be modified. The example of fees at the Siuslaw National Forest in the US illustrates this, 
Historically, the U.S. Forest Service has been authorized by the U.S. Congress to only charge 
camping fees. Management objectives primarily focussed on not undercutting the private sector, 
so market evaluation was performed and fees were set at approximately the same level as 
equi vaknt private sector campgrounds, 

Jn 1996, Congress authorized the Forest Service, as well as other federal agencies, to conduct 
visitor fee "demonstration projects." This allowed the service to charge non-camping fees, 
including entrance fees, At the Siuslaw National Forest, the management objective was partial 
recovery of operating costs. The forest performed an evaluation of fees charged at other sites in 
the area (primarily Oregon State Parks sites), as well as the fee necessary for full cost recovery. 
The full cost-recovery fee was considered too high, so partial recovery was settled upon. 

As this example illustrates, information gathering (research) can be a critical part of the process, 
Relevant research includes: 

• Review of past visitor surveys (particularly those measuring willingness of visitors to pay 
for the experience), 

• Administration of surveys specifically designed to answer questions arising from 
consideration of fees will one type or level of fee have a greater effect on visitation 
than another type or level 0

), 

• Review of fees charged at similar (and possihly competing) sites elsewhere. 

For example, the Fisheries Department in Belize has proposed a "Marine Protected Areas 
Network Initiative" (MPANI) as part of its effons to enhance funding for '.\1PAs in that country. 
The fee levels proposed in that document were based in part on review of results from past 
visitor surveys in Belize. in addition, the d0cument advises that "the most accurate re-venue 
projection can only be derived from a minimum two~week comprehensive visitor survey." 
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Though not fonnally part of the MPANI effort, The International Ecotourism Society is working 
with Programme for Belize to conduct such a survey. 

Ideally, research should continue in the form of monitoring after implementation of the fee 
system. For example. the US Recreational Fee Demonstration Program includes several surveys 
of visitor reactions to fees. Y!cCarville, Sears, and Furness (l 999) describe the Canadian Park 
Service evaluation of user and general public preferences for fees. Another research example 
comes from Australia, where 

the last time [the New South Wales state park agency] implemented a revised fee 
strucLUre, market research was undertaken to compare park entry and camping 
fees with other anractions (museums, cinemas, and theme parks) and direct 
competitors. Surveys were also undertaken in the general community and with 
park visitors on their willingness to pay an increased fee. The outcomes of the 
surveys confirmed a willingness to pay a fee increase of about 20% for the 
existing range of facilities and services. This formed a key component of the 
Service's decision to raise fees by that amount (ANZECC 2000:16). 

The extent and nature of stakeholder consultation can vary widely and typically is dependent on 
available resources, political constraints, and other factors. Nonetheless, this step is often 
ignored or undervalued, and in some cases this has led to an inability to implement fees as 
planned. For example, fee increases have been partly reversed in various countries, including 
Costa Rica and Australia (at the Great Barrier Reef Marine Park), due to opposition by a tourism 
industry that was inadequately consulted in'the planning process-this highlights the importance 
of consultation. 

Consultation can facilitate understanding of the priorities and concerns of the various 
stakeholders, and opportunities for addressing these. For example, a common industry concern 
is that fees will decrease visitation. As noted below, experience indicates that modest fees 
generally do not have significant effect on visitation, so the park agency and the indllstry may 
agree that visitation levels he monitored after a fee increase. lt may be agreed that if visitation 
declines, and this decline is certified by an independent body to he due to the fee increase, then 
the stakeholders discuss alternatives to fees. This simple example illustrates the potential for 
taking an ''adaptive" approach involving learning and flexibility to respond if fees have 
undesirable effects. If stakeholders feel there is flexibility to respond to their concerns, then they 
may he less likely to oppose fees. The l:S Recreational Fee Demonstration Program is one 
example of trialing and monitoring fee systems. 

The four activities listed above are based on simple planning principles. principles that are part 
of ·'management-by-objectives" planning processes like the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) 
process used in the lJS and elsewhere,5 Though such processes typically arc applied in the 

5'Tbe LAC process is described in Stankey et aL (I 985), ln the MPA context, it was used 
as the basis for the Saba 1\larine Park management plan (documentation available at: 
http://www.sabapark.cont'). 

4 



context of broader recreation management, they are relevant in the fee context insofar as they 
provide a framework for I) involving stakeholders, 2) considering alternatives, together with 
their respective advantages and disadvantages, 3) discussing and specifying objectives, and 4) 
information gathering during decision making and monitoring in follow-up. ANZECC (2000:28) 
also illustrates a usefol "planning and implementation cycle for user-pays systems." 

Types of Fees 

There are many types of fees and related revenue sources associated with visitation at parks. Tbe 
following classification is from the US National Recreation and Parks Association (Loomis and 
Walsh 1997:322). 

• Entrance fees to enter a park. 
• Admission fees to enter a building offering an exhibit or show a visitor center). 
• Rental fees for use of equipment such as boats and user fees for facilities such as a 

campsite. 
• Sales revenue from operation of retail stores and rental income from concessionaires. 
• Licenses and pennits, such as for fishing or rafting. 
• Special service fees. 

Entrance fees are perhaps the most widespread and the most controversial (since the "product" 
being purchased with the other types of foes is more tangible). Even within this category there is 
wide variety, as fees can vary across time period or type of entry. For example, Yellowstone 
National Park in the US charges the following entrance foes, as of April 200 I: 

• Private. non-commercial vehicle: $20 for 7 days or S40 annual. 
• Jndividual (e.g., hike or bicycle): $10 for 7 days or $40 annual. 
• Snov.mohile or motorcycle: $15 for 7 days or $40 annual. 
• Commercial vehicle: per-entry, rates vary by type of vehicle from $25 and $JO per person 

for a sedan to $300 for a motorcoacb (bus). 

However, visitors can purchase a $50 annual pass that allows entry to all national parks. This 
combination of per-day with annual pass options helps tailor fee systems to different types of 
visitors, which can be beneficial both in terms of revenue generation and of visitor acceptance of 
fees. 

Another example is provided by the state of Tasmania, in Australia, which has the following fee 
system for entry to its 12 national parks (amounts in AU$): 

• Daily entry: $5 per person (bike, boat, bus, or fool) or $9 per vehide (includes 
occupants-). 

• Holiday (all parks for up to 2 months): $12 per person or $30 per vehicle. 
• i'\nnual: $1 & per vehicle for one park. or $42 per vehicle for all parks. 
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As noted in Al\'.ZECC (2000:51 ), which provides additional detail, the system was customized to 
the types of park visitors and their needs: 

The annual ail-park pass and especially the annual one-park pass are targeted at 
the regular Tasmanian user. 1be one-park pass was designed specifically to 
satisfy holiday shack owners and local communities that hold a great deal of local 
"ownership" of panicular parks. The holiday pass is targeted at interstate visitors 
who represent 70% of total park visitors, many of whom constitute the growing 
pre-planned ''holiday package" market segment. 

Entry booths are staffed at five major national park entrances, while payment is 
made by self-registration at several other locations. Passes may be purchased 
from district offices, tourist information centers and travel agents (using a voucher 
system). 

As these examples illustrate, there are various ways to collect fees. including upon entry and 
through passes that might be checked upon entry or spot-checked when it is uneconomic to place 
staff at all entries. Vlhen visitors are taken to natural areas as pan of a commercial tour, it is 
common, but not universal, for tour operators to purchase entry tickets and simply pass along the 
cost to their clients. either as part of the tour cost or as an additional cost. 

Though it can be expensive, direct collection upon entry allows park staff to inform, regulate, 
and count visitors. Sales via operators offers a "middle ground" in the sense that it reduces 
administration costs and still allows visitation levels to be monitored. but does not involve direct 
contact between park staff and visitors, The option, or combination of options, that is best for a 
given site wil I depend on various factors, including the number of visitors and entry sites. the 
motivation of staff to use the fee transaction to interact with visitors, the degree of compliance of 
visitors andior tour operators with self-regulated payment, and so on. Regardless of the option 
used, there will be administrative costs involved - in staffing entry booths. spot-checking 
compliance. etc. 

With respect to marine protected areas, some sites administer fees directly. For example, at Hol 
Chan Marine Reserve in Belize, reserve staff sell tickets at the dive/snorkel site, which is 
spatially limited. However, the reYenue from this fee barely covers the cost of collecting it. At 
Half Moon Caye, also in Belize. most divers to the Blue Hole picnic in one location after the 
dive, and tickets are so Id there. 

However. it appears more common for tickets to be sold via operators given the large size and 
essentially unlimited entry points of many MPAs. For exan1ple, the "environmental management 
charge" of AC$4 per day at the Great Barrier Reef is sold through tour operators. Likewise. the 
Bonaire 1\farine Park charges $10.00 per diver per year. It is paid when divers check in at their 
resort, and the plastic tag they receive must be worn when they are diving. Spot checks are made 
on shore div<'rs, but peer pressure to pay the fee ensures that checks are unnecessary on dive 
boats. 
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Visitor Fees - Disadvantages 

Fees have been charged at public parks since at least 1908, when Mount Ranier National Park. in 
the US, imposed a visitor fee (Macintosh 1984). There is no international database that provides 
comprehensive information regarding use of fees, but anecdotal evidence indicates that they have 
been introduced and/or increased at many developed and developing country natural areas during 
recent years. Responses to a survey of protected areas conducted in the early 1990s suggest that 
about one-half of the world's protected areas charged entrance fees at that time (Giongo, Bosco
Nizeye and Wallace l 994), and it is likely that this proportion has increased in the ensuing years. 
Nonetheless, many countries have resisted, or simply not considered, the use of visitor fees. To 
some degree this is due to inertia, but in some cases it is due to concern about the negative 
aspects of charging fees. Some of the disadvantages of fees are as follows. 

Cultural/Political Values and Priorities 

Perhaps the most common, though intangible, disadvantage is a cultural-political one. In many 
countries, people have viewed national parks and other public natural areas as pan of their 
national heritage. They feel that the areas, and recreation at those areas, are "public goods" (in 
the broad sense), like defense. that should be provided by the government to all citizens, with 
funding ultimately being based on taxes or other government revenue sources. They feel that it 
is simply not appropriate to charge citizens to access public land. 

Equity Across Socio-Demographic Groups 

Another common concern. particularly in the domestic visitation context, is that of equity (Harris 
and Driver 1987). That is, foes may have a disproportionate effect on low-income citizens or 
other groups within society (e.g., ethnic minorities and!or local residents, who often are also low· 
income). The empirical evidence of such an effect is mixed, with some studies finding no 
differences in participating groups across fee and non-foe sites, but others finding that lower 
income groups exhibit higher price responsiveness than do higher income groups which would 
suggest that they would be most affected by a fee. 

Based on surveys of responses to actual fees, as well as to willingness-to-pay scenarios, More 
and Stevens (2000) found that fees were more likely to reduce visitation by low-income groups 
than by high-income groups (in that study. low-income households are repn"sented by less than 
$30,000 per year). Adams et al. ( J 989) reached the same conclusion in their study of pheasant 
hunting (c.f., Reiling, Cheng, and Trott 1992). With respect to ethnicity, Bowker, Cordell. and 
Johnson ( 1999) found that blacks and hispanics in the US were less likely to support fees than 
were other ethnic groups. Similarly, Bowker and Lecworthy ( 1998) found that hispanics were 
more price responsive, and thus more affected by fees. 

If fees are not to be increased, the question becomes one of whether services should be reduced 
or revenue increased through taxes or other non,, fee n1eans. In the J\,.fore and Stevens (2000) 
study, the majority of all income groups preferred higher fees over reduced services (a result also 
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found elsewhere (McCarville, Sears, and Furness (1999)), Low-income groups were more likely 
than high-income groups to favor taxes (17% compared to 5%). However, even low-income 
households favored on-site fees over taxes (26% compared to 17%) (see also Harris and Driver 
1987; Stevens. More, and Allen 1989). 

It often is possible to devise fee systems to facilitate visitation by groups that might be 
disadvantaged, such as through 1) lower fees for students or the elderly or through 2) annual 
passes. off-peak fee reductions, or "open" days with no fees. which implicitly favor local 
residents. In addition. such concerns are less relevant in the case of international visitation. 
particularly when the visitors tend to be much wealthier than residents of the destination country. 
Framed in economic terms, it may be difficult to justify retaining low or nonexistent fees in order 
to maximize the consumer surplus of foreign visitors. Many countries, including Costa Rica, 
have implemented multi-tiered fee systems in order to limit equity impacts for nationals while 
generating revenue from foreigners. 6 However, several other countries have retained uniform fee 
systems, in some cases due to explicit or perceived legislative prohibitions on differential fees, 

Equity Across Resource User Groups 

There is also an equity issue insofar as other users of public resources. such as the mining, 
forestry, fishing, and agricultural industries, often use these resources without paying full market 
prices. Thus, visitors, and the tourism industry, might argue that they should not have to pay 
market price to "'use" public lands for tourism. Unfortunately. because governments often do not 
see parks as resources for job-creating industries. they do not fund park management agencies at 
the same level as forestry or agricultural agencies. Thus, this equity concern is often legitimate, 
but the result is that parks are left without adequate funding. In such cases, the park agency and 
the industry have an incentive to work together to lobby for greater general government funding 
of parks. 

Cost of Fee Collection 

Inevitably, there are costs involved in collecting fees (transaction costs), and in some cases these 
costs will make it uneconomic to collect fees. For exan1ple, some recreation areas have many 
entrances, few visitors, and/or high capital costs for collection facilities (Loomis and Walsh 
1997). Nonetheless. there often are ways to reduce collection costs by. for example, selling 
tickets or passes through tourism or other businesses and by using an honor system. with spot
check enforcement. Data in USD! and USDA (200 I :8) indicate that collection costs for the US 
National Park Seffice and Forest Service are about 20% of fee revenue. 

Change in the Experience 

6 For MPAs in particular, many sites/countries charge residents reduced fees, or no fees at 
all, including Belize (Ho! Chan and Half Moon Caye), Ecuador (Galapagos), Egypt (Ras 
Mohammed), Kenya, Netherlands Antilles (Saba). Philippines (Tubbataha and Gilutungan), 
Tanzania, Thailand, and the US (Hanauma Bay). 
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Another consideration is that fees may change the nature of the visitor experience by making it 
more structured and commercialized. Similarly, fees may increase visitor expectations to be 
"entertained," which may diverge from management agency efforts to use visits as opportunities 
for interpretation and education. However, this concern may be o,·erstated. In the case of 
international visitation, the experience often already is relatively structured and commercia!ized
as it is part of a trip that has long been planned, has cost substantial money to undertake, and has 
involved various business intermediaries. In addition. much visitation occurs in a "frontcountry'' 
(non-wilderness) context, where the experience is already quite structured and commercialized. 

Lastly, even in wilderness settings fees may not be problematic. For example, a recent paper by 
Trainor and Norgaard (1999) indicates that visitors are able to deal with the apparent 
contradiction between fees and wilderness experience -- philosophically, they felt that foes were 
not appropriate in wilderness, but they understood the pragmatic reasons for fees, and thus 
accepted them. 

Reduced Opportunities for Local Businesses and Employees 

A basic microeconomic principle is that quantity demanded/consumed goes dm\n as the price of 
a product goes up. In the tourism context, this means that fees may reduce visitation and thus 
business opportunities, which leads to opposition by tour operators.7 For example, dive 
operators actively lobbied against the $10 fee at Bonaire Marine Park. Despite this opposition, 
there was no apparent decline in visitation due to the foe~the actual impact of fees on visitation 
levels is discussed further below. 

Lee and Snepcnger (l 992) repan that tour operators at Tonuguero National Park in Costa Rica 
considered a boycott of the park ta protest an increase in fees from $0.28 to $LI I. When fees 
were increased more dramatically in the mid· I 990s, they \Vere blamed for a national income loss 
of $65 million due to reduced tourism spending (Jnman et al. 1998). 

This is a real concern. especially in areas with few alternative economic opportunities. In such 
cases, even modest decreases in visitation can be problematic for the industry and local 
communities, even though the fee increase is good for the park agency. Nonetheless, the effects 
of foes need to be carefully evaluated. For example, in the Cose Rican case, the decline in 
visitation at the national level may have been due primarily to other factors. including a high
profile kidnapping (Lindberg and Aylward l 999). 

There are a variety of other reasons why people oppose user fees at natural areas. One common 
reaction is that visitors feel that they are paying twice for the same good~,that they pay for a park 
through their taxes, but then also with an entrance fee. What needs to be explained in such 
circumstances is that the fee is necessary precisely because tax funding is insufficient. 

7ln some cases, opposition may also result from industry concerns that foe systems will 
enable the government to more closely track the number of clients, and thus business income. 
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Visitor Fees-Advantages 

Revenue Generation 

The most obvious advantage of fees is revenue generation. The VS fee demonstration program 
has generated substantial revenue benefits for the relevant agencies. including the National Park 
Service and the t:S Forest Service. In Fiscal Year 2000. the agencies collected $1 i6 million due 
to the program, which is in addition to the $22 million collected at non-program sites. 1be 
program has more than doubled recreation fee revenue from pre-program years (for a current 
overview of the program, see llSDI and l'SDA 200 I; for historical data on park fees in the L'S, 
see Loomis and Walsh 1997:334-340). 

Bates (l 999) describes the example of one particular national forest in the l!S, the Mt. Baker
Snoqualmie. During 1998, $460,000 was generated through the fee project at that forest, money 
that was used to hire 24 trail maintenance workers, who cleared over 700 miles (LI 00 km) of 
trails, improved drainage, and helped maintain trailhead toilets and bulletin boards, 

Of course, few parks systems will collect revenue at this level-amounts will vary from country to 
country. 1'he fc:Ho,ving table sho\Vs revenue raised by parks agencies in .i\ustralia, where 
management is primarily at the state level: 

User Pays Revenue in Australia and New Zealand 
(Amounts in AU$ and NZ$; Source: ANZECC 2000) 

State/Region l date) 
rser-pavs revenue 

Entrv fees Other 
Queensland (98/99) Nil $4,050,000 
New South Wales (94/95) $6.227,292 $6,657, 172 
Western Australia (98/991 $4.540,891 $1,546,848 
Victoria (98/99) $928,000 $3,291,000 
Tasmania (98/99) $1.600,000 $1.500,000 
South Australia (98/99) $1,498,000 $5,073,000 
Northern Territorv (98/99) $1,689,000 $489,000 
Commonwealth/National (98/99) $7,594.650 $1,099,950 
Australian Capital Territorv 198/99) $122,875 $]()4,029 
New Zealand (98/99) Nil SI 0,93 7,000 

MP As that cover most or all of their expenses thmugh entry fees and other tourism-related 
income include Ho! Chan (Belize). Ras Mohammed (Egypt), Bonaire (Netherlands Antilles) and 
Palau (as a \vhole). 

Economic Efficiency 
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Fees can also lead to efficiency in the economic sense of maximizing sccial welfare. As noted 
by Rosenthal, Loomis and Peterson (1984), it is economically efficient to price recreation at a 
level where marginal benefit equals marginal cost Though nature tourism is to some degree 
nonrival, in that a visit by one person does not preclude a visit by another, it typically generates 
costs of one type or another ecological, experiential (congestion), or direct (e.g., provision of 
facilities). Jn such cases, free access will lead to overvisitation because the "marginal" user will 
receive less benefit than the cost his/her visit has imposed. 

Cnfortunately, rarely is there sufficient information on demand or, especiaHy, on cost for a 
precise determination of efficient fees. Nonetheless, economic efficiency does provide one 
possible basis for price determination-and highlights the issue of visit-related costs and the 
economic losses that occur when fees are set on different bases. 8 

Equity Across Users and Non-Users 

Although discussions of user fee equity often focus on concerns about access for lmv-income 
groups, there is also a countervailing equity consideration-that the users of a good or service 
should pay for it. If visitors do not pay the costs of providing the visitor experience, then others 
must pay for it, usually through taxes. This may be seen as inequitable in the case of uneven 
distribution amongst visitors (e.g., if visitors tend to be wealthier than non-visitors) or of 
visitation by those resident outside the government's tax base l e.g., international visitors, or 
interstate visitors in the case of state-funded agencies). 

An important issue in this "cost recovery" contex't is what costs shouid be attributed to visitation, 
and thus paid by visitors. This is a difficult issue to resolve. as most natural areas have mandates 
for both conservation and visitation, and many agency activities (and thus costs) contribute to 
both. Moreover, there remains debate concerning the degree to which visitation should be 
viewed as a private good, to be paid for by users, or a public good, to be paid for by societ'y as a 
whole. 

Enhanced Opportunities for Local Businesses and Employees 

In some situations, fees can also be beneficial for local businesses because free or underpriced 
access to recreation opportunities on public land may take away opportunities from priva1e 
businesses. For example, many private campgrounds in the US compete with campgrounds 
provided in national parks and national forests, which often have been provided "below cost" by 

' ' the government agencies. 

8 Economic principles of fees are presented in Lindberg and Enriquez (I 994:Appendix 
A), Loomis and Walsh (1997). and Rosenthal, Loomis. and Peterson (1984). 

0T'hough e-an1pgrounds are an obvious example of this issue, sometimes the park agencies 
compete with the private sector in the core attraction itself Anon (2000) reports the case of 
Mammoth Cave National Park in Kentucky, US, undercutting commercial cave attractions. 

11 



In Australia, there is national legislation designed to prevent government agencies from 
"undercutting" the private sector-aud this has affected fee levels in some cases. For example, 
ANZECC (2000) reports that the tourism industry (e.g., camping grounds) in Western Australia 
criticized the park agency for undercutting their prices, and this led to a price increase. 

Visitor Management 

In principle, one cau use fees as a visitor mauagcment tool, and in particular to distribute visitors 
away from heavily used places or times, thereby reducing negative ecological impacts, 10 

congestion, or user conflict. For example, Bamford et al. (1988) studied changes resulting from 
differential camping fees in Vermont (US) state parks. Fees ranged from $1 to $5, and the 
difference in fees across campsites led to shifts in favor of the cheaper campsites. This strategy 
will work best when demand is elastic, when visitors are price responsive. As noted below, this 
often is not the case at the level of whole parks. However, when one considers the role of 
substitutes, it may work well at the level of individual sites within a park that are similar to each 
other-and this was the case for the campsite example (c.f., Kerkvliet and Nowell 2000). 

There are a few examples of"peak load" pricing. For instance, the White River National Forest 
in the US has a $5 fee per person on weekends for cross-country skiing and snowmobiling, but 
only a $2 fee per person during the week. However, thinking again about substitutes, it may be 
difficult for people to substitute week days for weekends, so this pricing schedule may be better 
at generating higher revenue from weekend visitors than at redistributing use. 

As one study from the UK put it (Bovaird, Tricker, and Stoakes 1984 ): 

The generally low elasticity values identified by the analysis ... indicate that the 
use of admission prices as a means of rationing overall levels of demand at sites 
might well necessitate large increases above present price levels. [However, for] 
some individual sites ... quite high price elasticities have been found and in these 
cases demand is likely to be much more easily managed by relatively small 
increases in present admission prices. 

'°However, if the visitors go elsewhere, there may be an overall increase in ecological 
impacts. 
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In short, fees used for visitor management are most likely to be effective when the site has close 
substitutes or when the fee represents a large percentage of total trip costs (e.g., when the fee is 
quite large or when visitors tend to come from local areas). 

An additional, and potentially very important, visitor management gain from fees is that as 
illustrated in the case of Australia, "extra staff employed to collect user charges have provided an 
important management presence, and the contact necessary to collect fees and arrange pennits 
has been used to infonn and educate the public" (ANZECC 2000:13). 

Enhanced Site and Experience Quality 

Lastly, though fees may reduce visitor numbers, they may also have the opposite effect if they 
are used to enhance the quality of the resource. In addition, in some cases fees can act as price 
signals, as indicators to potential customers that the experience will be one of quality, 

The example of parks in South Australia illustrates this advantage. As noted in ANZECC 
(2000:14), fees led to the: 

transfonnation of certain parks from iired degraded reserves to steadily improving 
credits to the system: upgraded buildings, reticulated water, sewerage, 
rehabilitated recreational facilities ... Also, a management presence has been 
established over a wide area of the state, making more efficient use of existing 
resources and by using user-pays funded staff to provide services in new areas -
there are significant decreases in vandalism and repair costs where administrative 
charges are imposed. 

Survey results from the Turks and Caicos Islands supports the concept that high marine site 
quality can be used to sustain high fees, in a virtuous cycle (Rudd et al. 2000). Results indicate 
that divers would be willing to pay an extra 13% in dive prices for a dive featuring l 2 grouper 
rather than for a trip featuring one grouper. Likewise, they would be willing to pay an extra 
5.6% for a trip with large grouper (30 lbsil3.6 kg) rather than a trip with small grouper (5 lbs/2.3 
kg). Westmacott et al. (2000) report that surveys of divers in the Maldives indicate that they 
would be wiiling 10 pay an average of $87 more to visit healthy reefs than to visit reefs that bad 
died due to bleaching. Medio (1996) provides Red Sea examples of how sustaining site quality 
enables marine tourism destinations to maintain an "upmarket" position, with associated high 
levels of profitability for the industry. 

One of the reported reasons for tourism industry opposition to fees is concern that fee revenue 
will not be used to enhance the site (often based on a foeling that historic park management has 
been ineffective). For example, Rudd et al. (2000:10) report thal dive operators in the Turks and 
Caicos Islands were ''\ery wary of any increases in dive price that might be caused by l'v1PA user 
fees. Their caution stems from a wariness of the government·' ability to actually transform MPA 
revenue into concrete actions to protect the reefs." Such views rest on the assumption that fees 
should only be collected in for a good or service rendered, which may be inappropriate 
in the context of government agencies serving conservation as well as recreation functions. 

13 



Nonetheless, it is clear that using fees to enhance site quality increases acceptance of the fees on 
the part of both visitors and the tourism industry. 

\Viii Fees Reduce Visitation? The Issue of Price Responsiveness 

Several of the arguments for and against fees rest on the assumption that visitation is price
responsive (price elastic). For example, fees will reduce visitation by low-income groups only if 
such persons stop visiting the park as a result of the fee. Likewise, fees will be most effective for 
visitor management if demand is price elastic. On the other hand, fees will be most effective for 
revenue generation if demand is price inelastic, if the increased revenue per visitor is not offset 
by decreased numbers of visitors. 

It should be stressed that price responsiveness can be highly variable depending on the 
characteristics of the site and the visitors who travel to it. However, research suggests that 
visitation to natural areas generally is price inelastic-that is, there may be a price response, and 
even modest responses may be important, but the number of visits will decrease by less, in 
percentage tenns, than the price increase. 11 

The fee demonstration project in the US provides an opportunity to evaluate the effect of fee 
increases at numerous sites in that country. Systematic analysis and calculation of elasticities 
apparently has not yet occurred, but government agencies and external researchers are tracking 
the effects. As the agencies note (USDI and USDA 2001 :iii), "[v]isitation to recreation sites 
participating in the Recreational Fee Demonstration Program continues to appear unaffected in 
any significant way by the new fees.'' This lack of response is notable given the substantial fee 
increases at some sites. For example, Rocky Mountain National Park saw no obvious drop in 
visitation despite a doubling of the fee from $5 to $10 per visit. "Crown jewel" sites such as the 
Grand Canyon and Yellowstone, increased fees from $10 to $20 as part of this program. 
Mccarville, Sears, and Furness (1999) report similar results for national parks in western 
Canada, where entrance fees doubled over three years, yet visitation levels remained constant. 

Moreover, the public is not only paying the fees, but appears to accept them. Of visitors 
surveyed at US national parks, 89% said the fee was "about right" or even "too low" (USDI and 
USDA 2000). Loomis and Walsh ( 1997: 120, based on Adams, Lewis and Drake 1973) present 
various US elasticities for activities (rather than sites), with the most elastic value being -0.40 for 
sailing day outings. Demand for individual sites, rather than activities, will tend to be more 
elastic, as several sites may be able to provide the same activity opportunity. Nonetheless, the 
reported elasticities suggest that demand for sites will often be inelastic unless there are 
convenient substitute sites. 

11 If demand is inelastic (e.g., values up to -1 ). then visitation will decrease by less, in 
percentage tenns. than the increase in fees. If demand is elastic (values above -1 ), then visitation 
v;ill decrease by more than the increase in fees. For example. an elasticity of ,,,75 is inelastic and 
indicates that visitation would decrease by 7 .5% if there were a fee increase of I 0%. 
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Knapman and Stoeckl ( 1995) used travel cost analysis to estimate demand curves for Kakadu 
National Park and Hinchinbrook Island National Park in Australia. Based on their models A and 
C, and using an entrance fee increase from AlJ$5 (price at time of survey) to AU$6 for Kakadu, 
they estimated an elasticity of-0.014; demand was not estimated to become elastic until a fee of 
AUSJ97. Using an entrance fee increase from AlJ$0 (price at time of survey) to AU$! for 
Hinchinbrook, they estimated an elasticity of -0.0015; demand was not estimated to become 
elastic until a fee of AlJ$166. They note that Australian empirical studies typically generate 
elasticity estimates of -0.033 to -0.40. 

There are relatively few estimates of elasticity for developing country natural areas. Jn a study 
of wildlife viewing demand at Lake ?'Jakuru National Park, Kenya, :\'avrud and Mungatana 
(1994) estimated price elasticities of -0.17 to -0.84 for foreigners and -1.77 to -2.99 for residents. 
The greater price responsiveness for residents is likely due to their lower income levels, which 
makes them more sensitive to prices. 

Chase et al. (l 998) used contingent behavior models to estimate price elasticities for 
international tourism at three national parks in Costa Rica. These estimates were -2.87 for 
Vo lean Po:is, - I .05 for Vo lean lrazu, and -0. 96 for Manuel Antonio. ~ote that one of these 
indicates significant price responsiveness and the other two roughly unitary elasticity (neither 
elastic nor inelastic). However, in an analysis using actual price and visitation data for the same 
parks, Lindberg and Aylward (1999) found elasticity values of -0.0513, -0.296, and -0.238, 
respectively. There may be several explanations for the difference, with perhaps the most likely 
being that visitors had full information on fees at the decision point (time of survey) in the 
contingent behavior study, while in reality most of the visitors apparently did not know the actual 
entrance fee at the point of their decision to visit the parks. Chase (1995) found that almost 
three-quarters of visitors did not know the fee at the time of arrival at the respective park. By 
this point, visitors had made a psychological, financial, and time corrunitment to their visirn
thesc were sunk costs in reality, bufvariable cosrn in the Chase et al. (1998) survey. Moreover, 
substitutes were clear to respondents in the Chase et al. survey. but presumably were less 
apparent or available to visitors faced with a higher-than-expected fee upon arrival. 

In the marine park context, a few of the parks surveyed for this project noted decreased visitor 
numbers due to fee increases. primarily when c!ose substitutes were available. However. the 
clear majority of sites did not experience decreased visitation, and at many visitation increased as 
tourists were attracted by the enhanced management made possible by fee revenues. 

Though typically not focussed on price-responsiveness per se, studies of visitor willingness to 
pay (WTP) can provide indications of how visitation will be affected by fees. Most studies have 
found that visitors are willing to pay much more than they are actually asked to pay, particularly 
in the context of developed country vi.sitation at developing country parks (Lindberg and 
Aylward 1999). With respect to marine areas in particular, Roberts and Hawki'.'ls (2000:86) 
report that '"divers are willing to pay significant sums to protect marine habitats, on the order <lf 
$20 - $30 per trip." 
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One should keep in mind that, especially in the ink'fllational context, the choices of other actors, 
and particularly of tour operators, can play an important role. To some degree, operators 
probably behave like individual visitors. For instance, they may be unlikely to shift away from 
unique sites in the face of a price rise. However, the decision making process of operators may 
diverge from that of visitors, in part due to greater information about substitutes. for example, 
in response to a contingent valuation survey a visitor may report a willingness to pay an 
additional $20 in tour costs to Yisit the site in question. HoweYer, if the tour operator believes 
that a different site is a good substitute and will not be raising fees, the operator may shift the 
tours to that site. 

Most estimates of price-responsiveness are short-run, and one might expect long-run 
responsiveness to be greater, as people adjust and seek new sites. However, there may also be a 
countervailing effect, which is that people get used to the existence of a new or higher fee, and 
thus are Jess likely to respond negatiYely to it (it becomes their new "'reference" price). 

Jn summary, one finds that demand for natural areas generally is not price responsive, that 
modem: fees (e.g., ofless than $10) usually has only modest effect on demand. The reasons for 
this may vary across locations, but a couple reasons include: 

• Fees tend to be a small part of income, unlike automobiles or other "big purchases." 

• Fees tend to be a small part of a larger holiday package, especially for non-local Yisitors. 

for example, Roberts and Hawkins (2000:86) note that diYers typically spend oYer $3,000 per 
trip, which means that a $!0 entry fee represents less than 1% of total trip costs. However. if the 
charge were $10 per day of a 6-day dive trip, one might expect a greater response to the price. 

However, price responsiveness may vary greatly across sites and fee leYels. Sites that have 
many substitutes, that are not special or unique. will generally exhibit greater price 
responsiveness than those that are special or unique {Stevens, More and Allen 1989). For 
example, Schneider and Budruk (1999) surYeyed visitors at a beach in a national forest in the 
southwestern lJS. There was no fee for that area, but there were fees at similar sites elsewhere in 
the same forest. Of the 344 people surveyed, 123 (about a third) changed their visitation in 
response to the fees, with changes including coming less frequently, visiting free sites rather than 
fee sites in the same forest and visiting sites outside the forest. in other words, when close 
substitotes are readily available at lower cost, it is likely that visitation will be relatively price 
responsive. 

Other F'cc Issues 

In addition lO the adYantages and dbadvantages noted aboYe. there are other (often related) 
issues that arise in the fee decision making process" An important one is that of earmarking, of 
retaining revenue collected at least at the agency level, and ideally at least partly at the park 
icvcL Though so1ne governments may see fees as a way to obtain tax revenue fro1n tourists and 
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tourism, from the park agency perspective the motive for charging fees is to compensate for 
inadequate budgets. The gap between budgetary needs and government fonding will only be 
closed if fee revenue is retained rather than going to the general government treasury. 

Of course, it is not always so straightforward. In some cases, revenues that go to government 
treasuries may lead to increased treasury funding of parks. Conversely, in the case of 
earmarking, politicians may reduce treasury funding by the fee amount received by the park 
agency This actually makes the agency worse off than without fees, as there is no gain in 
revenue but there arc additional costs associated with collecting fees. 

Thus, the agency, and park supporters (ideally including the tourism industry) should make a 
strong case for earmarking. Past experience supports this case. For example, ANZECC (2000:3) 
notes that, "client services and facilities were greatly improved where user-pays revenue was 
retained by parks services. Local retention of revenue was most commonly mentioned [by 
agencies] as the key factor in creating a positive cycle from revenue to better services and 
facilities to positive public attitude and back to increased revenue." 

Earmarking can be important for enhancing acceptance of fees by key stakeholders, including 
visitors, local communities. the tourism industry, and agency staff. For example. ANZECC 
(2000) report that a recent survey in the state of Tasmania indicated that 86% of the public felt 
fees were good if income is returned directly to parks, but only 36% if income is retained by 
consolidated revenue (the state government treasury), If fee revenues are used to hire local 
persons either as regular park staff or as contractors, such as for infrastructure development, then 
fees can benefit local communities and engender their support. 

There is a concern that earmarking provides an incentive for park staff to allow or promote 
visitation to levels that may lead to unacceptable ecological or experiential changes (e.g., 
Lindberg, Tisdell, and Xue 2001). The elc'ient to which this problem exist<> is unknown. but it is 
an issue that managers should be sensitive to. 

As Geoghegan (1998) notes, the self-financing protected areas in the Caribbean tend to be 
managed by "extra-governmental" agencies, including environmental NGOs and quasi
governmental statutory bodies. Such groups tend to have greater legal and administrative 
flexibility and avoid pressures to channel fees into governmental treasuries. ;-.; onethele:>s, some 
traditional governmental agencies have earrnarking policies. Anecdotal evidence suggests that 
there is at least a modest trend toward earmarking - with both governmental and extra· 
governmental examples. For instance. the US Fee Demonstrational Project provides for 80% of 
the new fees collected to go into the budget of the forest or park that collects it, with the 
remaining 20% going to maintenance of recreation areas where fee collection w0uld not be 
feasible. Another example is the Protected Area Conservation Trust (PACT) in Belize. Though 
not directly a park funding program, the revenues collected from departure taxes paid by 
international visitors to the country goes into a special fund used to finance conservation 
projects. 
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Related to the issue of earmarking is that of informing visitors how fees are used, and 
particularly how fees will enhance visitor sen•ices. Opposition to fees results in part because 
visitor may view them as unfair or feel that they will not receive benefits from paying them. such 
that information about the need for fees and the resulting benefits for visitors can lead to greater 
acceptance (McCan•illc. Reiling & Vvnite l 996; McCarville, Sears, & Furness 1999). The 
Tasmania (Australia) national parks and reserves visitors !,>Uide (J 993 version) noted that "[a]ll 
funds raised from will be re-invested to ensure improved facilities such as better roads, 
shelters, picnic areas, toilets and walking tracks." Similar communication efforts are made in the 
context of the US Recreational Fee Demonstration Program, 

However, it should be noted that a change in services that is seen as an improvement to some 
visitors may be seen negatively by others who prefer that the area be maintained as it is (Martin 
1999; Vogt and Williams 1999). The optimal use of earmarked revenues will need to be 
considered in the contex't of visitor desires, agency guidelines and priorities for the specific area, 
and other factors. Though some studies have found that information on use of fees may not 
always make a difference to visitors (Laarman & Gregersen 1996 ), anecdotal evidence and the 
majority of studies indicate that communication is a cost-effective means of increasing visitor 
acceptance of fees (Lundgren et al. i 997; :V1cCarvillc, Seam. and Furness 1999; Roberts and 
Hawkins 2000:86) 

Another issue is the common tourism industry concern that park agencies do not provide 
sufficient advance notice of fee changes to allow incorporation of them into tour package prices. 
For example, in 1996 it was decided to increase the "environmental maintenance charge" for 
tourists visiting the Great Barrier Reef (Australia) on commercial tours from AU$ I .00 to 
AU$6,00. The industry strongly opposed the increase. and this led the government to back 
down-the EMC was increased to $2 in January 1997 and then to $4 (rather than $6) in April 
1998 In part, the opposition resulted from the magnitude of the increase, but it also resulted 
from the timing. which did not allow operators to incorporate the change into prices of tours that 
sell a year or more in advance (a similar problem occurred in Costa Rica, where fees were 
changed suddenly after election of a new government). A common industry recommendation is 
notice 18 months in advance. 
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Appendix: The J"ieed for Revenue Generation and the Tourism Option 

Following Dixon and Shennan (1990:15-16). the benefits of natural areas can be grouped as 
follows: 

• Recreation and tourism. 
• Watershed protection, including erosion control, local flood reduction, and regulation of 

streamflows. 
• Ecobgical processes, including fixing and cycling of nutrients, soil fonnation, circulation 

and cleansing of air and water. 
• Biodiversity, including gene resources, species protection, ecosystem diversity, and 

evolutionary processes. 
• Education and research. 
• Consumptive benefits. 
• Nonconsumptive benefits, including aesthetic., spiritual, cultural/historical, and existence 

value. 
e Future values. including option and quasi ... option value 

As this list illustrates, tourism is but one of the benefits provided by natural areas, and tbus 
generally should be only one of the sources of funding for them. 

Of course, there are also costs associated with natural areas, including: 

• Direct costs for purchase and management of the area. 
• Indirect costs, such as crop damage by wildlife wandering outside the park. 
• Opportunity costs, such as foregone outputs (timber, medicinals, etc.). 

Public natural areas are protected based on the assumption, sometimes supported with formal 
evaluation, that the benefits of doing so outweigh the costs. 12 However, the costs are often 
financial and/or spatially concentrated in nature, while the benefits are often non-financial and 
diffuse in space and time. lndeed. the benefits often accrue outside the geographic boundary of 
the national or local region (and its government) that bears the costs. Although programs such as 
the Global Environmental Facility (GEF) provide international mechanisms for "gainers" to 
compensate "losers" due to protection of natural areas, it is widely felt that funding of public 
natural areas remains inadequate (James 1999; James. Green, and Paine 1999). In extreme, but 
not uncommon, eases. there is effectively no management at parks due to lack of funding. 

:
2Such evaluations of alternative land use and designation illustrate the important role 

that tourism can play b)· generating benefits associated \Vith conservation {)f biodiversity, 
Examples include Ruitenbeek ( l989). Hodgson and Dixon (1988), and White, Vogt. and Arin 
(2000). 
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In the early 1990s, IUCN estimated that protected area budgets totaled approximately $4,I 
billion, which was only 24% of the $17 billion needed to maintain the areas (IUCN l 994 and 
WRJ/IUCNfUNEP 1992, in Vaughan 2000). James. Green. and Paine ( 1999) estimate that, on 
average across developing countries, protected area budgets represent only 30% of the financial 
requirements for effective conservatiotL Similarly, Wilkie and Carpenter (l 999a) report that 
goverru!lent and donor investments currently meet less than 30% of the estimated recurrent costs 
of protected area management in central African countries, and Wilkie, Carpenter, and Zhang 
(200 l) list actual versus recommended spending for protected areas in Cameroom. with actual 
spending accounting for less than 20% of recommended spending. 

Citing earlier studies, Jam es, Cireen, and Paine ( 1999) note that effective conservation in African 
protected areas is estimated to cost between $200 and $230 per ki:n1, yet James (1999) reports the 
following agency budgets in $ per km2 for selected east and south em African countries: 

• Angola <I 
• Botswana 51 
• Kenya 409 
• Namibia 70 
e SouL1i Africa 2, 129 
• Tanzania 3 0 
• Uganda 47 
• Zambia 23 
• Zimbabwe 436 

Though some countries are funded above the effective conservation level, many are not~-and 
budgets for other countries in Africa and elsewhere are often lower still. 

Average per km2 funding in developed countries ($2,058) is much greater than in developing 
countries ($157), but the former also face budgetary constraints. For example, the US has 
implemented the "Recreational Fee Demonstration Program" in order to generate revenue in the 
face ofinadequate federal government outlays (USDI and USDA 2000). Queensland and oth~'T 
states in Australia also face resource difficulties (LGAQ 2000), while McCarville, Sears, and 
Furness (l 999) report that during a period of three years in the late 1990s. the Canadian Park 
Service operational budget was cut by almost a third (c.f .• Van Sickle and Eagles 1998). Even in 
Nordic countries, which have both high income levels and a strong tradition of open and free 
access to nature, fees have been considered. As noted by Ova.~kainen, Home, and Sievanen 
(1999:49), in Finland: 

the budget funding allotted to visitor services has become insufficient with the increased 
number of services provided. During the next few years, it has to be decided whether the 
basic recreation services on public lands can still be offered free of charge in the future 
which might mean cutbacks in facilities or whether they should be subject to a charge on 
the beneficiary-pays principle. 
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To the extent that I) domestic beneficiaries of public natural areas can not be galvanized into 
pressuring politicians to allocate greater funding for such area.sand/or 2) international 
beneficiaries do not pay for the benefits they receive, public area management agencies are 
forced to "sell" area benefits in order to expand their budget. In other words, they have an 
incentive to create a market in the biodiversity they manage because non-market fonding 
mechanisms have been inadequate relative to conservation needs and the benefits that such areas 
bestow on society. 

The challenge for protected area managers is that it is very difficult to create a market for most 
biodiversiry benefits. As illustrated in Dixon and Sherman ( l 990:26), most natural area benefits 
are nonexcludable - that is, a parks agency can not prevent someone from receiving the benefit 
of knowing that a specific park or system of parks exists and protects flora and fauna. This 
inability to exclude beneficiaries is one rationale for public funding of such areas, 

However, tourist visits are exc!udable in prindple, :J and such visits apparently represent the 
biodiversity benefit that is most commonly sold via markets. The provision of visit opportunities 
also often involves the most visible agency cost (e.g., construction of roads and visitor facilities), 
and this may facilitate public acceptance of the market. of charging entrance or other user fees. 

Ll At many areas, visitation is nonexcludable in practice, as the cost of exclusion would 
outweigh the benefits of the market created through exclusion. 
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1 UNDERSTANDING THE MECHANISM- HOW DOES IT WORK? 

1.1 Overview 

Worldwide, tourism is the largest and fastest growing 
industry, with ecotourlsm as one of the fastest growing 
segments of the market. Every year, millions of tourists 
around the world visrt protected areas (PAs) or travel to 
destinations for nature-based recreation. While PAs often 
supply the most important part of such recreational 
experiences, they typically capture very little of the total 
economic benefris derived from ecotourism. 

A number of relatively simple, market-based mechanisms -
known collectively as tourism user fees (TUFs) - can 
capture signiftcanl revenues from tourism-based activities, 
which can then be directed toward supporting PAs and 
other conservation efforts (see Table 1 and Figure 1) The 
fees partially reflect the cost for supplying recreational 
services, the demand for natural resources, and the value 
that visitors place on their experience at the site. The direct 
link between conservation and income from user fees 
makes conservation a strong economic motivation. 

Most TUFs are site-level mechanisms (Le., specffic fees for 
specific activrties are enacted at PA sites). These site. 
based finance mechanisms are broadly referred to as 
visitor use fees. A few other types of fees are national
level mechanisms. This chapter focuses primarily on sile
level fees. 

TUFs can be structured around many activities. For 
example: 
• Entrance fees. Visitors can be charged to enter PAs. 
• Concession fees. Companies ("concessionaires") 

providing services within PAs - such as lodging and food 
- can be charged fees to operate such business 
concessions, 

• Licenses and permits. Private firms operating wrthin or 
outside PAs (e.g., tour operators, guides. cruise ships) 
and individuals participating in specific recreational 
activrties (e.g., diving, fishing, camping) can be charged 
for I icenses or perm its 

• Tourism-based taxes. Taxes can be levied at hotels, 
airports and other collection points, and channeled into 
conservation. 

Wrth ecotourism growing so rapidly, and with the wide 
range of fees available, TUFs provide a conservation 
finance mechanism wrth perhaps the broadest application 
and highest overall revenue potential worldwide. Under 
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Glossary of Terms 

Collection mechanism: Logistical 
arrangement for collecting user fees 
(e.g., personnel issuing entrance 
passes, voluntary "drop boxes" at 
entrance gate). 

Concessionaire: Company or 
individual granted the right to 
undertake and profit from a specffied 
activity on the site, such as a restaurant 
or sea-lodge. 

Concession fee: Fee charged to a 
business providing a service (e.g., 
lodging) wrthin a protected area (PA). 

Day use: Recreational outing where 
the visrtor arrives and departs the same 
day. 

Ecotourlsm: Environmentally 
responsible travel and visitation to 
natural areas that promotes 
conservation, has a low visrtor impact 
and provides for active socio-economic 
involvement of local peoples. 

Entrance fee: Fee to enter a park or 
PA, typically higher for foreign tourists. 

Facilities: Man-made structures and 
improvements at PAs that help support 
public usage of the areas. 

Fee areas: Areas where a fee is 
charged upon entering and reliable 
counts of visitation can be made. 

Fee differential: Scale of different 
fees charged, based upon residential 
and other criteria; designed lo promote 
equity between disparate visitor income 
levels. 

LicensesJ permits. Certificates that 
are sold, allowing users to participate in 
a specific activity (e.g , scuba diving). 

Overnight use. An outing that 
involves an ovemight stay as a 
sanctioned part of the recreational 
experience 

Proprietary income: Income from 
user fees !hat is legally restricted for 
use at the area of collection, rather 
than joining the government's general 
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certain conditions, TUFs have the potential to generate 
significant revenues for conservation. particularly in countries 
and specific PAs developed as ecotourism destinations. 

In such areas. the right combination of user fees often can 
provide a significant portion of operating costs - but still 
typically not the total cost of protecting the resource. In 
particular entrance fees - the most common type of TUF -
have the potential ta generate a large portion of the operating 
casts of a PA in locations where tourism volume is high and 
entry fees are also relatively high. 

1.2 Key Actors and Key Motivations 

Visitor use fees involve four particularly relevant stakeholder 
groups. General motivations for each of these groups are 
outlined below. 

1.2.1 Protected area managers 

PA managers are typically governmental staff but can be 
NG Os or community-based organizations I members. These 
managers are primarily motivated by conseivation objec\lves, 
although in many countries I settings, corruption and profit 
motives can be motivating factors. Managers generally seek 
to maximize proprietary income from user fees that can 
directly support the operating costs of PA management. 
Managers need to ensure that user fee mechanisms and 
associated services, such as lodging accommodations within 
a PA, are consistent with and supportive of the overall 
conservation objectives of the PA. 

1.2.2 Tourism-related businesses 

This includes many different kinds of businesses, covering 
such industries as: food services; hotel and lodging: airlines: 
sport fishing, snorkeling, scuba diving and other water-based 
recreation; souvenirs and other retails sales. Generaily, 
these bus•nesses seek to maximize their profrt and minimize 
the amount of userfees they are required lo pay. 

1.2.3 Local communities and local governments 

Local communrties and governments seek income benefits 
from TUFs. lccal community members provide significant 
iabor for tourism-related businesses, and can benefit at least 
indirectly when these busi~esses maximize their profrts. On 
the other hand, large.scale businesses. in ioarticular, can 
have harmful impacts an local community cultural values and 
tradlbons. Therefore, many local community members will 
seek to ensure that any business concession or permit 
schemes around PAs require that businesses be sensitive to 
and supportive of such cultural values and traditions. Local 
governments are often the primary authority responsible for 
PA management. and therefore are also, as with category 
#1, motivated to maximize proprietary income from user 
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treasury. 

Tourism user fees (TUFs): Fees on 
tourism-based activities designed to 
generate •evenues to support 
conservation, 

[Eco]tourlsm development/ 
management plan. Strategy to attract 
appropriate volume and type of 
tourists, and manage tourism impacts 
and visitor use fees. 

Visitor use fees. Gene•ic term 
covering a range of TUFs charged to 
visitors to PAs. 

Willingness to pay. Amount users are 
willing to pay for benefits derived from 
a site, relative to other competing uses 
of their income. 

Milestone payments are attached to 
various stages of drug discovery (e.g. 
screening, identification of active 
compounds) and development 

Promise of Future Supply: a two-way 
benefit by which the company is 
guaranteed that the source matenal wili 
continue to be available in the event 
that successful research results occur. 
This condition can be linked to the 
economic benefits and involve up-front 
or milestone payments, or both. 

Purchaser: Campany that pays for the 
collection of natural resources to 
extract genetic information and develop 
commercially-valuable derivatives 

Royalties: Payment for the right to 
use intellectual property or natural 
resources; can be a fixed sum, a 
percentage of the profits from the 
developed product or both 

Source country: Coun!:y from which 
natural resources are collected, often in 
the developing world 

Up-front payment a) Contract Fee: II 
is not necessarily tied to anything in 
particular, but can be included in a 
contract as a payment to move the 
project forward. Typically, companies 
are not eager to pay such fees. 

b) Research Budget: it is possible to 
request payments in advance for 
necessary items, e.g .. new equipment, 
materials, training, travet and so forth. 
Companies are likely lo agree to sJch 
dedicated fees more readily than to 
non-specific up-front fees. 

Value-added: Processing or refining a 
plant or other sample to increase its 
value when it is sold by the supplier 



fees that can directly support the operating costs of PA management. In addition. some local government 
officials are resistant to any taxes !hat would be earmarked for conservation, dlve'ting potential tax 
revenues from other priorities. 

Figure 1: Schematic depiction of tourism user fee flows 

User Fees R:evenue used for 

PaJ'l( emrance fee 

,,/" Operations and Restaurant and 
lodging 

concession fees 
/ maintenance o! 

.--~~~--, PA 
Protected 

'C 

tlti)L 

Feesipermlts for 
area budget 

hiking, scuba diving, ,,.... &l; 
fishing, etc./ V 

Boat 
permits 

1.2.4 Tourists 
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~ 
facilities 

Conservation 
programs 

Tourists generally fall into two categories: foreign and domestic. In developing countries, there are 
generally large income disparities between these two groups, Fee differentials are required such that 
foreign tourists pay significantly higher user fee rates. Both categories of tourists are motivated to pay al 
least modest user fees if they are earmarked toward maintaining the PA attributes that have encouraged 
their visit Many higher income tourists are motivated (willing) lo pay significantly more than existing TUF 
rates. 

1.3 Types of Tourism User Fees 

While there are many ways to divide TUFs. Several broad categories are delineated below. 

1.3. 1 Entrance Fees 

This is a fee c,arged to visitors in order to enter a PA or other ecotourism site. There are a number of 
ways en!rance fees can be collected - e.g., at t'1e entrance to the site or previously at another 
administrative center. They can be charged directly to the visitor or. alternatively, tour operator companies 
may purchase tickets in advance so that visitors on organized tours have the fee included in the total cost 
of their tour package. Differential foes are common. In particular. in developing countries. domestic 
citizens are typically charged considerably less than foreign visitors. This is widely viewed as essential for 
the following reasons: 
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• Residents of a destination country are already paying, through taxes, for PA conservation; 
• Environmental education and recreation objectives of PAs will nonmally seek to encourage visrtation by 

local people, which would be discouraged with higher user fee rates; and 
• Foreign tourists from developed countries are generally willing and able to pay more for access to PAs 

Entrance fees 

Concession fees 

j General user fees 
i 

Royalties and sales 
revenue 

Licenses and penmits 

"" 

Taxes 

Descri tion 

Charge for entering a PA 

Charges or shares of revenue paid by 
businesses operating within PAs, providing 
serviCes to v1sitors. 

Fees paid by visrtors to use facilities within 
the PA 

Monies from sales of consumer goods. 

Instruments required for private firms (or 
individuals) to conduct activities on PA 
property. 

Targeted laxes on relevant points on the 
market chain related to the tourism industry, 
that are earmarked for conservation. 

Fees collected al entry gates. 

Fees to operate restaurants. hotels, 
eco-lodge facilities and souvenir 
shops. 

Fees lo use parking lots, campsrtes. 
visitor centers, boats, shelters. 

Fees on recreational equipment, 
souvenirs. 

Penmits for lour operators and 
guides for scuba/snorkel. kayaking, 
sport fishing; mountain 
climbing/hiking penmlts; licenses for 
cruise ship visits. 

Taxes on hotel rooms, airport use 
(entry or departure tax). 

Some examples of differentiated entrance fee structures are provided below. Table 2 shows haw privately 
managed PAs in Belize differentiate their entrance fees between local citizens and foreigners. Table 3 
shows the differentiated entrance fees in effect in Galapagos National Park in Ecuador. In this case, fees 
are differentiated into a greater number of categories to offer lower prices to neighboring countries. 
Tables 4 shows entrance fees charged by the Kenya Wildlife Service. These are not only differentiated by 
visitor type but also by levels of visilation. Parl<.s with similar visitation levels are grouped together, and 
the most heavily visited sites charge the highest entrance fees. A further differential may be made for 
students who are usually charged an even lower fee, as is done al Galapagos. 

Belizean Citizens ..Foreigners 

Guanacaste National Park 20 050 2.55 

Blue Hole National Park 232 1.00 4.00 

Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary 6,475 1.00 4.00 

Cockscomb Basin Wildlife 41,278 1.25 5.00 
Sanctuary 

Ha~ Moon Caye National 3,925 1.25 5.00 
, Monument 
' i Tapir Mountain Nature Reserve 2,728 no access no access 

! Shiestem Nature Reserve ... 8,903 1.00 5.00 
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Category Amount in US$ 

Forei n tourist non-resident 100 

50 

of !he Andean Commun or Mei:cosur 50 

Foreign tourist of a member country of the Andean Community or Mercosur under 25 
12 ears 

Crtizen or resident of Ecuador 6 

Crtizen or resident of Ecuador under 12 ears 3 

Forei n tourist non-resident attendin a national academic institution 25 

National or forei n children under 2 ears No fee 
source: Government of Ecuador, 1998 

Kenya 
Categories Non Residents Kenya Residents Citizens 

(US$ per day) (Kshs per day) ** (Kshs per 
dayr 

CATEGORY A (very high use) 

Aberdares, Amboseli, & Lake Nakuru 

Adults 27 500 100 

Children (from 3 to 18 years) 10 50 50 

Student and organized groups• 10 50 50 

CATEGORY B {high use) 

Tsavo East & Tsavo West 

Adults 23 200 100 

Children (from 3 to 18 years) 8 50 50 

Student and organized groups* 10 50 50 

CATEGORY C (moderate use) 

Nairobi, Shimba Hills & Meru 

Adults 20 150 100 

Children (from 3 to 18 years) 5 50 50 

Student and organized groups• 10 50 50 

CATEGORY D (low use) 

All other parks 

Adults 15 100 100 

Children (from 3 to 18 years) 5 50 50 

Student and organized groups 5 50 50 
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* Includes students over 18 years and adults from educational, conservation and civic institutions 

** 70 Ksh = US$1 

source: Kenya Wildlffe Service, 2001 

The price of entrance lees to PAs in developing countries varies widely. The Galapagos charges foreign 
visitors a US $100 entry fee, while national parks in Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and Botswana charge 
foreign tourists US $20 - 30 Such relatively high fees are typically only found at internationally weil
known parks. or at sites that have large numbers of ''charismatic" terrestrial wildlife species, such as lions, 
elephants and primates. A few marine protected areas that have outstanding and accessible coral reef 
and other marine life attractions are also able to charge relatively high fees. Traditionally, entrence fees 
provide the g'eatest revenue contributions to ecotourism sites. primarily because it Is the easiest fee to 
collect 

Entrance fee are primarily designed to increase funding available for the area's conservation activities. 
However, the pricing of entrance fees can also be a mechanism for facilitating or limiting visitor access. If 
managers of a PA identify the need to limit visitation because of adverse visftor impacts, raising the 
entrance fee is one tool to achieve this objective. There is a need to communicate changes in fees in 
advance to tour operators, guide book authors, etc. in order avoid surprises by foreign visitors at the gate. 
Such changes require a thorough knowledge of the demand for a site's attractions before the effect of 
changing the amount of an entrance fee can be reasonably predicted 

1.3.2 Concession fees 

These fees are typically collected from companies ("concessionaires") that are granted ~concessions' for 
providing a service to visitors within an ecotourism site. Concession contracts between the 
concessionaire and appropriate legal authority include specific provisions specifying the pricing of the fee, 
the collection mechanism and other logistical, financial and legal details. Depending on the legal 
framework of the country, any function - including the management of the entire PA or operation of 
specific facilities - can potentially be contracted to a concessionaire. The most common services 
provided through concession contracts include: lodging, food and beverage services, horse rentals, 
recreational equipment rentals, guided tours and boat transportation, and gift I souvenir shops. At some 
ecotourism srtes, the PA administration may choose to carry out all of these services in-house without 
involving outside concessionaires. On the other hand, most ecotourism srte managers find that they either 
do not have the expertise or the hvestment capital needed to provide these services in a professional 
manner. This is typically a decision made by the management on a site-by-site basis 

Selection of concessionaires is us"a!ly done through a competttive bidding process in which the site's 
administration develops the terms of reference and interested companies applyr, indicating the services 
they are offering and the amount they are willing to pay for the opportunity ta provide these services. In 
the case of government-managed PAs, this process can be long and involved. Concessions can be an 
excelient way to involve local people in PAs -- as either sole or co-owners of the concessionaire. or 
employees of the concessionaire This can help build iocai community support for the PA. 

A concession fee may not be a viable option for some sites. particularly if there is limited demand for the 
service. In some cases, there may be demand but not the entrepreneurs with sufficient capital, interest 
and risk-taking ability. A concession should not be undertaken unless a marketing study and business are 
prepared (in Resources Section below, see Volume 4 al Ecotourism Development: A Manual Series far 
Conservation Planners and Managers). 

One particularly difficult aspect of concessions is arriving at a balance between the amount that the 
concessiona1re will earn by exploiting the resource, and the amount that wiil be returned to the PA 
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administration, (To take one example, in the US, this figure is about 2 to 3 percent of concessionaire 
earnings), Concession lee income can be st~uctured in different ways, The major options include: 

• fees based on the number of people a concession serves during a given year: 
• fess based on a percentage of the gross or net income of the concessionaire: 
• an annual fIXed fee: or 
• a combination of the above 

In many situations, it can be difficult for the concessionaire to track and calculate profits, income and 
number of people served, A fixed annual fee provides a simpler way to charge a concessionaire, but 
lacks flexibility: !he concession may be steadily increasing its business while the annual fee remains the 
same, It is not unusual for concessionaires to make huge profits while site administrations receive very 
little in fees, It is important to be creative in setting concession fees at appropriate levels for all parties 
and using fee income methods that are easily calculated, 

It is particularly important for the site administration to retain control over the concessionaire's operations 
to assure that resources are not over-exp!orted or damaged, and that protection and management 
functions are not neglected in favor of profit-making functions, As such, along with fee rates. the contract 
for concession operations should also require adherence to best practices pertaining to ecotowrism 
infrastructure development and management The ecotounsm site's manager is ultimately responsible for 
ensuring that all standards and contract condrtions are monitored periodically and complied with. Such 
responsibilities entail costs. which should be factored into user fee systems. 

1.3.3 Licenses or Permits 

These are typically fees charged to allow the individual visitor or a company to carry out a spec~ic activity 
that requires special supervision I management because (i) it is infrequently participated in: (ii) demand 
for this activity must be managed; and, (Iii) controlling the activities is necessary to minimize resource 
damage. Examples of activities include: backcountry camping, sport fishing, rock climbing, boat 
launching, anchoring of boats, hiking, and cruise ship visits, I! is common for some of these types of 
activities to be rationed in order to reduce human Impact and/or provide for a particular visitor experience 
such as a high level of solitude, It is a useful mechanism for monitoring how many visitors actually carry 
out certain activities, Guides and tour opecators may also need special permits to work within the site, for 
which a lee is usually charged. Trophy hunting licenses can be another source of income for 
conservation, as is the case In a number of African countries, 

1.3.4 Other tourism-related fees and taxes 

A wide range of ether tourisni related fees and taxes exist such as: 

Taxes on consumer items sold within the PA In many cases, third parties may seii souveni•s. food and 
othe· products to visitors within the site. A fixed or percentage-based tax on sLch sales presents another 
potential source of income for conservation. However. third parties must make a profit before the sfte's 
administraUon receives a percentage 

Airport departure tax, National-level airport departure taxes are in place 1n many countries A portion of 
these funds can be earmarked for environmental protection. For example, Bel!ze (Cent•al America) has a 
law that requires all foreign tourists to pay a US $3.75 "conservation fee" at the airport, in addition to the 
normal US $1125 airport departu•e tax. Tourists are given an explanatory brochure and a separate 
receipt when paymg the conservation fee. Revenues go directly to the "Protected Area Conservation 
Tmsf (PACT). !hat is independent of government A number of other countries are now considering 
proposals to charge airport fees earmarked for parks and conservation, For example. in 1999 the 
Republic of the Seyche!les proposed charging all foreign tourists a US $100 fee on arrival at the airport, 
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for the world's first "environmental tourism visa", called the Seychelles Gold Card. This would graot free 
lifetime admission to all state-run PAs, including two World Heritage Sites. Depending on tax code 
regulations, it may also be possible to institute such departure taxes at specific airports only, or for 
specific provinces. 

Road Tolls. Road tolls can be put in place for special scenic drives located in or near PAs. For example, 
Florida charges a US $3 toll to all motorists on a highway called "Ailigator Aliey". just north of the 
Everglades National Park, where it is often possible to see alligators from the road. This toll raises US 
$60 million annually, alt of which is earmarked for conservation of the greater Everglades ecosystem. 

Cruise Ship Passenger Fees. Fees on cruise ship visits to PAs or nearby gateways can generate 
significant income in high tourist visitation areas, such as Komodo National Park near Bali, Indonesia and 
in the Caribbean. In 1998, six small countries in the Eastern Caribbean (Antigua, Dominica, Grenada, St. 
Kitts, St Lucia and St. Vincent) jointly decided to charge a US $1.50 per passenger "cruise ship waste 
disposal fee" to finance environmental clean-up and conservation. The Belize "conservation fee" 
described above is aiso collected from all cruise ship passengers, and goes la support the country's PAs. 
With fees such as the Eastern Caribbean example above, it is important to recognize the need far 
requiring the private sector to take responsibility for best management practices - la reduce and manage 
its own waste. 

Scuba Diving Fees. Scuba diving typically involves high-spending tourists and has !he potential to 
generate significant income. The two Caribbean Islands of Bonaire and Saba in the Netherlands Antilles 
use revenue from diving fees to finance 100% of the operating costs of their marine PAs. Divers are 
charged a flat fee of US $10 in Bonaire, and an average of US $30 in Saba. based on the number of 
dives they make. The Pacific island Republic of Palau charges a US $15 per person diving fee to the 
60,000 to 80,000 divers who go there each year. Diving fees now generate about US $1,000,000 per 
year, which is used for maintaining Palau's PAs. Tubbataha Reefs National Park (a World Heritage site) 
in the Philippines just began charging divers a US $50 per person "reef conservation fee", after si.;rveys 
showed that divers would be willing to pay such fees II the money would only be used for protecting 
Tubbataha's coral reefs. instead of going into the general treasury. 

Hotel Room Taxes. Surcharges an hotel rooms have been used in various places around the world as a 
way of raising funds for conservation. Far example, in the U.S., 10% of the money raised by the state of 
Delaware's 8% tax on hotel rooms is earmarked (by law) to finance the state's "Beach Preservation 
Program." In the Turks and Caicos Island (h the eastern Caribbean), hotel room taxes were increased 
from 8% to 9%, and the additional 1% goes directly into a PA conservation trust fund that is modeled on 
the one in Belize. In other places, a small, voluntary "nature conservation surcharge" of one or two dollars 
is added ta all visitors' hotel bills, with an explanation on the bill stating that the hotel will delete the 
conservation surcharge, if a guest so requests (which very few guests will do). 

Taxes on Hunting, Fishing and Other Recreational Equipment. Taxes on hunting and fishing equipment 
can be used ta help conserve and manage habitat for species of game and sports fish, and far other 
conservation purposes. Far example. the U.S. federal government imposes an 11% excise tax on all 
sales of hunting weapons and ammunition, which now generates more than US $300 million each year. 
Hall of thlS amount is used to finance the US. Wildlife Restoration Fund. There is a similar 10% US. 
federal excise tax an sales of sport fishing equipment and motorboat fuel, which is used ta finance the 
U.S Aquatic Resources Trust Fund. National and sub-national governments could impose a similar tax an 
sales of camping and hiking equipment. and earmark the resulting revenues ta finance conservation. 

Other Fees. Fee can also be charged for the use of other servoces or particular opportunrties offered by 
the site that incurs a cast higher than that covered by the entrance fee. Examples include: parking fees, 
fees for visttor center use or for camping in organized camping or primitive areas, and admission fees for 
the use of a facility or special activity such as a nature museum or educational exhibit. Some PAs obtain 
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revenues by charging "publicity fees" to corporations using the PA as a location or backdrop for 
advertising, films, and posters, Some charge !or installation I use of such facilities as transmission 
towers, marine platforms, or research stations, 
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Strengths and Weaknesses of Tourism User Fees 

Strengths 
• Equitable "user pays" system Consumers of 

the recreation who highly value a site pay for its 
conservation and the cost of their activtties. 
Financial self sufficiency. If fee-based income 
is propnetaiy (i.e. earmarked for conservation 
activities at the site of collection) it could offset a 
poiion of operational costs of a PA, making ii 
more self-sufficient and independent from the 
politics of a national budget allocation. 

• Public appreciation. The public has greater 
appreciation for services it pays for. 

• Congestion control. Fees allow increased 
management and control of park access by csers, 
helping to address overcrowding and directing 
activrties to appropriate areas. Visttors will pay 
more for a less-crowded experience. 

• Tragedy of the commons- Pricing of a good 
below rts market cost encourages exploitative use 
by tts users. PAs tend to be over-used to the point 
where their vaiue is eliminated: fees would limtt 
such exploitative use. 

• Information exchange. Fee collection provides 
an opportunity for information exchange between 
visttors and park personnei. 

• SeNice and innovation incentives. Greater PA 
self-sufficiency from fee revenues gives 
managers incentives to provide attractive services 
to the public and maintain PAs and their natural 
resources in goad condition. Also, fees 
encourage managers to be entrepreneurial. since 
their budgets may be dependent on fee revenues. 

• Economic value. Fee (pricing) mechanisms can 
give economic value to various ecosystem 
services provided by PAs. 

• Motivate expansion of PA system. High 
income from TUFs may motivate a government to 
protect more areas. 

• Public perception and external funding. Self. 
generation of income enhances public perception 
of a stte's value and its administcation's 
competence. which can be used as political 
ieverage and to attract national, international. and 
private donors to 1nvest in larger conservation 
projects. 

• Commercial professionalism. Privatization of 
concession services can increase commercial 
professionalism and reduces the site manager's 
business responsibiilties and the associated 
operating costs. 

• Engaging stakeholders. Concess1on rights 
include the private sector and their local staff, and 
sometimes NGOs, as service providers and site 

Weaknesses 
• Unstable revenue. Visitation rates, and thus 

income from fees, can be subject to seasonal 
fluctuation; revenues can therefore be unstable. 

• Alienating constituents. Can alienate 
constituents, especially local communities who 
have traditionally enjoyed free access. 

• Exclude poor. Can exciude the veiy poor 
domestic visitors from enjoying the site if priced 
prohibitively high. 

• Visitor experience changes. Some dimensions 
of the visitor experience can be changed 
adversely (e.g., more structured and 
commercialized). 

• Commercialization risks, inherent risk of 
commercialization of sites when concession 
agreements are put in place. A parks agency that 
places its emphasis on user-fee revenues can 
lose sight of some of its objectives, and tend 
toward faci!ities designed to produce income 
rather than protect natural resources. It is 
particularly impoiant ta retain control over the 
concessionaire's operations to assure that 
resources are not over-exploited or damaged. 

• Personnel diversion. Initial diversion of 
personnel resources to fee collection instead of 
site protection and conservation. (However, 
additional fee-based revenues should soon be 
able to support hiring of additional staff.) 

• Lack of marketing expertise. Obtaining 
adequate marketing expertise can be a challenge 
for PAs in developing countries. 

• Uabill!les. With more tourists, increased 
exposure to legal liabilities for on-site accidents. 

• Double taxation may be experienced since local 
residents must pay a user fee as well as local 
taxes that support the PA system. 
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partners, helping to engage them more actively in 
PA management and to increase local support for 
the site, 

• Employment. TUFs can create additional local 
employment as collectors, guards and 
concessionaire staff. 

1 A Success Factors 

A variety of factors wi!I influence the likelihood of success, including: 

Fees 

• Tourist volume, Sufficient numbers of tourists to generate revenue levels that offset a significant 
portion of operating costs of a PA 

• Fair pricing of fees. Placing a fair value on uses and services of a site through fee pricing. while 
still generating acceptable net returns. 

• Fee adjustment. Flexible approach by site administration to adjusting fees as needed. 
• Political acceptability of charging fees. Acceptance by local stakeholders and domestic tourists 

of the advantages of and need for TUFs. 
• Proprietary use of income for conservation. Income generated by TUFs is channeled to 

support conservation at the site of collection, rather than channeled into national or provincial 
general treasuries 

• Accounting and audit systems, Well-organized accounting systems to help ir. tracking and 
analyzing financial data. Periodic, independent audits. 

• Marketing experience. Adequate marketing expertise to develop marketing campaigns that can 
attract sulficient tourism volume if it does not already exist 

• Well-trained staff for entrance fee program. Well-trained staff who can effectively collect fees 
(including differential rates for various tourist profiles) at reasonable administrative costs and 
provide sufficient information at the entrance gate to help enhance the tourist experience. 

• Professional concessionaire operations drawing upon local employee pool. Professional 
commercial operation for delivering services and collecting revenues. Local community members 
hired to staff concession operations. 

1.5 Step-By-Step Methodology 

This methodology outiines general steps for implementing a comprehensive Tourism User Fee Program 
In this illustrative methodology, two specific categories of TUFs -- entrance and concession fees - are 
initiated in the first phase, wtth other user fees brought on stream in later phases of the Program 
(Detailed methodologies for these other TUFs will be developed for futJre versions of this Guide.) It is 
important to note that precise sequencieg and implementation of these steps will vary considerably, 
depending on many circumstances specific to the locality. It is also important to note that the steps 
outlined below (e.g .. conducting an in-Oepth feasibility study) shoJ!d be integrated into a broader tourism 
management plan. 

Step 1 · Site administration (i.e. management authority\. in consultation wi;h other stakeholders, 
determines the general need for and purpose of a tourism user fee program. 

• Conduct brainstorming sessions and draft papers on what types of user fees might be charged. 
how such revenues might be allocated. ways to evaluate the success of the Lser fee program. 
etc, 

IF INTEREST IN PURSUING USER FEE PROGRAM EXISTS: 
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Step 2: Site administration conducts feasibilitt assessment (see Assessment Section below for detailed 
TO Rt 

• Profile current tourtsts (through existing data and tourist surveys): important elements of their 
visit, motivations ~or curcen! and fut1.;ce trips, average expenditures and expenditure willingness, 
average duration of stay, tourist segmentation (e,g,, mass tourism versus high-end tourism), etc, 

• In conjunction with local tour operators, estimate current visitation rate and project future trends, 

• Estimate the impact capacity of site (ie,, 'limits of acceptable change"), 

• Assess existing ecotourism management plans and marketing plans, and identify elements for 
improving such plans. 

• Assess feasibility (e,g,, revenue potential, consistency with PA objectives, implementation 
feasibility, etc.) of a range of TUFs, starting with entrance and concession fees, 

• Assess implementation issues, such as funds management and distribution, participation in 
oversight bodies, etc, 

IF TUF PROGRAM DETERMINED FEASIBLE: 

Step 3: Site administration meets with government officials, legal counsel and kev stakeholder groups to 
agree on the framework for a TUF Program. 

• Issues lo be discussed include: types of user fees to be employed, along with prioritization and 
sequencing of such fees and fee differentials; the need for any changes to the existing 
legal/regulatory framework: principles for implementing the TUF program: allocation of income, 
etc. 

Step 4: Site administration creates a detailed TUF Action Pian, consistent with Ecolowrism Management 
Plan, 

• Identify key aroas of action: major services lo be provided; allowed activities; fee rates and 
collection methods; necessary equipment supplies, personnel, and installation efforts; 
administration policies: control systems; and evaluation methods. 

• Identify specific steps to develop I implement an ecclourism marketing campaign to attract more 
visitors, if consistent with limits of acceptable change, 

• Building on any existing zonation, identify specific steps to develop I implement a visitor zone 
designation scheme, with varying levels of visitation and other use restrictions, 

• Identify specific steps (e,g,, consultations with marketing experts and mangers of similar PAs) to 
ascertain appropriate fee prices. 

• Develop steps that addresses the site's liability responsibilities towards visitors. 

• Prepare a revenue allocation plan, designating the use of revenues from TUFs for various 
conservation projects or to cover more general costs, 

Step 5: Initiate the TUF Action Plan, 

• Concession fees: Develop concessionaire application form. Advertise for concessionaires, 
requesting bids outlining acceptable fee rates, and requesting information about their 
operations, such as: energy sources used, waste management systems, envi'onmental 
interpretation programs. number of visitors to oe serviced, use of local labor, supplies, natural 
resources, etc, 

• Entrance fees: Redistribute existing or hire new personnel for fee collection. Purchase any 
necessary equipment and supplies. If needed, construct I install any new facilities needed for 
entrance fee collection, such as turnstiles and booths, (Locate collection facilities, special 
attractions, and infrastructure to minirmze impact on natural resources.). 

• Establish an accounting system to track and analyze fees being collected, 

• Hire an independent firm to audit the site's accounts periodically 

• Led by appropriate tourism agencies, if appropriate, begin or expand ecotourism marketing 
campaign, in coordination with private sector, 
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Step 6: Private sector bids for concession rights and concession agreement is negotiated. 

• Concessionaires submit applications to site administration. covering the information requested. 

• Site administration reviews applications and selects concessionaire based on merits of 
application. 

• Site administral!on and concessionaire negotiate concession agreement. including specific 
terms of current I future fee payments. specific provisions restricting concessionaire activity, etc. 

Step 7: Site administrators conducts a controlled and small-scale implementation (e.g. 3-6 months) of 
the entrance and corcession fee to lest the market. 

• Begin controlling access points to PA: start coilecting fees and data on visitation. The test could 
involve collection al JUSt one or two sites, and simple fee differential scales (e.g .. only 2 rates). 

• For concession fees, a limtted service could be tested. 

• Evaluate the visitors' willingness to pay the fees and their reactions to the lee mechanisms. 

• Evaluate effectiveness of collection systems and performance of concessionaire I entrance fee 
staff. 

• Recommend and put in place any required changes based on this evaluation. 

Step 8: Assuming success of small-scale test, implement full-scale entrance and concession fees. 

• For entrance fees, this could entail. for example. opening multiple collection points and charging 
several rates for different visitor profiles. 

• For concession lees. this could entail, for example, an expansion of concessionaire services. 

• Begin allocation of revenues to agreed conservation activities. 

Step 9: Site managers monitor and evaluate TUF system. 

• Monitor visitor numbers through park entrance information cards, concessionaire receipts. etc. 

• Monrtor performance of concessionaire and entrance fee staff through management 
performance evaluations. independent evaluations. visitor surveys, etc. 

• Monitor revenue flows through annual audits, and conduct further visitor willingness-to-pay 
studies to determine if higher fees can be charged. 

• Monitor and assess tou'ists' overall experiences of the site. including the concession 
business( es). 

• Assess !he ecological condition of and changes to sites that have been made newly accessible 
by the lee system. 

• Evaluate data from the above monitoring activities. 

• Implement needed changes based on evaluations. Conside": (i) increasing or decreasing the 
lees according to visrtor responses I patterns and willingness to pay studies, concession 
business profits, etc.: (ii) improving materials provided at entrance fee collection points and 
concession bwsinesses: (iii) taking measures to prevent visitor congestion that will ha"m the 
environment and detract from visitors' experience: and (iv) taking measures to improve financial 
accounting syste"1s. 

As aporop'.lale, impiement other elements of a TUF system (e.g .. scuba diving permits, hotei room taxes. 
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2 FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT PHASE 

2.1 Overview of feasibility assessment 

A feasibility study can be designed to cover anywhere from one specific TUF (e.g., entrance fee) to a 
comprehensive system of TUFs. In the case of site-based TUFs, typi::ally the site will commission an 
expert in eco!ourism to conduct an in-depth feasibility study, which often takes several months to 
complete, and can cost in the $25,000 range. More rapid. less expensive feasibility assessments can be 
conducted using the tools provided below, the resources listed in this Guide, and limtted technical 
assistance. Below are generic tenms of reference covering a comprehensive feasibility study of TUF 
options, along with 5 worksheet tools (TUF1-5) for summarizing and analyzing data coliected during the 
feasibility study. Depending on the level of detail of the feasibility study, some of these tools may be more 
appropriate for use in an Implementation Phase. These tools emphasize entrance and concession fees, 
given their recognition as the most broadly applicable TUFs. 

As indicated in !he Stepwise Methodology Section above, before proceeding with a feasibility study, the 
planning process should begin by defining the purposes of the user-fee program, The basic orientation 
may be to adequately finance environmental protection; to provide installations that promote user 
enjoyment or economic development: to limit use while increasing revenues; or some combination of 
these and other factors. 
Feasibility studies can the11 analyze key factors that may affect the success of the program end the 
specific fee options to be used. Feasibility assessments need to either be carried out as part of larger 
ef'orts to develop ecotourism management plans, or need to incorporate key elements of existing plans. 

2.2 Generic Terms of Reference (TOR) for feasibility assessment 

2.2.1 OVERVIEW OF TOR 

'Fictitious" National Park (FNP) is 100,000 ha. in size and located in [FILL IN PROVINCE] of [FILL IN 
COUNTRY]. II has extensive attributes which make it attractive as an ecoto;.irism destination, including 
[FILL IN ATTRIBUTES]. In order to effectively protect and manage the biodiversity and other natural 
resources of the park, a long·tenn, sustainable financing system is required. Initial planning discussions 
have identified tourism-!:>ased user fees (TUFs) as an important potential element in such a system. 
Already, modest revenues are being generated through park entrance fees. Opportunities seem to exist 
for raising entrance fees and putting in place a variety of other user fees. To examine these opportunities 
in-depth [NAME OF CONTRACTING ENTITY] is commissioning a feasibility study of a range of TUF 
options for financing conservation of FNP. 

The study will collect extensive information and evaluate key issues and conditions influencing the 
feasibility of TUFs in FNP. Through on-site interviews, collection of existing data and other activities, the 
consultant will conduct an overall analysis of the current status of ecotourism in the area. Through 
extensive interviews with tourism operators and other local businesses, park staff, tou·ists, local 
community leaders and other stakeholders. the consultant will collect and analyze •elevant mfonmation 
and recommend specific options for viable TUFs. In addition, the consultant will interview celevant 
governmental officials to assess opportunil!es for the generation of proprietary income that is channeled 
directly intc conservation activities at F'JP. 
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2.3 Generic terms of reference (TOR) for feasibility assessment 

2.3. 1 TERMS OF REFERENCE 

Objectives: 

To assess the feasibility of a tourism user fee program designed to generate long-term funding to 
conservatior of FNP. More specifically, the objectives are to: 

• Assess the current status of ecotourism and identify actiors required to improve the ecotourism 
experience and visitor flows in support of a TUF program: 

• Assess specific issues regarding the feasibility of entance fee and concession fee programs, and 
recommend next steps; and. 

• Assess opportunities for implementing other types of TUFs. 

Tasks: 

1. General assessment of ecotou'ism conditions and rssues 
• Describe the major ecotourism attractions (assets) and related recreational activities; 
• Document current visitation volume and recent visitor flow trends; provide detailed visitor 

demographic data as available (e.g.,% and total number of high end tourists, backpackers, other 
categories; % and total number of foreign and domestic tourists; age group breakdowns; % and 
total numbers of visitors participating in key recreational activities such as diving I snor!<eling. 
hrking, birdwatching, etc.) 

• Document acceptable limits of change from visitor impacts, and assess maior environmental impact 
issues (e.g .. identify major threats posed by ecotourism, and options for mitigating such threats); 

• Summarize tourism infrastructure issues, including reliability of and access by various modes of 
transport, communications, accommodations, etc. 

• Describe the quality anci breadth of ex1st1ng visitor services, and recommend measures for 
upgrading such services: 

• Identify major obstacles to expanding visitation, and recommend measures for addressing such 
obstacles as appropriate (e.g., more trained guides, expansion of accommodations): 

• Describe any existing TUF mechanisms, and summarize the success of such mechanisms 

2 Assessment of general conditions for a TUF Program 

Describe and analyze key conditions required lo put in place an effective TUF Program, including: 
• Poittical conditions: Support for TUF Program of key national government ministries and local 

government agencies. local communities, domestic tourists. and other important stakeholder 
groups; support for proprietary income: support for needed infrastructure improvements. 

• Economic condiiions: Potential to generate significant revenues: strong willingness of foreign and 
domestic tourists to pay TUFs. existence or likelihood of funding for start-up of TUF Program and 
needed infrastructure improvements: accounting systems to track and monitor fee collection. 

• Legal: Legal regime exists or could be put in place to support TUF Progra'.TI (including specific fees 
such as entrance and concession fees) and to support proprietary allocation of income 

• Other: Organizational capacity of government to execute TUF Program, business expertise to 
operate concessiors. ecotourism marketing expertise, overall potential for sustainable tourism to 
be developed, trained staff. 

3. Assess in-depth feasibility of an entrance fee program 
• If an existing entrance fee is charged. summarize how the program is structured and document the 

revenue generation trends; assess the success of the program. 
• Assess visitor demographic issues correlated with revenue proiections and analyze visitor 

rnarketing strategies (e.g .. raising visitor flow versus attracting higher portions of high-end tourists). 
• Assess the optimal number and location of entrance fee collection points, staffing resources and 

equipment required, and other practical issues to consider in establishing an entrance fee program. 
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• Evaluate the applicability and ~e11enue potential over a 10-year period of various pricing schemes 
for determining entrance charges (e.g,, peak load pricing, comparable pricing, marginal cost 
pricing, multi-tiered pricing and differential pricing), Document key assumptions 

• Recommend an entrance fee pricing scheme and rates, and project 10-year revenue flows. Draw 
on wil!ingness to pay survey results and vary key parameters (e.g,, visitation flows, prices, on-site 
income retention rates, etc, Document key assumptions, 

4. Assess in-depth feasibility of a concession fee program 
• If a concession fee program exists, summarize how the program is structured and document the 

revenue generation trends; assess the success of the program. 
• Assess current business services being provided to visitors (e.g,, food, accommodations, 

equipment rental equipment, etc.); determine which services would be most appropriate for 
inclusion in a concession fee program, 

• Evaluate applicability and revenue potential over a 10-year period of various concession fee 
strJctures and prices (e.g. auction/bidding for licenses, flat fee, percent of gross receipts, percent 
of net income). 

• Recommend a concession fee pricing scheme and rate(s), and project 10-year revenue flows. 
Draw on comparable systems in operation at other protected areas and vary key parameters. 

5. Assess feasibility of other TUFs 
• Conduct a coarse assessment of the feasibility of otherTUFs (e.g,, licenses, permits, recreational 

fees) and recommend ;.vhich, lf any, deserve further in-depth assessment 

6. Financial projections and related issues 
• Conduct a "willingness-to-pay' survey of visitors to help calculate optimal fee pricing. 
• Based on the above, develop 10-year revenue projections drawing from all fee mechanisms 

determined to be viable or particularly promising. 

7 Next steps 

Recommend specific next steps for establishing an entrance fee program. 
• Recommend specific next steps for establishing a concession fee program. 
• Recommend other specific next steps for implementing a TUF program, incl;,;ding sequencing of 

steps. 

Deliverables: 

Feasibility report A preliminary report capturing all of the task points outlined above will be submitted 
to a "Review Team" for comments and discussion prior to the finalization of the ·eport for submission 
to the contractor A final report will be submitted in written and electronic form. 

2. Contact list List of key contacts (name, title, address, email, phone number) will be attached to final 
report 

3. Briefings, Concluding briefings will be provided in [UST CITIES] to summarize preiimmary results for 
contractor and other interested stakeholders. 

Staffing and timetable: 

The pro1ect will be implemented during the period [Fill IN], A preliminary report will be dJe on [FILL IN 
DATE] and a final report will be due on [FILL IN DATE] The level of effort will require a total of [Fill IN#] 
consultant days. {IF A TEAM OF CONSULTANTS) The consulting team will consist of [Fill IN NAMES, 
BREAKDOWN OF DAYS AND ROLES] 
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2.4 Worksheet tools for carrying out feasibility assessment 

Five worksheets have been developed to assist the feasibility stage. lnst,uctions for how to use these 
tools, followed by the worksheets themselves, are provided below. These worksheets are intended as 
generic tools to help summarize and analyze relevant information gathered during the feasibility stage. 
They will need to be customized to some degree for every site. 

Instructions for TUF1: Summary of analysis of key conditions for successful TUF Program 

TUF1 is designed to help analyze the key conditions needed for a successful TUF Program. 

(i) Review the general structure of the worksheet, including data input categories (columns and 
rows) provided as defaults; modify as needed. 

(ii) Column 1 lists a variety of conditions under the general headings: polrtical, economic, legal and 
other. For each condttion, assign a relative ranking score {1 - 5 scale, with 5 being the highest) in the 
appropriate column to the right 

In analyzing these conditions for success, the following key analysis questions should be 
answered: 

Are there some conditions which are particularly Important in this local setting? What are their 
scores? How could these conditions be improved if necessary? 

Are there a sufficient number of modium (3) or higher scores, suggesting a good likelihood of 
success? 

Instructions for TUF2: Worksheet for calculating revenues from a TLIF Program 

TUF2 is designed to help calculate potential revenues from a comprehensive TUF Program. 

(i) Review the data input categories (rows) provided as defaults; modny as needed. 

(ii) In the first two rows, input the estimated number of foreign and domestic visitors for each of the 
next ten years, based on key assumptions from feasibility research/analysis (e.g., ecotourism marketing, 
improvements in infrastructure and visitor services, etc.) 

(iii) Based on feasibillty study research and pricing recommendations, input revenue estimates 
covering Years 1 - 10 for those user fees that could be included in a TUF Program: e.g., entrance fees. 
concession fees, permrts!licenses and other fees. Leave the "total" rows blank for now. Formulas are 
embedded in the worksheet to automatically calculate total revenues from the various fee mechanisms 
(e.g .. total entrance fees). Also, formulas are embedded to automatica!ly calculate the% of total revenues 
generated by individual income rows. Document key assumptions on page 2 of the worksheet 

In analyzing this information, key questions to consider include 
• Which mechanisms offer the greatest revenue potential over time? 
• Which mechanisms offer the greatest revenue potential J~ !he near-term? 
• What portion of total protected area fundlng needs could be met through a TUF Program? 

Instructions for TUF3 Worksheet for supporting concession fee pricing and structure dec1s1ons 

TUF3 is designed to help calculate potential revenues from a concession fee program (comparing 4 
pricing schemes) and to help decide on the most appropriate scheme 

Ii) Review the general schemes and data input categories (rows) under each scheme provided as 
defaults; f'lodify as needed. 

(ii) Under the auction I bidding scheme. input the estimated winning bid for the concession and enter 
!~at figure in Year 1 in the corresponding row. An embedded forf'lula will automatically calculate 3% 
annual increases in this fee for each of the next 9 yeacs to account for inflation You can change this 
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calculation as needed. For example, you may want to build in higher fees for license renewal in future 
years. 

(iii) Under the flat fee scheme, input the three fee rates in the Year 1 column (low, medium and high 
rate), An embedded formula will automatically calculate 3% annual increases in this fee for each of the 
next 9 years to account for inflation, You can change this calculation as needed, For example, you may 
want to build in much higher flat fees in future years. 

(iv) Under the percent of gross receipts scheme, input the estimated total gross income in the 
appropriate row. Embedded formulas will automatically calculate 3% anrua! increases in gross receipts 
for each of the next 9 years, and will automatically calculate revenues based on 2%, 5% and 7% of g~oss 
1n the three rows below this. If you decide to change these percentages, make corresponding changes in 
the formulas built into each cells for these r~s. 

(v) Under the percent of net income scheme, input !he estimated total gross income and operational 
costs in the appropriate row under Year 1. Embedded fo'lllulas will automatically calculate total net 
income. and 3% annual increases for each of the next 9 years. Also, formulas will automatically calculate 
revenues based on 2%, 5% and 7% of net in the three rows below this. If you decide to change these 
percentages. make corresponding changes built into each cells for these rows 

(vi) Document key assumptions behind your data. 

In analyzing this information, key questions to consider include: 
• Which pricing schemes offer the greatest revenue potential over time? 
• Which schemes offer the greatest revenue potential in the near-term? 
• How might revenues fluctuate as concessionaires grow their businesses? 

Instructions for TUF4: Worksheet for supporting entrance fee pricing shemes 

TUF4 is designed to help calculate potential revenues from an entrance fee program (comparing 5 pricing 
schemes) and to help decide on the most appropriate scheme. 

(i) Review the general schemes and data input categories (rows) under each scheme provided as 
defaults; modify as needed. 

(ii) Under the peak load pricing scheme, input the starting peak rate fee and non-peak rate fee in the 
appropriate rows under the column marked price. 

(iii) Under the comparable pricing scheme. inpU: the fixed fee rates for the three protected areas most 
analogous to the stte under consideration. If one or more of these PAs have variable pricing schemes, the 
various fee rates could be shown under the other schemes in this worksheet for comparison purposes. 

(iv) Under the marginal cost pricing scheme, input [TO BE COMPLETED]. 

(v) Under the multi-tiered pricing scheme, input the various rates for the different visitor groups. 

(vi) Under the differential pricing scheme, input the various rates for the different levels of service, 
and specify the servlces upon park entry. 

Under the column marked# of visitors, input the estimated visito•s for Year 1 of the program. 

(viii) Embedded fo•mulas will automatically calculate the total revenues based on the price multiolied 
by the # of v1srtors. 

in analyzing this information. key questions lo consider include: 
• Which pricing schemes offer the greatest revenue potential in Year 1 and over a longer time 

period? 
• Which schemes offer the greatest revenue potential in the near-term? 
• How would entrance fees impact tourism flows and what might be the optimal fee for achieving 

visitor flow targets? 
• In addition lo pure revenue comparisons, what other key issues should be factored into such 

entrance fee decisions? Which pricing schemes would be most acceptable to foreign and domestic 
tourists. based on visttor surveys and other information? 
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Instructions for TUF5: Worksheet for supporting entrance fee pricing decisions 

TUF5 is designed to help calculate and analyze potential revenues from an entrance fee program 
(varying 3 key parameters: visitor flows, pricing options and retention rates). and help decide on the most 
appropriate lee rates. 

(i) Review the general schemes and data input categories (rows) provided as defaults; modify as 
needed. 

(ii) Based on willingness to pay surveys, input the range and average entrance fees for foreign and 
domestic tourists under the Year 1 column. 

(iii) In the Scenario 1 (low visitation) row, input a starting visitor flew numbe' in the Year 1 column. 
Embedded fonnulas will automatically calculate visitor flows for Years 2 - 10, based on an average 3% 
annual increase. If you decide to change this rate of visitor flow growth, you will need to make 
corresponding changes in the formulas built into each cells of the row. As a next step, under Scenario 1 , 

in the Year 1 column. enter values for Pricing Options #1. #2 and #3. These values can be based on 
willingness to pay survey data. Embedded fonnulas will automatically calculate the pricing values for 
Years 2 - 10. based on an annual 3% increase. You may want to change this 3% growth rate. Embedded 
fonnulas will automatically calculate the total annual income retained for on-site conservation programs 
based on the 4 retention rates: 25%, 50%, 75% and 100%. 

(iv) Repeat step 3 for Scenarios #2 and #3. 

(v) Analyze the data for the three scenarios; enter the optimal entrance fee price in the row so 
marked. 

In analyzing this infonnation. key questions and principals to consider include: 

There are three principal factors to consider in detennining entrance fee levels: 
• Willrngness to pay for access to a managed area by the visitor. This is determined by surveying 

visitors to the site. If an entrance fee is currently being charged that is not based on willingness to 
pay, visitors can be asked if it is the right amount and what the maximum is that they would pay. 
The survey format might provide a range of entrance fee options to choose from 

• A comparison of fees charged at other similar sites in similar circumstances Remember to allow 
for differences in natural I cultural attractions. infrastructure development. etc 

• The need to cover costs associated with provision and maintenance of rec'9ational opportunities. A 
minimum level of revenue to be generated from entrance fees and other user fees should be at 
least enough to properly finance costs incurred by area management in providing ecotourism 
opportun~ies. 

Questions to consider include: 
• How significant are the differentials in revenue generation between Scenarios# 1, #2. and #3. 
• Under the different visitation scenarios. in order to meet revenue targets, how should pricing and 

retention 'ates be adjusted, including over time, to take into account visrtor flows? 
• How will the optimal entrance fee change over time? 

Click here to link to TUF Worksheets 
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11'/0~l<SHEET TUF1: SUl\ll'MB.Y OF ANAL, YSIS OF. KEY CONOITIOtj$ F(.)R S.UCCES$FUL TUF PR09RAM 

jt(jjmfil C<ltll.ili:lllll$ 
Support for.TI)F Program wi1hin.Fu1ance f'ytrnstry 
l)upporjfo; }Yf frograrri:..lhi!' !()l.JfiS!ll Mi.nistl)'. . 
l)upporj IDLl\Jf f'rogran:i~lhin ~tor;ijivlinistry (specify) • 
, Sul'PQf!J{Jr .. 11.JF' f'rogram of i<J<;§I g()f!lffiUfjili<?S 
Suppor!f9r TIJF Pfogrf'fT] l"itJ1Ln.~1.9"""'11'T>On1. agenci§. 
Support torll.JF. Pr0grainof domesjjc !flurtsts 
Support \Mthin gO\.emmen! tor proprietary lreat'OO!lt of 
income 

• ,,,,,_, ••-•w•• 

Political support e><ists (or can be secured) for needed 
i nfr~truCbJ[€)JfTJPf<J¥'J11€lQ!li ... 

. f'olflifa.1. st;bi.li ty . (t9. s.ueport eC{Jlourisrrv ... 
Olher 

~i!tii1tlm'il C!ll~ar\S 
Existing or potential tourism demand can generate 
signficant reve~ues .. 
Viable options exist for capturing rrore of lhe net economic 

Yl=~Yl,,Q1111 l,Q1111 .• Ml:l:llt/1111 .. H!Gli 
.J1J .. 121 !31 [4L 

.tleQ(;fi~.Ql!'Q.olQlir.LS!J1 .......... ······················ .......... ....... ' .. , .......... . 
Foreign tourists indicate strong wiRingness to pay new or 
higher TIJFS .. 
Funding exists (or can be secured) for start-up of 11.JF 
f'rCJfl[am. . 
Funding exi sis (or can be secured) for needed 

. il1fr~truc,l\!r,._il1Jlf~Jl~. •. .• _ 
Accounting systems exist or couki be put i' place to track 
and rronitorlee c_0Hec,ti90. 
Olher 

bBpj O{lfl!l!iillliil 
Legal regime exists, or could be put in place quickly, to 
support 1;1njran~"fe,,pr99t<lfrl .. 
Legai regime eirists, or couid be put in place quickly, to 
supp9ft c~ionfe,, program .. 
Legal regime exists, or could be put in place quicl<Jy. to 

~~flPort.l?'"CJPrLet<iry tr~~lit()f i~CO!T<3 ... 
O!her 

.... !!l:indiilons 
6rganil:ation<-il C3j:iacity of government to execute entrance fee 
program 
orgar1iZ.3tional cap8-Cify0(9cverru1i6,'1t 'tC-Cxecute corlCessi~.(l-fee -
~-~~!a'."' 
-~~:!!!~~ -~-rt~e exists. ~?£.~~~1~. ~oncessiOl"S 

~-:~?~~'.~~- .r:i.~r-~~~--~~i~_'.:'_~~-r:-~-~~~~-~~~--
\;VeM~trained staff extst or could·~--~-~-~~ _q_u~-~ly 

Sustainable tourism can be de\Eloped (based on carrying 
i;:~piiciljl . best. manag<Jmen! !li:?CQces,. etc.) 
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Peak load pricing 

1Jl!ffer"n!£fic"~loL<:llffereni b'r<!S,cie~O\Jir>g.o,n_~.d)~
-t::~ ra~.f~ {~r ~-~rch) 
.. tk>n:~.raie .. (lj:lril: tJ<:>~) 

Comparable pricing 

E'n!r .. n<:e.~ at.f'r~te<Jl\r.eaJ lflLL l!JL. 
f!llnln<oe t~ ~!f'rotecled f'e1>.1JF11,L_1r:it 
.SnJr•.11<)"..f~ .at.f'.rofe£.\e(j ;'<r"" 1 [FILLI .NJ .. 

Marginal cost pricing 
(lntersecimn of marginal c.osls .. a.nd irarginal benefit cur;s) 

~tp,(Jfj:Sjif_SUJlP!y:less thaf1 .. de~. .. ··-··· 
. ... §u!Jsid\'~,,,,,;leci(if suee~.9'eater (han clerr'3nd) ... 

ll/lultj..tiered pricing 

j[)iffer~nt.f?f:i2~ ~~.or~ _r~:;ti~~ncy, ~-- lOC:atiO!l: -~tc:L 
· -~9~~9!1 ~i~JX!C?D.:"t~~~~I'.f) . 
--E~~9!:L~i:J~~--~~ -1~ 
l~§:~Q_l ____ -~ ~--~ -- ------~-------- -
Resident vnder.12. 

Qt,~ tier 
Other tier 

Differentlal pricing 

• L~ of 5.""•.C~1f~p<!Cify} 
_Level of_~~?? 2 (~ci_fy) 
_L,~~-Pf ~i:\1~12.3 ,(s~!fy) 
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3 IMPLEMENTATION 

If the feasibility assess'Tlent concludes that TUFs a'e indeed viable, then the major actors enter into an 
i'Tlplementation phase, which can take several 'Tlonths to complete. The key implementation steps are 
outlined in the Stepwise Methodology (Steps 4 - 9) above. Worksheets TUF3-5 provide some practical 
tools for pricing and structural decisions far entrance and concessions fees. TUF6 below provides a 
practical tool for organizing the major steps in a TUF Program. 

Instructions for TUF6: Worksheet for organizing TUF Actjon Plan 

TUF6 is designed to assist a methodical approach to implementing a TUF Action Plan, organized around 
key actions, assign'Tlents, deadlines, status and other >nformation. 

(i) Review the general data input categories (rows and columns) provided as defaults: modify as 
needed 

(ii) Under each action (row) for entrance and concession fees, fill in information for the deadline, the lead 
person/entity assigned to the action, the current status and any other relevant notes. 

(iii) Update the information on a 'egutar basis and i;se the worksheet as an age1da for planning meetings. 

(iv) Insert relevant actions (rows) for any other user fees being brought on stream. and follow similar steps 
as those described above. 
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3.1 Bibliographic references 

To open a document via the internet, click on the URLs showing download locations. In addition some 
hyper/inked document names point to files available on this CO 

Benitez. S.P Visitor Use Fees in Protected Areas: Galapagos National Park Case Study Arlington: The 
Nature Conservancy, 2001. http://nature.org/intemational/specialinttiatives/ecotourism/ 

Brandon. K. Ecotounsm and Conservation: A Review of Key Issues. World Bank Environment 
Deoartment Papers No. 33. 1996. 

B•own, C.R. Visitor Use Fees in Protected Areas: Synthesis of the North American Experience and 
Recommendations for Developing Nations. Arlington: The Nature Conserva'1cy. 2001. 

Corporaci6n Nac1onal Foresta!. 1997. Reglamento de concesiones ecoturisticas en areas silvestres 
protegidas de/ estado. Ministerio de Agricu!lura. Sa1tiago. Chile. 

Day. B. A Recreational Demand Model of Wildlife- Viewing Visits to the Game Reserves of Kwazulu
"Jatal Province of South Africa. Worki'lg Paper GEC 2000-08. London: Centre for Social 
and Economic Research on the Global Environment. 2000. 
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Drumm. A and Moore A Ecotourism: A Manual Senes for Conservation Planners and Managers. The 
Nature Conservancy (2001 ), http:l/nature.org/intema!ional/spes;ialfnitiatives!ecotourismi 

Laarman, J.G. and H.M. Gregersen. 1996. Pricing policy in nature-based tourism. Tourism Management, 
17(4) 247-254, 

Leclerc, A User Fees in Natural Parks: Issues and Management. Paper presented at IV World Congress 
on National Parks and Protected Areas. Caracas, Venezuela, February 1992. (email: 
leclerc@dts.mg) 

~indberg. K, and D. Hawkins (eds.). 1993. Ecotourism: A guide for planners and managers, Volumes 1 
and 2., N. Bennington, Vermont: The Ecotourism Society, 1998. (See "Economic Issues in 
Ecotourism Management: Volume 1: and "Economic Aspects of EcotoJrism." Volume 2). 

Solano, P. 2001 Concessiones Para Ecoturismo: Econegocios para el Uevo Mu!enio -Alcances Legates 
y Propuestas. Sociedad Peruana de Derecho Ambienta! (www.spda.org.pe) 

[This is a deliberately short iist of key resources, but suggestions are welcome.] 

3,2 Web sites 

Ecotourism CC- the Ecotourism Portal http://www,ecotourism.c;c{ 

Comprehensive search engire and links for ecotourism information. 

The;, International Ecotourism Society http://wwW.ei:otourism.org/ 

Information for prospective ecotourists ard professionals ir the field, with information for the latter 
categorized accordirg to research, conservation. and busiress 

The Inter-Sectoral Unit for Tourism, O•ganisa!ion of American States 
http://www.oas.org/TOURISMlhome.htm 

Information in Spanish en tourism •ssues in the Americas. 

The Nature Corservancy http://nature.org/irtemationa l/specialin it!ativeslecotourism/ 

Information about The Nature Conservancys ecotou•ism program including publicahons on visitor use 
fees. 

Planeta.com· Eco-travels in Latir America http://www2.planeta.com/maderfecotraveVecotravel.html 

Clearinghouse for practical ecotourism, with scholarly reports crline forums. and corferences. 

Kenya Wildlife Service. 2001. www,kws,orglfees.htm 

Information about Kenya's system cf park ertrance ana other tourism user fees.Car.tacts 
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Technical assiStance 

Andy Drumm. Ecolourism Program Director, The Nature Conservancy. Phone +1.703 841 J3177: Email: 
aClrurnm@tnc.org 

Ollvk!r Hillel, Ee<itourism Program Manager, UN Environment Program (UNEP), Department of 
Technolbgy, lndl.1$try and Environment. PhOne: +331.4437.1450: Emal!: olivel.hillel@unapJr 

Antoine LeGlerc, Independent <;ansultant, Email: leclrc@dtung; 

B!!try Spetg~ Center for Conservation Finance, World Wildlife Fund·US; Phone: +1.202. 778.9655; 
Email: barry.soefij@l@\!\Mrfus.org 

3.3 Case Study references 

11 African Countries - Comparison of ptlcirig and entrance fee poTicies in Krug (2000}, Comparison of 
organised safaris in Jnamdar/Merode 11999: 12). 

Malaysia "-See Stecker (1995) 

Belize/Mexico - See detaiied analysis of tourism management case studies in sevaral protected areas 
and ret;Ommendations in §lrasdas 12000). 

Costa Rica - Price eiaSticity for international visitors demonstrated for several parks in Lindberg 2001, 
Table 1. 

Petu - Pricing and other issues in Machu Pichu in Andrade 2000. 

Australia - A recent (2000) review of entrance, camping, and other fees conducted as part of the Nature 
Tourism National Review project is summarised in Lindberg 12001, Annex 3), 

New Zealand· National system of concession fees. facility & service charg9$:.(1UCN-WCPA 2000: 49-
51) 

U.S,, Canada, Costa Rica, Belize • A study of visitor fee experienc;e in these countries: Brown (2001 ). 

Canada- Thorough analy5is of user fee policy issues in Eagles 1999). 

South Africa - The Natal Parks Board system of income generation from visitor ace<immodations; 
h!fp;Jlwww.wildnetafrica.co.zalkwazuluna!alparks/orofilejcontrusthtml, see also Eagles 
1999) 

3.4 Case study summaries 

Nepal - entrance fees: Sagarmatha National Park (which contains Mt Everest and is a World Heritage 
site) has set up a system whereby 30% of !he money collemed by the park from mountaineering 
expeditions Into the Everest i$ ra..invesi!ld into the protection Of the park. Since the mountaineering fees 
can be substan!ial(lt costs. about $50,000 per expedition, wtth a total ol about 5 expeditions per year) this 
system has helped generete some US $400,500,000 per year for activities to conserve thepark. 
Annapurna Conservation Area has obtained agreement from the Nepal government (by means of a 
special law to this effect) that the money collected from entry f- to the Conservation Area will be 
channel~ directly to the conservation of !he area via a local NGO, the King Mahendra Conservation 
Trust Every visitor to the Annapurna Conservallon Area pays an entry fee of US S12 which, in 1996, 
generated some $400,000 for the conservation of the Annapurna, more than enough to cover the costs of 
maintaining the site. As a result of these experiences. the Nepal government is re-evaluating how it uses 
the entry fees collected at other parks (Mountain lnstirute, 1997; For more information: [FILL IN!). 

Ecuador: Entry fees and donations in Galapagos National Park. The Galapagos Islands in Ecuador 
are one of the most visited and ~eoognized World Heritage sites in the worid. Because of the islands' 
popularity as a tourist destination, the Galapagos National Par!< finds it relatively easy to finance a large 
part of Its operations by charging a high entry fee and obtaining donations from visitors lo !he islands. The 
Galapagos Islands attract around 200,000 foreign tourists per year, each of whom pays a US $1 DO park 
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entry fee, thereby generating about US $20 million per year, In addition, tourists spend around US $700 
to fly to the Galapagos from mainland Ecuador, and a minimum of US $1,000 for a typical 5-day boat trip 
to visit the islands, There are very few hotels on the islands where tourists can stay, so most are forced to 
stay on a cruise ship or rent llve-aboard boats, In addition, each of the two main tour boat operators now 
guarantees a minimum of US $100,000 in tourist donations pe• year from their passengers to support 
Galapagos conservation projects, If the tourists do not make the donations themselves, tour companies 
pay the difference, In the Galapagos, the law which raised park entry fees also required that all revenue 
from this fee be used to pay for costs associated with operating the park, The law is very specific on the 
use of the funds; "ii requires that 40% of the revenues collected from entry fees must be used to pay for 
salaries and other direct expenses of operating the park; 30% must go to local government authorities for 
construction of sewage treatment facilities; 10% must go to a Galapagos scientific research institute; 5% 
to the port authority for operating an inspection and quarantine system; 5% to the armed forces for 
patrolling the park; 5% for establishing a new Galapagos marine reserve; and 5% le the national parks 
agency for expenses of managing the national park system as a whole," (For more information; [FILL 
IN]). 

Bonaire: Marine park scuba diving fee, The economic mainstay for Bonaire in the Caribbean is 
tourism, particularly scuba diving. The island welcomes some 50,000 tourists per year, half of them scuba 
divers, Bonaire Marine Park was created in 1979 to protect the national resources upon which tourism 
depends, The main attraction is coral formations and their rich marine flora and fauna, In the early 1990s, 
scuba diving activity was estimated at 200,000 dives per year, Research indicates that the maximum 
sustainable !eve! of diving might be twice that number, When the park was establisheo, administration 
was contracted by the Government of Bonaire to the National Parks Foundation of the Netherlands 
Antilles, an NGO, This arrangement worked for a few years, but the NGO eventually ran out of funding 
and was unable to continue managing the erea. In 1991, bilateral assistance from the Dutch Government 
reactivated park management covering the budget for two years and establishing conditions that Bonaire 
develop appropriate legal instruments to implement a fee system, and make t~e park self-financing, The 
fee system established a US $10 annual fee for divers, collected by the marine park through the dive 
operators, Operators are required to participate in annJal courses. The park is now considering other 
fees, for guided snorkeling, windsurfing, and yacht visits, as well as a US $350 fee for private moorings, 
Fees may be used only for management of the park - general administrative expense, maintenance of 
buoys and other installations, surveillance, education and information, research and follow-up. and 
generation of revenue. (For more information; [FILL IN)), 
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User Fees 

1 UNDERSTANDING THE MECHANISM - HOW DOES IT WORK? 

1.1 Overview 

Worldwide, tourism is the lacgest industry, with ecotourism 
being an important segment of the market Every year, 
millions of tourists around the world visit protected areas 
(PAs) or travel to destinations for nature-based recreation. 
While PAs often supply the most important part of such 
recreational experiences, they typically capture very little of 
the total economic benefits derived from ecotourism. 

A number of relatively simple, market-based mechanisms -
known collectively as tourism user fees (TUFs)-can 
gather significant revenues from tourism-based activities, 
which can then be directed toward supporting PAs and 
other conservation ef'orts (see Table 1 and Figure 1). The 
fees partially reflect the cost of supplying recreational 
services, the demand for natural resources. and the value 
that visitors place on their experience at the site. The direct 
link between maintaining natural areas and income from 
user fees is a strong economic incentive for conservation. 

Most TUFs are site.level mechanisms (i.e .. specific fees for 
specific activities are collected at PA sites). These site
based finance mechanisms are broadly referred to as 
visitor use fees. A few other tyoes of fees are national
/eve/ mechanisms. This chapter focuses primarily on site
level fees. 

TUFs can be structured around many activities. For 
example· 

• Entrance fees. Visitors can be charged to enter PAs 
• Concession fees. Companies ('concessionaires") 

providing services within PAs-such as lodging and food 
- can be charged fees to operate such business 
concessions. 

• Licenses and permits. Private firms operating within or 
outside PAs (e.g. tour operators. guides, cruise ships) 
and individuals participating in specific recreatiorai 
activities (e.g diving, fishing, campmg} can be charged 
for licenses or permits. 

• Tourism-based taxes. Taxes can be levied at hotels. 
airports ara other collection points, and channeled into 
conservation. 

With ecotourism growing so rapidly, and with t~e wide 
range of fees available, TUFs provide a conservation 
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Glossary of Terms 

Collection mechanism: Logistical 
arrangement for collecting user fees 
(e.g. personnel issui.ng entrance 
passes, voluntary "drop boxes" at 
entrance gate). 

Concessionaire: Company or 
individual granted the right to 
undertake and profit from a specified 
activity on the site. such as a restaurant 
or eco-lodge. 

Concession fee: Fee charged to a 
business providing a service {e.g, 
lodging) within a protected area (PA). 

Day use: Recreational outing where 
the visitor amves and departs the same 
day. 

Ecotourism: Environmentally 
responsible travel and visitation to 
natural areas that promotes 
conservation, has a low visitor impact 
and provides for active socio-economic 
involvement of local peoples. 

Entrance fee: Fee to enter a park or 
PA, tyoically higher for foreign tourists. 

Facilities: Human-made structures 
and improvements at PAs that help 
supoort public usage of the areas. 

Fee areas: Areas where a fee is 
charged upon entering and reliable 
counts of visits can be made. 

Fee differential: Scale of different 
fees charged, based upon reside.1tial 
and other criteria; designed to promote 
equity between disparate visitor income 
levels. and maximize revenue of PAs. 

Licenses/ permits. Certificates that 
are sold, allowing users to participate in 
a specific activity (e.g. scuba diving). 

overnight use An outing that 
i1volves an overnight stay as a 
sanctioned part of the recreational 
experience. 

Proprietary income: Income from 
user fees that is legally restricted for 

; use at the arGa of collection, rather 
I than joining the government's general 
Lreasury. 
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finance mechanism with penhaps the broadest application 
and highest overall revenue potential worldwide. Under 
certain conditions, TUFs have the potential to generate 
significant revenues for conservation, particularly •n countries 
and specific PAs developed as ecotourism destinations. 

In such areas. the right combination of user fees often can 
provide a significant portion of operating costs - but still 
typically not the total cost of protecting the resource. In 
particolar. entrance fees~· the most common type of TUF -
have the aotential to generate a large portion of the operating 
costs of a PA in locations where tourism volume is high and 
entry fees are also relatively high. 

1.2 Key Actors and Key Motivations 

Visitor use fees mvolve four particularly relevant stakeholder 
groups. General motivations for each of these groups are 
outlined below. 

1.2.1 Protected area managers 

Tourism user fees (TUFs): Fees an 
tounsm·based activities designed to 
generate revenues to support 
conservation. 

[Eco)tourism development! 
management plan. Strategy to attract 
appropriate volume and type of 
tourists, and manage tourism impacts 
and visitor use fees. 

Visitor use fees. Generic term 
covering a range of TUFs charged to 
visitors to PAs. 

Willingness-to-Pay. Amount users 
are willing to pay for benefits derived 
from a site, relative to other competing 
uses of their income. 

PA managers are typically governmental staff but can be NGOs or community-based organizations or 
their members. Managers generally seek to maximize proprietary income from user lees that can 
directly support the operating costs al PA management Managers need lo ensure that user fee 
mechanisms and associated services, such as lodging accommodations within a PA. are consistent with 
and supportive of the overall conservation objectives of the PA 

1.2.2 Tourism-related businesses 

This includes many different kinds of businesses. covering such industries as: food services; hotel and 
lodging; airlines. sport fishing. snorkeling, scuba diving and other water-based recreation: souvenirs and 
other retails sales Generally, these businesses seek to maximize their profit and minimize the r fees they 
are required lo pay. 

1.2.3 Local communities and local governments 

Local communities and governments seek income benefits from TUFs. Local community members 
provide significant labor for tourism-related businesses, and can benefit at least indirectly when these 
businesses maximize their profits. On the other hand. large-scale businesses, in particular, can have 
harmful impacts on local commu~ity cultural values and traditions, especially if local participation or 
collaboration in management is diminished. Therefore. many local community members will seek to 
ensure that any business concession or permit schemes around PAs requ1re that businesses be sensitive 
to and supportive of swch cultural values and traditions. Local and national governments are often the 
primary authority responsible for PA management and therefore are also, as with protected area 
managers, motivated to maximize proprietary income from use' fees that can directly support the 
operating costs of PA management. ln addition. some local government officials are resistant to any 
taxes that would be earmarked for conservation. diverting potential tax revenues from other priorities. 
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1.2.4 Tourists 

Figure 1: Schematic depiction of tourism userfee flows 
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Tourists generaily fall into two categories: foreign and domestic. In developing countries, there are 
generaily large income dispanties between these two groups. Fee differentials are applied: foreign 
tourists pay significantly higher user fee rates. Both categories of tourists generally are motivated to pay 
at least modest user fees rfthey are earmarked toward maintainhg the PA attributes that have inspirea 
their visit Mary higher-income tovists are motivated (willirg) to pay significantly more than existing TUF 
rates. 

1.3 Types of Tourism User Fees 

There are many ways to categor:ze TUFs. Several broad categories are deiinealed below. 
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1.3.1 Entrance fees 

This is a fee charged to visitors in order to enter a protected natural area. There are a number of ways 
entrance fees can be collected - e.g. at the entrance to the site or at an administrative center. They can 
be charged directiy to the visitor or, alternatively, tour operator companies may purchase tickets in 
advance so that visitors on organized tours have the fee included In the total cost of their tour package. 
The most efficient method possible should be chosen to avoid unnecessary queuing and delays. 

Marine protected areas present challenges in the collection of entrance fees because there are often 
multiple entry points, not all of which can be monitored. Therefore it is more difficult to ensure that all 
those entering the park have paid their fee. In addition to purchasing entrance tickets through tour 
operators, MPAs can require visitors to canry their tickets at ali times. For example, at Bonaire Marine 
Park (Bonaire) and Bunaken National Park (Indonesia), visitors are given a waterproof tag which can be 
easily affixed to diving or snorkeling gear or backpacks. Enforcement is conducted through spot chec~s 
by park rangers both on land and at sea. 

Differential fees are widely viewed as essential for the following reasons: 

• Residents of a destination country are already paying, through taxes, for PA conservation, as well as 
encountering opportunity costs (e.g. reduced use of resources from the land now protected); 

• Environmental education and recreation objectives of PAs wiil normally seek to encourage visits by 
local people, which would be discouraged with higher user fee rates; and 

• Foreign tourists from developed countries are generally willing and able to pay more for access to PAs. 

Description Examples 

[ Concession fees 
! 

Charge for entering a PA 

Charges or shares of revenue paid by 
businesses operating within PAs, providing 
services to visitors. 

Fees collected at entry gates. 

Fees to operate restaurants, hotels. 
eco-lodge facilities and souvenir 
shops. I 

I General user fees 
I 
i 
'! Royalties and sales 

revenue 

I Licenses and permits 

Fees paid by visitors to use facilities within 
the PA 

Monies from sales of consumer goods. 

Instruments required for private firms (or 
individuals) to conduct activities on PA 
property. 

Fees to use parking lots, campsites, 
visitor centers, boats, shelters. 

Fees on recreational equipment, 
souvenirs. 

Permits for tour operators and 
guides for scuba/snorkel, kayaking, 
sport fishing; mountain 
climbing/hiking permits; licenses for 
cruise ship visits. 

I Taxes Targeted taxes on relevant points on the Taxes on hotel rooms, airport use 
market chain related to the tourism industry, (entry or departure tax). 

L ..... ----·-·-···---·-'=,armark_ed f9.r con_serv<ition _______ ·--·-·-·-----··---·-... ----- .c 

Some examples of differentiated entrance fee structures are provided below. Table 2 shows how public 
PAs managed by an NGO in Belize differentiate their entrance fees between local citizens and foreigners. 
Table 3 shows the differentiated entrance fees in effect in Galapagos National Park in Ecuador. In this 
case, lees are differentiated into a greater number of categories to offer lower prices to neighboring 
countries. Table 4 shows entrance fees charged by the Kenya Wildlife Service. These are not only 
differentiated by visitor type but also by levels of visitation Parks with similar visiting levels are grouped 
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together, and the most heavily visited sites charge the highest entrance fees. A further differential may 
be made for students who are usually charged an even lower fee, as is done at Galapagos. 

Protected area Hectares Entrance fees (US$) 

Belizean Citizens Foreigners 

Guanacaste National Park 20 0.50 2.55 

Blue Hole National Park 232 1.00 4.00 

: Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary 6,475 1.00 4.00 

I Cockscomb Basin Wildlife 41,278 1.25 500 
l Sanctuary 

l Half Moon Caye National 3,925 1.25 5.00 

~"'mooe 
apir Mountain Nature Reserve 2,728 no access no access 

h1pstem Nature Reserve -··--·· 8903 1.00 5.00 

Category Amount in US$ 

100 

Forei 50 

Forei of the Andean Commun! or Mercosur 50 

Foreign tourist of a member country of the Andean Community or Mercosur under 25 
12 earsofa e 

Citizen or resident of Ecuador 6 

F orei n tourist non-resident attend in a national academic institution 25 

source; GovemMent of Ecuador, 1998 

~ategories 

tATEGORY A (very high use) 

Aberdares, AmbOseli, & Lake Nakuru 

b,dljitS .... _ ___ ·····---·-···-·· 
lchiidren (from 3!2._!~years) ····-·----.. 

tudent and or:gamzed groups• ____ _ 

ATEGORY B (high use) 

savo East & Tsavo West 
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70 Ksh o US$1 

Entrance fees to PAs in developing countries vary widely. The Galapagos charges foreign visitors a 
US$100 entry fee, while national parks in Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and Botswana charge foreign 
tourists US$20-30 per day. Such relatively high fees are typically only found at internationally well-known 
parks, or at sttes that have large numbers of "charismatic" terrestrial wildlife species such as lions. 
elephants and primates. A few marine protected areas that have outstanding and accessible coral reef 
and other marine life attractions are also abie to charge relatively high fees. Traditionally, entrance fees 
provide the greatest revenue contributions to ecotourism sites, primarily because they are the easiest fee 
to collect 

Entrance fees are primarily designed to increase funding available for the area's conservation activities. 
However, the pncing of entrance fees can also be a mechanism for facilitating or limiting visitor access. If 
managers of a PA identify the need to limit visits because of the adverse impacts, raising the entrance fee 
is one tool to achieve this objective 

There is a need to communicate changes in fees in advance to tour operators, guide book authors, etc., 
in order avoid surprises to foreign visitors at the gate. Such changes require a thorough knowledge of the 
demand for a site's attractions before the effect of changing the fee can be reasonably predicted 

1,3,2 Concession fees 

These fees a•e typically collected from companies ("concessionaires") that are granted 'concessions" for 
providing a service to visitors within an ecotourism site. Concession contracts between the 
concessionaire and appropriate legal authority include specific provisions specifying the pricing of the fee, 
the collection mechanism and other logistical, financial and legal details. Depending on the legal 
framework of the country any function - including the management of the entrre PA or operation of 
specific facilities - can potentially be contracted to a concessionaire. The most common services 
provided through concession cortracts include lodging. food and beverage services. horse rentals, 
recreational equipment rentals, guided tours and boat transportation, and gift! souvenir shops. At some 
ecotourism sites, the PA administration may choose to carry out all of these services in-house without 
involving outside concesstonaires. On the other hand, most ecotourism site managers find that they 
either do noi have the expertise or the investment capital needed to provide these services in a 
professional manner This is typically a decision niade by the ma~agement on a site-by-site basis. 

7 tounsm 





Tou-rtsm User Fees 

Selection of concessionaires is usually done through a compelltive bidding process in which the site's 
administration develops the terms of reference and interested companies apply, indicating the services 
they are offering and the amount they are willing to pay for the opportunity to provide these services. In 
the case of government-managed PAs, this process can be long and involved. Concessions can be an 
excellent way to involve local people in PAs - as either sole or co-owners of the concessionaire, or 
employees of the concessionaire. This can help build local community support for the PA 

A concession fee may not be a viable option for some sites, particularly if there is limited demand for tre 
service. In some cases, there may be demand but not the entrepreneLlrs wlih sufficient capital interest 
and :isk-taking ability. A concession shoula net be undertaken unless a macketing study and business 
plan are prepared (in Resources Section below, see Volume 2 of Ecotounsm Development: A Manual 
Series for Conservation Planners and Managers). 

One particularly difficult aspect of concessions is arriving at a balance between the amount that the 
concessionaire will earn by exploiting the resource, and the amount that will be returned to the PA 
administration. To take one example, in the US, this figure is about 2 to 3 percent of concessionaire 
earnings. 

Concession fee income can be structured in different ways. The major options include: 

• fees based on the number of people a concession serves during a given year 
• fess based on a percentage of the gross or net income of the concessionaire 
• an annual fixed fee, or 
• a combination of the above 

In many situations, it can be difficult for the concessionaire to track and calculate profits, income and 
number of people served. A fixed annual fee provides a simpler way to charge a concessionaire, but 
lacks ~exibiiity: the concession may be steadily increasing its business while the annual fee remains the 
same. It is not unusual for concessionaires to make huge profits while site administrations receive very 
little in fees It is important to be creative in setting concession fees at appropriate levels for all parties 
and using fee income methods that are easily calcclated. 

It is particularly important for the site administration to retain control over the concessionaire's operations 
to assure that resources are not over-exploited or damaged, and that protection and management 
functions are not neglected in favor of profit-making functions. As such, along with fee rates, the contract 
for concession operations should also require adherence to best practices pertaining to ecotourism 
infrastructure development and management T.'1e ecotocrlsm site's manager is ultimately responsible for 
ensuring that all standards and contract conditions are monitored periodically and complied with. Such 
responsibilities entail costs, which should be factored into user··fee systems. 

1.3.3 Licenses or permits 

These are typically fees charged to allow the individual visitor or a compary to carry out a specific activity 
that reqwi•es special supervision I management because (i) it is infrequently exercised; (ii) demand for 
this activity must be managed; and, (iii) controlling activity is necessary to minimize resource damage. 
Examples of activities include: backcountry camping, sport fishing. rock climbing, boat launching, 
anchoring of boats. h!ki1g, ard cruise ship visits. It is common for some of these types of activities to be 
rationed i.n order to reduce humar impact and/or provide for a particular visitor experience such as 
solitude. It is a useful mechanism for monitoring how many visitors actually carry ou~ certain activities. 
Gwides and tour operators may also need special permits to work within the site. for whic~ a fee is usually 
charged. Trophy hunting licenses, although controversial in some quarters, can be another source of 
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income for ccnservation, as is the case in a numbe' of African countries (e g. the CAMPFIRE initiative) 
http://www.campfire-zimbabwe.org/ 

1.3.4 Other tourism-related fees and taxes 

A wide range of other tourism related fees and taxes exist, such as: 

Taxes and/or royalties on consumer items sold within the PA. In many cases, third parties may sell 
souvenirs, food and other products to visitors within the site. A fixed or percentage-based royalty on such 
sales .oresents another potential source of income for conservation. However, third parties must make a 
profit before the site's administration receives a percentage. 

Airoort departure tax. National-level airport departure taxes are 1n place in many ccuntries. A portion of 
these funds can be earmarked for environmental protection. For example, Belize (Central America) has a 
law that requires all foreign tourists to pay a US$3. 75 "conservation fee" at the airport, in addition to the 
normal US$11.25 airport departure tax. Tourists are given an explanatory brochure and a separate 
receipt when paying the ccnservation fee. Revenues go directly to the ~Protected Area Conservation 
Trust" (PACT) that is independent of government. A number of other countries are now considering 
proposals to charge airport fees earmarked for parks and conservation. For example, in 1999 the 
Republic of the Seychelles proposed charging all foreign tourists a US$100 fee on arrival at the airport, 
for the ·world's first "environmental tourism visa," called the Seychelles Gc!d Card. This vvould grant free 
lifetime admission to all state-run PAs, including two World Heritage Sites. Depending on tax code 
regulations, it may also be possible to institute such departure taxes at specific airports only, or for 
specific provinces 

Road Tolls. Road tolls can be pJt in place for special scenic drives located in or near PAs. For example, 
Florida charges a US$3 toll to all motorists on a highway called "Alligator Alley," just north of the 
Everglades National Park, where it is often possible to see aUigators from the road. This toil raises 
US$60 millio.n annually, all of which is earmar'<ed for conservation of the greater Everglades ecosystem. 

CrLise Ship Passenger Fees. Fees fcom cruise-ship visits to PAs or nearby gateways can generate 
significant income in high tourist visitation a'eas such as Komada National Park near Bali. Indonesia and 
in the Caribbean. In 1998, six small countries in the Eastern Caribbean (Antigua, Dominica, Grenada, St 
Kitts. St. Lucia and St. Vince.nt) iointly decided to charge a US$1.50 per passenger "ccuise ship waste 
disposal fee" to finance environmental clean-up and conservation. The Belize 'conservation fee" 
described above is also collected frorri ail cruise ship passengers, and goes to support the country's PAs 
With fees such as the Eastern Caribbean ex.ample above, it is important to recognize the need for 
reqwring the private sector to take responsibility for best management practices - to ·educe and manage 
its own was'.e. 

Scuba Diving F~.es. Scuba diving typically involves high-spending tourists and has the potential to 
generate significant income. The two Caribbean islands of Bonaire and Saba in the Netherlands Antilles 
use revenue from dMng iees to finance 100% of !he operating costs of their marine PAs Divers are 
charged a fiat iee o! US$10 in Bonaire. and a1 average of US$30 in Saba, based on the number of dives 
they ma~e. The Pacific island RepJbiic of Palau charges a LIS$15 per person diving fee to the 60,000 to 
80,000 divers who go there each yea'. Diving fees now generate about US$1,000.000 per year. which is 
used for maintaining Palau's PAs. Tubbataha Reefs National Park (a World He•itage site) in the 
Philippines JUS! began charging divers a US$50 per person "reef conservation lee." after surveys showed 
that divers would be willing to pay such fees if the money would only be used for protecting Tubbataha's 
coral reefs. instead of going into the general treasury. 
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Hotel Room Taxes, Surcharges on hotel rooms have beer used in various places around the world as a 
way of raising funds for conservation, For example, in the US, 10% of the money :aised by the state of 
Delaware's 8% tax or hotel rooms is earmarked (by law) to finance the state's "Beach Preservation 
Program.' In the Turks and Caicos Island (in the eastern Caribbear), hotel room taxes were increased 
from 8% to 9%, and the additional 1 % goes directly into a PA conservation trust fund that is modeled on 
the one in Belize. In other places, a small, voluntary "nature conservation surcharge" of one or t\vo 
dollars is added to all visitors' hotel bills, wrth an explanation on the bill stating that the hotel will delete the 
conservation surcharge, if a guest so requests (which very few guests will do). 

Taxes on Hunting. Fishing and Other Recreational Equipment. Taxes on hunting and fishi.1g equipment 
can be used to help conserve and manage habitat for species of game and sports fish, and for other 
conservation purposes. For example, the US federal government imposes an 11 % excise tax on all sales 
of hunting weapons and ammunition, which now generates more than US$300 million each year Half of 
this amount is used to finance the US Wildlife Restoration Fund. There is a similar 10% US federal 
excise tax on sales of sport fishing equipment and motorboat fuel, which is used ta finance the US 
Aquatic Resources Trust Fund. National and sub-national governments could impose a similar tax on 
sales of camping and hiking equipment, and earmark the resulting revenues to finance conservation. 

Voluntary Donatlons Visitors to protected areas are often prepared to contribote more to conservation 
than they are asked to do through established tourism user fees Hotel and tour operators can play a 
very valuable role in soliciting voluntary contributions for protected area conservation through. for 
example, per night add-on fees and simply by soliciting and gathering donations (e.g. Galapagos). In 
some cases, where other fees are difficult to charge, perhaps for legal reasons, voluntary donations can 
be an attractive and viable alternative. 

Other Fees. Fee can also be charged for the use of other services or particular opportunities offered by 
the site that incurs a cost higher than that covered by the entrance fee. Examples include: parking fees, 
fees for visitor center use or for camping in organized camping or primitive areas, and admission fees for 
the use of a fac1hty or special activity such as a nature museum or educational exhibit However, site 
administration must be mindful that a proliferation of many small visitor fees could discourage visitors and 
ultimately lower revenues. In this case, a small number of coordinated larger fees may be better than 
many small fees. Some PAs obtain revenues by charging "publicity fees" to corporations using the PA as 
a location or backdrop for advertising. films. and posters. Some charge far installation I use of such 
facilities as transmission towers, marine platforms, or research stations. 
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1.4 Strengths and Weaknesses of Tourism User Fees 

Strengths 
• Equitable "user pays" system. Consumers of the 

recreation who highly value a site pay for its 
conservation and the cost of their activities. 

• Financial self sufficiency. If fee-based income is 
proprietary (i.e. earmarked for conservation activities 
at the site of collection). it could offset a portion of 
operatioral costs of a PA making it more self· 
sufficient and independent from the politics of a 
national budget allocation. 

• Public appreciation. The public may have greater 
appreciation for services it pays for. 

• Congestion control. Fees allow increased 
management and control of park access by users, 
helping to address overcrowding and directing 
activities to appropriate areas. Visitors will pay more 
for a less-crowded experience 

• Information exchange. Fee collection provides an 
opportunity for information exchange between 
visitors and park personnel. 

• Service and innovation incentives. Greater PA 
self-sufficiency from fee revenues gives managers 
incentives to provide attractive services to the public 
and maintain PAs and thei~ natural resources m 
good condition. Also, fees encourage managers to 
be entrepreneurial, since their budgets may be 
dependent on fee revenues. 

• Economic value. Fee {pricing) mechanisms can 
give economic value to recreation as an ecosystem 
service provided l:ly PAs 

• Motivate expansion of PA system. High income 
from TUFs may motivate a gover.~ment to protect 
more areas. 

• Public perception and external funding. Self
generation of income enhances public perception of 
a site's value and its administration's competence. 
which can be used as political leverage and to attract 
national. international, and private donors to invest in 
larger conservation projects. 

• Commercial professionalism. Privatization of 
concession services can increase commercial 
professionalism and reduces t'ie site manager's 
bus;ness responsibilities and the associated 
operating costs. 

• Engaging stakeholders. Concession rights include 
the private sector and their local staff, and 
sometimes 'JGOs. as service providers and site 
partners. helping to engage them more actively in PA 
management and to increase local support for the 
site. 

• Employment TUFs can create additional local 
employment as collectors, guards and 
concessionaire staff. 

Weaknesses 
• Unstable revenue. Visitation rates, and thus 

income from fees, can be subject to seasonal 
and annual fluctuation. Revenues can 
therefore be unstable. 

• Alienating constituents. Can alienate 
constituents, especially local communities that 
have traditionaily enjoyed free access. 

• Exclude poor. Can exclude the very poor 
domestic visitors from enjoying the site if user 
fees are high-priced. 

• Visitor experience changes. Some 
dimensions of the visitor experience can be 
changed adversely (e.g. more structured and 
commercialized). 

• Commercialization risks. Inherent risk of 
commercialization of sites when concession 
agreements are put in place. A parks agency 
that places its emphasis on user-fee revenues 
can lose sight cf some of its objectives. and 
tend toward facilities designed to produce 
income rather than protect natural resources. 
It is particularly important to retain control over 
the concessionaire's operations to assure that 
resources are not over-exploited or damaged. 

• Personnel diversion. Initial diversion of 
personnel resources to fee collection instead 
of site protection and conservation. (However, 
additional fee-based revenues should soon be 
able to support hiring of additional staff) 

• Lack of marketing expertise. Ootaining 
adequate marketing expertise can be a 
challenge for PAs in developing countries. 

r • Liabilities. With more tourists. increased 
exposure to legal liabilities for on-site 
accidents. 

• Double taxation. A weakness identified by 
critics in a developed country context when 
local residents must pay a user lee as well as 
local taxes that support the PA system. in 
developing countries however, fees are 
charged precisely because taxes are not 

_ adequate to cover PA management 
: • Enforcement. Tourism user fees can be 

difficult to collect and enforce in MPAs where 
entry is difficult to restrict to specific locations. 
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1.5 Success Factors 

A variety of factors will inftuence the likelihood of success, including: 
• Tourist volume. Sufficient numbers of tourists to generate reverue levels that offset a significant 

portion of operating costs of a PA 
• Fair pricing of fees. Placing a fair value on uses and services of a srte through fee pricing, while 

still generating acceptable net returns. 
• Fee adjustment. Flexible approach by site administration to adjusting fees as needed. 
• Political acceptability of charging fees Acceptance by local stakeholders and domestic tourists 

of the advantages of and need for TUFs. 
• Proprietary use of income for conservation. Income generated oy TUFs is channeled to 

support conservation at the site of collect1on, rather than channeled into national or provincial 
general treasuries. 

• Accounting and audit systems. Well-organized accounting systems to help ir tracking and 
analyzing financial data. Periodic, independent audits. 

• Marketing experience. Adequate marketing expertise to develop marketing campaigns that can 
attract sufficient tourism volume if it does not already exist 

• Well-trained staff for entrance fee program. Well-trained staff who can effectively collect fees 
(including differential rates for various tourist profiles) at reasonable administrative costs and 
provide sufficient Information at the entrance gate to help enhance the tourist experience. 

• Professional concessionaire operations drawing upon local employee pool. Professional 
commercial operation for delivering services and collecting revenues, Local community members 
hired to staff concession operations. 
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1.6 Step-By-Step Methodology 

This methodology outlines general steps for implementing a comprehensive Tourism User Fee Program. 
In this illustrative methodology, two specific categories of TUFs - entrance and concession fees - are 
initiated in the first phase Other user fees could be brought on stream in iater phases of the Program. It 
is important to note that precise sequencing and implementation of these steps wili vary consideraoly, 
depending on many circumstances specific to the locality. It is also important to note that the steps 
outlined below (e g. conducting an in-depth feasibility study) should be integrated into a broader tourism 
management plan and linked to management strategies including protected area tourism use zoning and 
toJrism impact monitoring. Steps 1-5 are more genecal in nature and applicable to establishing an 
entrance fee system or concession fees. Specific measures for establishing and entrance fee system are 
detailed in Steps 6a-8a. Specific ways of establishing concession fees are detailed in Steps 6b-10b. 

Step 1: Site administration {i.e. management authority}, in consultation with other stakeholders, 
determines the general need for and purpose of a tourism user fee program. 

• Conduct brainstonming sessions and draft papers on what types of user fees might be charged, 
how such revenues might be allocated, ways to evaluate the success of the user fee program. 
etc, (see the Business Planning for Protected Areas chapter of this Guide) 

IF INTEREST IN PURSUING USER FEE PROGRAM EXISTS: 

Step 2: .~!t!' administration conducts feasibility assessment (see Assess'11ent s.!'ction below for detailed 
TOfil. 

• Profile current tourists through existing data and tourist surveys (see sample price 
responsiveness I "willingness to pay" survey): important elements of their visit, motivations for 
current and future trips, average expenditures, average duration of stay, tourist segmentation 
(e.g. mass tourism versus high-end tourism, bird watchers, white-water rafters), countries of 
origin, etc. This is done for entrance fee only. 

• In conjunction with local tour operators, estimate current visitation rate and project future trends, 

• Estimate the impact capacity at the site (ie., what are 'limits of acceptable change"?) 

• Assess existing ecotourism management plans and marketing plans. and identify elements for 
improving such plans. 

• Building on any existmg zoning, identify specific steps to develop i implement a visitor zone 
designation scheme, with varying levels of visitation and other use restrictions. 

• Assess feasibility (e.g. revenue potential, consistency with PA objectives, legal and regulatory 
issues, implementation feasibility, etc.) of a range of TUFs, starting with entrance and 
concession fees (see section b below). 

• Assess implementation issues, such as funds ma!'lagement and distribution participation in 
oversight bodies, etc. 

IF TUF PROGRAM DETERMINED FEASIBLE: 

Step 3: Site administration meets with government officials, legal counsel and key stakeholder groups 
to agree on the framework for a TUF Prooram. 

• Issues lo be discussed include: types of user fees to be employed, along with prioritization and 
sequencing of such fees and fee differentials; the need for any changes to the existing 
legal/regulatory f'amework; principles for implementing the TUF program, allocation of income. 
etc. 

Step 4: Site administration creates a detailed TUF Action Pian. consistent with Ecotourism 
Management or public-use plan. 

• Identify key areas of action ma1or services to be provided, allowed activities; fee rates and 
collectioi methods: necessary equipment, supplies, personnel, and installation efforts: 
administration policies; control systems; and evaluation methods. 
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• Identify specific steps to develop i implement an ecotounsm marketing campaign to attract more 
visitors. if consistent with limits of acceptable change. 

• Identify specific steps to ascertain appropriate fee prices. including: 

• Calculate the cost of providing and maintaining recreational opportunities for visitors. 

• Determine whether fees should be tiered (i.e. different rates on different visitor profiles). 

• Gather infonmation on fees charged at other similar sites nationally and internationally 

• Develop steps that address the site's liability responsibilities towards visitors 

• Prepare a revenue a/location plan, designating the use of revenues from TUFs for various 
conservation projects or to cover more general costs (see Bushess Planning for Protected 
Areas ch a pier) 

Step 5: Initiate the TUF Action Plan. 

• Determine how and where the fee will be collected (entrance gate. through tourist operators, 
etc.) 

• Redistribute existing person1el or hire new pe~sonnel for fee collection. Purchase any 
necessary equipment and supplies. If needed, construct I install any new facilities needed for 
entrance fee collection, such as turnstiles and booths (Locate collection facilities, special 
attractions, and infrastructure to minimize impact on natucal resources.) 

• Establish an accounting system to track and analyze fees bemg collected 

• Hire an independent firm to audit the site's accounts periodically. 

• Led by appropriate tourism agencies, if appropriate. begin or expand ecotourism marketing 
campaign, in coordination with private sector. 

• Be transparent about how the revenues will be allocated 

Step 6a: Site administrators conduct a pilot 
implementation (e.g. 3-6 months} of the 
entrance fee to test the rnar1<et 

• Begin controlling access points to PA: 
start collecting fees ard data on visitation. 
The test could involve collection at just 
one or two sites, and simple fee 
differertial scales (e.g. only 2 rates). 

• Evaluate the price responsiveness 
(visitors' willingness to pay) and visitors' 
reactions to the fee mechanisms and 
levels. 

• Evaluate effective1ess of collection 
systems and perfonmance of entrance fee 
staff. 

• Recommend aod put in place any 
required changes based on this 
evaluation. 

Step 7a: Assuming success of pilot impl§l_ment 
full-scale entrance fees 

• For entrance fees, this could entail, for 
example, opening multiple collecUon 
pcints and charging several rates for 
dlffe:ent visitor profiles. 

Step 6b: Develop detailed Concession Fee Action 
Plan 

• Based on tourism zoning of protected 
area draft parameters for sustainable 
operation. 

• Consult local stakeholders 

• Protected area defines services to be 
promoted. 

• Develop concessionaire application form. 

• Advertise for ccncessionaires, reouesting 
bids outlining acceptable fee rates, and 
requesting information about their 
operations, such as· energy sources 
LSed, waste management systems, 
enviro.1mental hterpretation programs. 
number ot visitors to be serviced, use ot 
local labor. supplies natural resources. 
etc. 

Step 7b: Private sector bids for ccncession rights 
and concession agreement is negotiated. 

• Concessionaires submlt applications to 
site administration, covering the 
i1formatlon requested. 

___ _.__ Begin allocall()f!.Qfrevenues to agreed·-~-

• Sf!e administration reviews applications 
and selects ccncessionaire based on 
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---··conservation activities. 

Step 8a: Site managers monitor and evaluate 
entrance fee svstem. 

• Monitor visitor numbers through park 
entrance information ca'ds, etc. 

• Monitor performance of entrance fee staff 
through management per'ormance 
evaluations, independent evaluations 
visitor surveys, etc. 

• Monitor reven~e flows through annual 
audits, and conduct further visitor 
willingness-to-pay studies to determine if 
higher fees can be charged. 

• Monitor and assess tourists' overall 
experiences of the site. 

• Assess the ecological condition of and 
changes to sites that have been made 
newly accessible by the fee system. 

• Evaluate data from the above monitoring 
activities. 

• Implement needed changes based on 
evaluations. Consider: (i) increasing or 
decreasing the fees according to visitor 
responses ! patterns and price 
responsiveness (willingness to pay 
studies); (Ii) improvhg materials provided 
at entrance fee collectior points: (iii) 
taking measures to prevent visitor 
congestion that will harm the environment 
and detract from visitors experience: and 
(iv) taking measures to improve financial 
accounting systems. 

As appropriate, implement other elements of a TUF 
system (e.g. scuba diving permits, hotel room 
taxes. etc ). 

• Site administratlor. and concessionaire 
negotiate concession agreement. 
including specific terms of current I future 
fee payments, specific provisions 
restricting concessionaire activity etc. 

Step Sb: Pilot implementation 

• Carry out a limited test apphcation of the 
concession fee. 

• Evaluate effectiveness of collection 
systems and performance of concession 
fee staff. 

• Recommend and put in place any 
required changes based on this 
evaluation 

Step 9b; Assuming success of Pilot. implement full
scale concession fees. 

• For concession fees, this could entail, for 
example, an expansion of concessionaire 
services 

• Begin allocation of revenues to agreed 
conservatio~ activities. 

Step 1 Ob: Site managers monitor and evaluate 
concession fee svster\L 

• Monitor visitor numbers through 
concessionaire receipts, etc. 

• Monitor per'ormance concession staff 
through management performance 
evaluations, independent evaluations, 
etc. 

• Monitor concessionaire fees and revenue 
flows through annual audits to determine 
whether higher or lower fees should be 
charged. 

• Monitor and assess tourists' overall 
experie.~ces of the site, including 
concession business(es). 

• Assess the ecological condition of and 
changes to sites that have been made 
newly accessible by the fee system 

• Evaluate data from the sibove mamtorirg 
activities. 

• Implement needed changes based an 
evaluations. Conside' (i) inc'easing or 
decreasing the fees according to visitor 
responses I patterns ana price 
responsiveness (willingness to pay 
studies). concession business profits. 
etc . (ii) improving materials provided at 
entrance fee collection points and 

~····-··-···········--·-·---·······-···---···-··-·· _J ____ ..... ~~~·n_bJ~~~5Jm; ta.king 
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2 FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT PHASE 

measures to 
that will harm the environment and 
detract :rom visitors' experience: and (iv) 
taking measures to improve financial 
accounting systems. 

As appropriate, implement other elements of a TUF 
system (e.g. scuba diving permits, hotel room 
taxes, etc.) 

2.1 Overview of Feasibility Assessment 

A feasibility study can be designed to cover anywhere from one specific TUF (e.g. e~trance fee) to a 
comprehensive system of TUFs. in tr,e case of site-based TUFs, typically the site will commission an 
expert in ecotounsm to conduct an in-depth feasibility study, which often takes several months to 
complete, and can cost in the US$25,000 range. More rapid, less expensive feasibility assessments can 
be conducted using the tools provided below, the resources listed in this Guide, and limited technical 
assistance. Below are generic terms of reference covering a comprehensive feasibility study of TUF 
options, along with 5 worksheet tools (TUF1-5) for summarlzi1g and analyzing data collected dunng the 
feasibility study. Depending on the level of detail of the feasibility study, some of these tools may be 
more appropriate for Jse in an lmplemantation Phase. These tools emphasize entrance and concession 
fees, giver their recognition as the most broadly applicable TUFs. 

As indicated in the Stepwise Methodology Section above, before proceeding with a feasibility study, the 
planning process should begin by defining the purposes of the user-fee program. The basic orientation 
may be to adequately finance environmental protection; finance tourism management in the protected 
area: to provide installations that promote user enioyment or economic development: to limit use while 
increasi.ng revenues; or some combination of these and other factors. 

Feasibility studies car then analyze key factors that may affect the success of the program and the 
specific fee options to be used. Feasibility assessments need to either be carried out as part of larger 
efforts to develop ecotourism management plans, or need to incorporate key elements of existing plans. 

2.2 Generic Terms of Reference (TOR) for Feasibility Assessment: Overview 

[FILL IN NAME] .'Jational Park (FNP) is [FILL IN NAME] ha. in size and located in [FILL IN PROVINCE] of 
[FILL IN COUNTRY]. It has extensive attributes which make it attractive as an ecotourism destination, 
including [FILL IN ATTRIBUTES]. Ir order to effectively protect and manage Iha biodiversity and other 
natural resources of the park, a long-term, sustainable financing system is required. Initial planning 
discussions have ident1fiea touris01-based user tees (TUFs) as an important potential element ;n such a 
system Already. modest revenues are being gererated through park entrance fees OpportL.nities seem 
to exist for raising entrance fees and putting in place a variety of other user fees. To examine these 
opportunities in-depth [NAME OF CONTRACTING ENTITY] is commissioning a feasibility study of a 
range of TUF options for financing conservation of FNP. 

The study will collect extensive information and evaluate key issues and conditions influencing the 
feasibility of TUFs n FNP. Through on~site interviews, collection and analysis of existing data and other 
activities, the consultant will conduct an overall analysis of t~e current status of ecotouris01 in the area. 
Through exte"lsive interviews with tourism operators and other local businesses, park staff, tourists, local 
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community leaders and other stakeholders, the consultant will collect and analyze relevant Information 
and cecommend specific options for viable TUFs In addition, the consultant will Interview relevant 
governmental officials to assess opportunities for the generation of proprietary mcame that is channeled 
directly into conservation activities at FNP, There may be a oeed for lobbying various government 
agencies for allocation of these funds, This should be identified in the early stages of the TUF's 
development (see Bunaken case study), 

2.3 Generic Terms of Reference (TOR) for Feasibility Assessment 

OBJECTIVES: 

To assess the feasibility of a tourism user fee program designed to generate long-term funding to 
conservation of FNP, More specifically, the objectives are to: 

• Assess the current status of ecotourism and identify actions required to improve the ecotourism 
experience and visitor flows in support of a TUF program, 

• Assess specific issues regarding the feasibility of entrance fee and concession fee programs, and 
recommend next steps, 

• Assess opportunities for implementing other types of TUFs, 

TASKS: 

1, General assessment of ecotourism cooditions and issues 
• Describe the major ecotourism attractions (assets) and related recreational activities, 
• Document current visitation volume and recent visitor flow trends: provide detailed visitor 

demographic data as available (e,g, % and total number of high end tourists, backpackers, other 
categories: % and total number of foreign and domestic tourists, age group breakdowns; % and 
total numbers of visitors participating in key recreational activities such as diving I snorkeling, 
hiking, birdwatching, etc,) 

• Document acceptable limits of change from visitor impacts, and assess major environmental impact 
issues (e,g, identify major threats posed by ecotourism, and options for mitigating such threats), 

• Summarize tourism infrastructure issues, including reliability of and access by various modes of 
transport, communications, accommodations, etc, 

• Describe the quality and breadth of existing visitor services, and recommend measures for 
upgradi.ng such services, 

• Identify major obstacles to expanding visitation, and recommend measures for addressing such 
obstacles as appropriate (e,g, more trained guides, expansion of accommodations), 

• Describe any existing TUF mechanisms, and summarize the success of such mechanisms, 
• Describe support for TUFs from current tourism operators 

2, Assessment of general conditions for a TUF Program 

Describe and analyze key conditions required to put in place an effective TUF Program, inclucing: 
• Polit;cal conditions: Support for TUF Program of key national gove"nment ministries and local 

government agencies, local communities, domestic tourists, and other important stakeholder 
groups: support for proprietary income: support for needed infrastructure improvements, 

• Economic con::iitions: Potential to generate significant revenues; strong willingness of fore;gn and 
domestic tourists to pay TUFs: existence or likelihood of funding for start-up of TUF Prog"am and 
needed infrastructure improvements; accounting systems to track and monitor fee collection 

• Legal: Legal regime exists or could be put in place to support TUF Program (including specific fees 
such as entrance and concession lees) and to support proprietary allocation of income 

• Other Organ1zat1onal capacity of government to execute TUF Program, business expertise to 
operate concessions, ecotounsm marketing expertise, overall potential for sustainable tourism to 
be developed, potential of touriSIT' operators to support TUFs, required staff training, 
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3 Assess in-depth feasibility of an entrance fee program 
• If an existing entrance fee is charged, summarize how the program is structured and document the 

revenue generation trends, assess the success of the program, 
• Assess visitor demographic issues correlated with revenue projections and analyze visitor· 

marketing strategies (e.g, raising visitor ftow versus attracting higher portions of high-end tourists), 
• Conduct a 'willingness-to-pay' survey of visitors to help calculate optimal fee pricing. 
• Assess the optimal number and location of entrance-fee collect.Jon points, staffing resources and 

equipment required, and other practical issues to consider in establishing an entrance fee program. 
• Assess appropriate mechanisms of entrance fee collection given the circumstances of the park. 
• Evaluate the applicability and revenue potential over a 10-year period of various pricing schemes 

for determining entrance charges (e.g. peak load pricing. comparable pricing, marginal-cost pricing, 
multi-tiered pricing and differential pricing). Document key assumptions, 

• OuUine an entrance fee pricing scheme and rates, and project 10-year revenue flows. Draw on 
price responsiveness (willingness to pay) survey results and vary key parameters (e.g. visitation 
flows, prices, on-site income retention rates, etc. Document key assumptions. 

• Recommend a pilot entrance-fee program to test the fee-pricing scheme over 1 year, following by a 
process for adjusting the lee to the appropriate level. 

;L, Assess in-depth feasibility of a concession fee program 
• If a concession •ee program exists, summarize how the program is structured and document the 

revenue generation trends: assess the success of the program. 
• Assess current business services being provided to visitors (e.g. food, accommodations. 

equipment rental equipment, etc.); determine which serv1ces would be most appropriate for 
inclusion in a concession fee program. 

• Conduct a survey of visitors to determine additional concessions required. 
• Evaluate applicability and revenue potential over a 10-year period of various concession fee 

structures and prices (e.g. auction/bidding for licenses, flat fee, percent at gross receipts, percent 
of net income). 

• Recommend a pilot concession fee pricing scheme and rate(s), and project 10-year revenue flows. 
Draw on comparable systems in operation at other protected areas and vary key parameters. 

5 Assess feasibility of otber TUFs 
• Conduct a ccarse assessment of the feasibility of other TUFs (e.g. licenses, permits, recreational 

fees) and recommend which, if any, deserve fL.rther in-depth assessment. 

6 Financial projections and related issues 
• On the basis of the above, develop 10-year revenue projections drawing from all fee mechanisms 

determined to be viable or particularly promising, 

7. 'Jext steps 

Recommend specific next steps for establishing an entrance fee program, 
• Reccmmend specific next steps for establish mg a concession fee program. 
• Reccmmend other specific next steps for implementing a TUF program including sequencing of 

steps. 

DELIVERABLES: 

1 Feas1b11Jtv repart A prelimirary report capturmg ali of the task points outlined above will be submitted 
to a 'Review Team' for comments and discussion prior to the finalization of the report for submission to 
the contractor. A final report will be submitted in W'itlen and electronic form, 

;,>. Contact list List of key contacts (name, title, address, email, phone number) will be attached to final 
report 

3. Bnefirgs, Concluding briefings will be provided in [LIST CITIES] to summarize preliminary results for 
contractor and other interested stakeholders. 
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STAFFING AND TIMETABLE: 

The project will be implemented during the period [FILL IN]. A preliminary report will be due an [FILL IN 
DATE] and a final report will be due on [FILL IN DATE]. The level of effort will require a total of [FILL IN 
#]consultant days. [IF A TEAM OF CONSUL TANTS:J The consulting team will consist of: [FILL IN 
NAMES, BREAKDOWN OF DAYS AND ROLES]. 

2.4 Worksheet Tools for Carrying Out Feasibility Assessment 

Six worksheets have been developed to assist the feasibility stage. Instructions for how to use these 
tools. followed by images of the worksheets, are provided below. These worksheets are intended as 
generic tools to help summarize and analyze relevant information gathered during the feasibility stage. 
They will need to be customized to some degree for every site. 

The worksheets file is in Microsoft Excel format To edit and change them for your use, it is 
recommended to first save the file to your hard drive. 

Click here to link to TUF Worksheets (this will open Microsoft Excel. Click 'Enable Macros" when 
prompted. To edit and change the worksheet for your use. it is recommended to save it first to your hard 
drive.} 

Instructions for TUF1 ("Conditions" see next page): Summary of analysis of key conditions for 
successful TUF Program 

TUF1 is designed to help analyze the key conditions needed for a successful TUF Program. 

1. Review the general structure of the worksheet, including data input categories (columns and 
rows) provided as defaults; modify as needed. 

2. Column 1 lists a variety of condttions under the gereral headings: political, economic. legal and 
other. For each condition, assign a relative ranking score (1-5 scale, with 5 being the highest) in 
the appropriate column to the right 

In analyzing these conditions for success, the following key analysis questions should be answered: 
• Are there some conditions which are particularly important In this local setting? What are their 

scores? How could these conditions be improved ii necessary? 
• Are there a sufficient number of medium (3) or higher scores. suggesting a goad likelihood of 

success? 
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Instructions for TUF2 ("Total 10-year revenues"): Worksheet for calculating revenues from a TUF 
Program 

TUF2 is designed to help calculate potential revenues over a 10-year period from a comprehensive TUF 
Program 

1. Review the data input categories (rows) provided as defaults; modify as needed 

2. Total number of visitors and total revenues from various sources can be entered manually m the 
appropriate cells for years 1-10 However. the real power behmd this worksheet is found in 
TUF3. TUF3 acts as a control panel that enables users to enter key park visitation and entrance 
fee parameters which will automatically calculate the numbers of foreign and domestic visitors 
and entrance fee revenues for TUF2. Be aware that if you enter amounts directly into the 
number of visitors and entrance fee cells, you will eliminate the underfying equations and 
will need to download a new version of the worksheet to re-gain them. 

3 Other revenue categories found in the first column ofTUF2 such as concession fees and 
permits and licenses are not automatically generated from other worksheets. You should enter 
revenue estimates covering Years 1 -10 directiy into these cells based on feasibility study 
research. pricing recommendations, and best estimates. Leave the "total" rows blank for now. 
Formulas are embedded in the worksheet to automatically calculate total revenues from the 
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various fee mechanisms (e.g. total entrance fees). Also, formulas are embedded to automatically 
calculate the % of total revenues generated by individual income rows. Document key 
assumptions on page 2 of the worksheet. 

In analyzing this information, key questions to consider include: 
• Which mechanisms offer the greatest revenue potential over time? 
• Which mechanisms offer the greatest revenue potential in the near-term? 
• What portion of total protected area funding needs could be met through a TUF Program? 

- - ,,.. .... .... .... - .... .... .... ..... 
... __ 1~J,,_ ___ _l~_[ ___ J~]-~-~~j 1"'6; _ ___ 1::-- 1:1 "'' "" llJ4HiVIA!:~~•oX<T>tfl0< 
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Instructions for TUF3: The "Entrance Fee Calculator" 

Worksheet TUF3 is a powerful "control panel" that enables users to calculate entrance-fee revenues by 
entering data for up to 10 key park visitation parameters. Highly detailed revenue scenario spreadsheets 
are generated based on the t:ser's best estimates of such variables as visitation levels and entrance fees. 
The resulting potential revenue streams can then be viewed in much greater detail (and further relined) in 
worksheets TUF2 and TUF4. TUF3 in combination with TUF2 and TUF4 can be used to help calculate 
and analyze potential revenues from an entrance fee program, and help decide on the most appropriate 
fee rates. 

The 10 parameters that users can manipulate (as illustrated on the following page) are: 

A different levels of pncing for the four types of visitors (domestic vs. foreign; standard vs. student) 

B. the rate of fee increase (for example 5% per year) 

C. the time period between -ate increases (for example the rate increase occurs once every~ years) 

D. three alternative pricing options (Low, mid-range, and high-range) 

E. seasonal orice changes (high-season prices and low-season prices) 

F total number of years of revenue forecast (1-20 years) 

G. number of visitors (separate estimates can be made for the four types of visitors) 

H, rate of annual increase of visitors (separate estimates can be made for the four types of visitors) 

I. retention rate (the percentage of entrance fees that the park keeps) 

J. three different visitation levels (high, medium, and low visitation levels) 

When you open the tourism worksheets you will be directed to TUF3 (the spreadsheet tab at the bottom 
of screen is named "EntranceFee-start"). Parameters A- J are set to default values at opening. You 
can reset all parameters to zero, or reset them to the starting sample data using the gray shaded buttons 
at the bottom right of the spreadsheet. Be aware that once you start entering your own data, clicking 
these gray sample data buttons will reset all the parameter values and you may Jose your input 
data! It is highly recommended that you save a copy of the worksheets to your hard drive and save your 
data frequently. 

Start by familiarizing you~self with the layout of this spreadsheet Users will note that there are many ce!ls 
with small red triangles in the top right corner. If you hover your mouse over these red triangles comment 
boxes will open that provide further expJanal!ons. 

There are two key areas where you can enter data: the "ENTRANCE FEE" levels on the left-center of the 
screer and the "VISITATION LEVELS" on the right-center You can begin exploring this tool by entering 
new data in the orange colored fields. You will replace the default values which are entered only as 
examples. Pale yellow fields for prices will change automatically according to a pre-set formula (e.g. 
foreign students total 115 of standard visitors, domestic v1s1tors account for 1110 of the foreign), but these 
pale yellow fields can also be overwritten by the user. 

1 Enter new numbers for the entrance fee prices (A). Ideally these estimates would be based on 
price resoonsiveness (willingness to pay) surveys. Note that as you change the entrance fees 
the "potential total revenue" amoJnt in the box at the bottom of the sheet will change accordingly. 
(note: you can char.ge the category names for the visitor types to suit your needs). 

2. Next try changing the f'urnber of visitors per year for each o! the four types of visitors (G). You 
will see that the potential total revenue will again change as well as the "total visitor" displayed 
abcve it You can set an annual percentage growth rate for visitation levels through input (H). 
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3. The default setting for the potential total revenue box shows the results for only one year. 
However, in the green-shaded area is a drop-<Jown box (F) where you can define the number of 
years to display the total revenue results. For example selecting "5" will display the "potential total 
revenue" over 5 years. 

A. ¥isrtor prices • % fee increase C. freC!-Jency of fee increase 

/ 
I 

F. number of years to calculate r:f. number ofvisrtors 
I I 

H. rate of Visitor increase I. park retention rate J. 3 'tisitation levels 

4. Parameter (B) enables users to set a regular percentage increase in the park entrance fee(s) and 
parameter (C) lets you define how often that increase is applied, for example every year, every 
other year, once every 5 years, etc. Changing these parameters as well as (H) will effect total 
revenues for multi-year projections. 

5. As you familiarize yourself with entering this data continue to check and see how these changes 
affect the detailed revenue sheets of TUF2 and TUF4 (more details about TUF4 are found in the 
next section). 

The complexity and level of analysis of TUF3 can be significantly expanded through the use of the "radio 
buttons" labelled (D), (E), (I), and (J) found on the lower right side of the screen above. The default 
setting for these buttons (as shown above, and when you open TUF3) is the simpler of the two available 
options. Choosing the more complex alternative in each case will open up new data entry windows in 
TUF3. The image below shows TUF3 with (D), (E), (1), and (J) set to the more complex options You 
can experiment working with each of these options one at a time, or work on several at once. In the 
beginning it is recommended that you work on one variable at a time to fully understand the impact it has 
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within TUF3 as well as on TUF2 and TUF4. Note: If you use the radio button to return to the simpler 
option, for example show only one scenario rather than three, you will not lose the more complex levels of 
data you entered. 

TUF3: ENTRANCE FEE CALCULATOR 
Worksheet for entering data and displaying rosulls 

l:t.'2S.-l-1t"tlll 
i ~' Prlet •II PM 

6. Click the "Show 3 pricing options" button (D). The spreadsheet will automatically create data 
input areas for low, mid-range, and high-range entrance fees and insert default values for these 
three options for the four types of visitors. Note that the "mid-range" price option for each 
category of visitor is the same previous default setting. Once again, you can enter data in the 
orange colored field and it will calculate values for the pale yellow field, but you can change all of 
these default values. The potential total revenue window now displays all 3 pricing options. 

7. Clicking the "Show 3 visitation scenarios" button (J) opens up new data input windows (low, mid, 
and high-range) for each visitor category. Changing these numbers will affect the potential total 
revenue accordingly. Total number of visitors for each of the scenarios is also displayed. 

8. Clicking the" 2 Seasons" button (D) will double the data inputs for the ENTRANCE FEE and 
VISITATION LEVELS windows. You will now have the ability to define low and high season 
entrance fees, low and high season visitor levels and even differentiate low and high season 
annual visitor growth rates. 

9. Finally, radio button (I) enables users to define the park's entrance fee retention rate. This 
represents a percentage of all entrance fees that is available for local conservation activities by 
the park. This option is important, as parks frequently cannot keep all of the fees they collect, but 
must return some percentage to a central government budget You can re-set the retention rate 
to any appropriate percentage. The potential total revenue box will display the numbers for the 
retention rate you define and compare them to an ideal retention rate of 100%. 
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Instructions for TUF4 ("Entrance fee revenues"): Worksheet for calculating detailed revenue 
projections from a TUF Program 

As noted, the values entered In TUF3 will be carried over into TUF4. TUF4 can show revenues al a much 
greater level of detail than the "potential total revenue" box in TUF3. Familiarize yourself with the 
structure of TUF4. Note that cells In orange are carried over from TUF3 and should be changed via 
TUF3. Cells in pale blue are calculated based or the values in the orange cells, but can be changed 
manually, although this will over.vrite the embedded formula for that cell. 

1. These worksheets will display entrance fees, visitation levels and their correspondbg revenues 
for a period of 20 years. Note that upon opening this worksheet data is shown for years 1 - 10 in 
the pale blue cells and a total figure is given for the full 20 years. Gray colored cells in the top 
right of the screen enable users to expand the worksheet and show details for all 20 years. 

2. In the open worksheet at the top of the screen entrance fee prices am broken down and 
displayed for: the four categories of visitors: low vs. high season: and the three pricing scenarios. 

3. Towards the bottom of the screen are three control buttons that will open up worksheets that 
display highly detailed revenue projections. These three control buttons correspond to the three 
visitation levels (low. mid-range and high-range). You can open up these worksheets one at a 
time to explore and work with them 

4. Explore the Scenario 1 (low visitation) worksheet by clicking the "Show Scenario 1" button. 
Notice that the starting amounts and growth rates correspond to the figures in TUF3. Embedded 
formulas will automatically calculate values for Years 2 - 10 You can input specific values of 
your choice in any given cell that represents a yearly figure. Doing so will impact the values of 
the years that follow. Again, overwriting the formula in a cell will remove the embedded formula. 
You can restore the formula by highlighting the cell to the left (assuming that cell's formula is still 
intact) and dragging that cell from the BOTIOM RIGHT CORNER where a small black box 
appears. Save your work frequently to your hard drive, if you ever make a mistake you can't 
correct, you can revert to your last saved data set 

5. Finally, notice that the revenue sheets also display the revenues that would result from four 
possible entrance fee retention rates: 100%, 75%. 50%, and the retention rate that you have 
defined o~ TUF3. 

In analyzing this information, key questions and principals to consider include: 

Three principal factorsin determining entrance-fee levels: 
• Price resoonsiveness (willingness to pay) for access to a managed area by the visitor This is 

determined by surveying visitors to the site. If an entrance fee is currently being charged that is not 
based on willlrgness to pay, visitors can be asked if It is the right amount and what the maximum Is 
that they would pay. The survey format might provide a range of entrance fee options to choose 
from. 

• A comparison of fees charged at other similar sites in similar circumstances. Remember to allow 
for differences m natural I cultural attractions, infrastructure development, etc. 

• The need to cover costs associated with provision and maintenance of recreational opportunities. 
A minimum level of revenue to be generated from entrance fees and other user fees should be at 
least enough to properly finance costs incurred by area management in providing ecotourism 
ooportunities. 

Questions to consider include: 
• How significant are the differentials in revenue generation between Scenarios# 1 #2, and #3. 
• Under the different visitation scenarios. in order to meet revenue targets, how should pricing and 

retention rates be adjusted, including over time, to take into account visitor flows? 
• How wlii the op!fmal entrance fee change over time? 
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Instructions for TUF5 ("Concession fees"): Worksheet for supporting concession fee pricing and 
structure decisions 

TUF5 is designed to help calculate potential revenues from a concession fee program (comparing four 
pricing schemes: auction/bidding; flat fee; percent of gross receipts; percent of net income) and to help 
decide on the most appropriate scheme. 

1. Review the general schemes and data input categories (rows) under each scheme provided as 
defaults; modify as needed. 

2. Under the auction! bidding scheme, input the estimated winning bid for the concession and enter 
that figure in Year 1 in the corresponding row. An embedded formula will automatically calculate 
3% annual increases in this fee for each of the next 9 years to account for inflation. You can 
change this calculation as needed. For example, you may want to build in higher fees for license 
renewal in future years. 

3. Under the fiat fee scheme. input the three fee rates in the Year 1 column (low. medium and high 
rate). An embedded formula will automatically calculate 3% annual increases in this fee for each 
of the next 9 years to account for inflation. You can change this calculation as needed. For 
example. you may want to build in much higher flat fees in future years. 

4. Underthe percent of gross rece•pts scheme. input the estimated total gross income in the 
appropriate row. Embedded formulas will automatically calculate 3% annual increases in gross 
receipts for each of the next 9 years, and will automatically calculate revenues based on 2%, 5% 
and 7% of gross in the three rows below this. If you decide to change these percentages, make 
corresponding changes in the formulas built into each cells for these rows. 

5. Under the percent of net income scheme, input the estimated total gross income and operational 
costs in the appropnate row under Year 1. Embedded formulas w!ll automatically calculate total 
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net income, and 3 % annual increases for each of the next 9 years. Also, formulas will 
automatically calculate revenues based on 2%, 5% and 7% of net in the three rows celow this If 
you decide to change these percentages, make corresponding changes built into each cells for 
these rows. 

6. Document key assumptions behind your data. 

In analyzing this information, key questions to consider include: 
• Which pricing schemes offer the greatest revenue potential over time? 
• Which schemes offer the greatest revenue potential in the near-term? 
• How might revenues fluctuate as concessionaires grow their businesses? 

Click here to link to TUF Worksheets (this will open Microsoft ExceL Click "Enable Macros" when 
prompted.) To edit and change the worksheet for your use, it 1s 
recommended to save it first to your hard drive.) 

3 IMPLEMENTATION 

If the feasibility assessment concludes that TUFs are indeed viable, then the major actors enter into an 
implementation phase, which can take several months to complete. The key implementation steps are 
outlined in the Stepwise Methodology (Steps 4 - 10) above Worksheets TUF2-5 provide some practical 
tools for pricing and structural decisions for enlrance and concessions fees TUF6 below provides a 
practical tool far organizing the major steps ma TUF Program. 

Note: There may be additional steps required prior to actual implementation of the TUFs, including major 
stakeholder consultal!on (particularly with the tourism sector operating in the park, whose support is 
essential) and stakeholder socialization, lobbying government for allocation of funding (this can take 
considerable time) Additionally, it is important to implement a pilot phase of TUF implementation to 
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assist socialization of the process, as well as to test different assumptions and fine tune the 
implementation process. In most instances it will be better to start with a slightly lower fee, not to raise 
the expectations of those receiving revenue from the lees (in many instances government will require a 
percentage of the revenues from the lees) This lee can be adjusted following the pilot phase of 
implementation. 

Instructions tor TUF6: Worksheet for organizing TUF Action Plan 

TUF6 is designed to assist a methodical approach to implementing a TUF Action Plan, organized around 
key actions, assignments. deadlines, status and other information. 

1 Review the general data input categories (rows and columns) provided as defaults; modify as 
needed. 

2. Under each action (row) for entrance and concession fees, fill in information for the deadline, the 
lead person/entity assigned to the action, the current status and any other relevant notes. 

3. Update the information on a regular basis and use the worksheet as an agenda for planning 
meetings. 

4. Insert relevant actions (rows) for any other user fees being brought on stream, and follow similar 
steps as those described above 
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4 RESOURCES 
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(email: leclerc@dts.mg) 

Lindberg, K. and D. Hawkins (eds.). 1993. Ecotourism: A guide for planners and managers. Volumes 1 
and 2., N. Bennington, Vermont: The Ecotourism Society, 1998. (See "Economic Issues in 
Ecotourism Management," Volume 1; and "Economic Aspects of Ecotourism," Volume 2) 

Lindberg. Kand J Enriquez . no date. An Analysis of Ecotourism's Economic Contribution to 
Conservation and Development in Belize. A report prepared for World Wildlife Fund (US) 
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Lindberg K 1991. Policies fer Maximizing Nature Tourism's Ecologicai and Economic Benefits. 
International Conservation Financing Project Working Paper, World Resources Institute. 

Lindberg K. 2001. Protected Area Visitor Fees Overview. Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable 
Touris11. Griffith University. Atistralia. 

Solano, P 2001. Concess1ones Para Ecoturismo: Econegocios para ei Uevo Mulenio -Alcances 
Legales y Propuestas. Sociedad Peruana de Derecho Amoiental (www.spda.org.pe) 

Steck. B .. Strasdas. W. and Gustedt, E. Tourism in Technical Cooperation. 1999. A guide to the 
conception. planning and implementation of project-accompanying measures in regional 
rural development and nature co.nservation. GTZ (1999). 

Quebec Declaration on Ecotourism, 2002 

4.2 Web Sites 

• Ecotourism Club CC- the Ecotourism Portal http:llwww.ecotourism.cc/ Comprehensive search 
engine and links for ecotourism information. 

• The International Ecotourism Society http://www.ecotourism.org/ Ecotourism publications from 
the International Ecotourism Society. Information for prospective ecotourists and professionals in the 
field, with information for the latter categorized according to research, conservation, and ousiness. 

• DocL.ments specific to L<ser fees can be found at: http:llwww.ecotourism.org/retiesselfr.html 

• The Inter-Sectoral Unit for Tourism, Organisation of American States 
http://www.oas.org!TQURISMlhome,htm Information in Spamsh on tourism issues 1n the Americas 

• The Nature Conservancy http://nature.org/ecotourism/ Information about The Nature 
Conservancy's ecotourlsm program, including publications on visitor use fees. 

• Planeta.com: Eco-travels in Latin Amenca http:/Jwww.planeta.comi Cleannghouse for practical 
ecotourism, with scholarly reports, online forums, and conferences. 

• Kenya Wildlife Service. http://www.kws.org/newtariffs.htm Information about Kenya's system of 
par~ entrance and other tourism user fees. You may have to cut and paste this link into your web 
browser. 
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4.3 Case Study References 

• 11 African Countries - Comparison of pricing and entrance fee policies in Krug 12000). Comparison 
of organised safaris see page 12 in tnamdar!Merode (1999). 

• Malaysia - See Stecker (1996} 

• Belize/Mexico - See detailed analysis of tourism management case sti..dies in several protected 
areas a~d recommendations in Strasdas (2000) 

• Costa Rica - Price elasticity for international visitors demonstrated for several parks in Lindberg 
2001. Table 1. 

• Australia -A •ecent (2000) review of entrance. camping, and other fees corducted as part of the 
Nature Tourism National Review project is summarized in Lindber:g (2001, Annex 3). 

• New Zealand - National system of concession fees, facility & service charges: (See pages 49·51; 
Phillips, A Financing Protected Areas: Guidelines for Protected Area Managers. IUCN (2000). 

• US, Canada, Costa Rica, Belize - A study of visitor fee experience in these countries: Brown {2001 ). 

• Canada - Thorough analysis of user fee policy isst.es in Eagles 1999). 

• South Africa - The Natal Parks Board system of income generation from visitor accommoaations; 
http://www,wildnetafrica.eo.za/kwazulunatalparks/profile/contrust.html, see also Eagles 1999) 

• Ecuador - Visitor use fees and concession systems in protected areas: Galapagos National Park 
Case Study - 04-2001 

TNC Ecotourism Program Case Study Technical Reports: 

• Results of The Nature Conservancy's Members Ecotr~veller Survey - 09·2000 

• ECOTOURISM IMPACTS MONITORING: A Review of Methodologies and Recommendations tor 
Developing Monitoring Programs in Latin America - 05-1999 
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4.4 Case study Summaries 

Nepal - entrance fees: Sagarmatha National Park (which contains Mt Everest and is a World Heritage 
site) has set up a system whe•eby 30% of the money collected by the park from mountaineering 
expeditions into the Everest is re-invested into the protection of the park. Since the mountaineering fees 
can be substantial (it costs about US$50,000 per expedition, with a total of about 5 expeditions per year) 
this system has helped generate some US$400-500.000 per year for activities to conserve the park. 
Anriapurna Conservation Area has obtained agreement from the Nepal government (by means of a 
special law to this effect) that the money collected from entry fees to the Conservation Area will be 
cha~neled directly to the conservation of the area via a local NGO, the King Mahendra Conservation 
Trust Every visitor to the Annapurna Conservation Area pays an entry fee of US$12 wrich, in 1996. 
generated some US$400,000 for the conservation of the Annapurna, more than enough to cover the 
costs of maintaining the site As a result of these experiences, the Nepal government is re-evaluatmg 
how it uses the entry fees collected at other parks (Mountain Institute, 1997) 

Ecuador: Entry fees and donations in Galapagos National Park. The Galapagos Islands in Ecuador 
are one of the most visited and recognized World Heritage sites in the world. Because of the islands' 
popularity as a tourist destination, the Galapagos National Park finds it relatively easy to finance a large 
part of its operations by charging a high entry fee and obtaining donations from visitors to the islands. The 
islands attract around 60,000 foreign tourists per year, each of whom pays a US$100 park entry fee, 
thereby generating about US$5 million per year. Jn addition, tourists spend around US$390 to fly to the 
Galapagos from mainland Ecuador. and a minimum of US$1000 For a typical 8-day boat trip to visit the 
islands Most visitors stay on a cruise s.~ip or charter live-aboard boats In addition, each of the two main 
tour boat operators now guarantees a minimum of US$100,000 in tourist donations per year from their 
passengers to support Galapagos conservation projects. IF the tourists do not make the donations 
themselves. tour companies pay the difference. m the Galapagos. the law which raised park entry Fees 
also required that all revenue from this fee be used to pay for costs associated with operating the park. 
The law is very specific on the use of the Funds. It requires that "40% of the revenues collected from entry 
fees must be used to pay for salaries and other direct expenses of operating the park; 30% must go to 
local government authorities for. e.g. construction of sewage treatment facilities; 10% must go to a 
Galapagos development institute; 5% for operating an inspection and quarantine system; 5% to the riavy 
for patrolling the pa•k; 5% for the Galapagos marine reserve; and 5% to the national parks agency for 
expenses of managing the national park system as a whole." (For more information: See Benitez, 2001 ). 

Bonaire: Marine park scuba diving fee and WTP survey. 
Bonaire is a smail island (288 km2) situated in the Southern Caribbean. It is surrounded by fringing reefs 
that a·e easily accessible and have provided the island with a valuable resource for the tounsm industry. 
the island's economic mainstay. About 50,000 tourists visit the island each year, half of them scuba 
divers. To protect these important resources for the tourism industry. Bonaire Marine Pack (BMP) was 
established 1n 1979. Tne park covered the area from the high-water mark down to 60 meters, including 
all 2700 hectares of coral reefs, margroves and seagrass beds. It is a multiple use park with fishing and 
diving restricted in certain zones. The pafK was started with initial four-year funding and administration 
assistance from National Parks Foundation of the Netherlands Antilles (an NGO), which enabled a 
mooring system to be installed. The park functioned until the NGO's funds ran out, when, although 
supported by dive ope•ators. it became little more than a paper park. BMP was revitalized in 1991 witr 
bilateral assistance from the Dutch Government under tne conditions that the park had ta be self
financ1ng within a new 3-year term of funding. Self-financing was achieved by the end of 1992 when a 
US$10 diver fee was introduced following a willingness-to-pay survey (see below). This is the system 
under with the park currently operates. The fee is collected through the dive operators. who are required 
to participate in annual courses, All revenues from fees collected through the park are used only for the 
management of the park. Tre income generated through the sale of the diver badges (tags) covers the 
salaries and operational costs of the park. The BMP staff incl;,ides a manager, four full time rangers and 
three shared administrative staff with the Washington-Slagbaa1 terrestnal park. Operational costs include 
boat and vehicle rra!ntenance and running costs, the maintenance of the 70 public dive moorings, 
research and monitoring programs and educational activities for the local children and teachers. For 
specific projects, the Park has to look to grant fending agencies for suppo'1 Income from divers has 
gradually increased as the number of divers has been increasing, while the US$i0 fee has remained in 
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Imposing: us.er fees in Nature-Based Tourism (_Ni31) contem h.as: been a conrrovl!'rsial issue. Base<i on the 
notions of justice ;md fairness. this study extende<i previous work examining the relationship oen.veen 
attitudes toward user fees .Jnd spending support In a proposed structural rnode! of price fairness, fee 
spending suptxirt. and willingness to pay {WTI'). thts paper identified the antecede-nts ofWfP user fees, 
and empirically examined to what extent the data fit the mod.et Furthermore, the moderating role of 
place attachrni'nt in the n1odel V..'d.S Investigated by using multiple-group strucrura! equation modeling, 
Subject:.S (n """562) were recreational tourists to a forest area in the soudleast US. Results r?Vealed that 
spending support partially played a mMfating role in the relationship between perce'ived price fairness 
and WTP user fee5. A multiple-group invariance rP.st also demonsaate<i that \Vhile the de-gr-ee of place 
identity moderated the effect of price fairness on spending support. the degree ofpla~ dependence did 
not influence: t:J1e relationships ;imong the rlntece<ients of WIP. 

1. Introduction 

Since the est;:iblishn1ent of the Fee Den)onstrJtion Program in 
1996 and its replacement by the Federal Lands Re<:reation 
Enhanrement Act (FLRfA) in Ul04. the legJtimacy of charging fees 
in Nature-Based Tourism (NBT) contexts has been a controversial 
issue in the Us. (McC!.rvi!Fe. 11.eiling. S. White, 1996: Reynisdottir, 
Son«. & Agn.isa. 2008), ln1posing user fees: for access to natural 
resources has been considered an effective visitor management tooi 
in coping with social and/or environmental impacts (e.g. crowding, 
poor quality of facilities, or environmental concli'ms) on protect:ed 
areas (Cessiord·, 2000; Manning.. 1999). On the other hand, it has 
also been found that charges for using public leisure ~ervices could 
place constraints on some segments of prospective users (More & 
Stevens, 2000: sthneicter & Budtuk, 1999). Therefore. while the 
user fee policy of th~ national park and forest system has been 
justified from an economic perspective (I.e. alternative way to 
supplement insufficient government budget). the policy has been 
i..1lticized in terms of social justice (Nyaupane, Cr.iefe, & Burns, 
2'009). Thls is one of the m.tin reasons why nu.-nerous researchers 
have stcdied user fees from social psychological perspectives 
including fairness, equity. and wllllngness: to pay. 
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Research has also shown that if individuals agree with the 
purposes of fee spending (e.g. environmental protection). they are 
more likely to support user fees polity (KyJe, Absher, & Graefe, 
2003; Vogt II. Williams. l'l9!1: WiHIAmS. Vogt. !!. Vittme, 19§9), 
WHflilms et al. (1999) argued that if people understa.nd benefits 
from fees p<tid, they would be more willing to pay. However. VOgt 
and Witltuns (1999) found that p.lrk users tended to support user 
fees only '.vhen the revenues were used to maintain runent service 
provision rather than t-O develop ne-w service programs. That is, 
campers who were given the ·maintaining· fee purpo5e condition 
generally agreed with the fee purpose more than those- given 
·improving' condition in the experiment 

More recently, Kyle- et .il (200j) observed that place attachment 
can also pta:y a role in the way recreationists respond to fees for 
µublic land recreation" They observed that the place identity 
dimension ofpl.u:e att.lchmenr played a significant moderating role 
in the relationship between visitors' .tttitudes toward fee program 
and spending support. For individuals who expressed an emotional 
attachment to the resource (i.e .. place identity), there was 
a stronger relationship between their attitudes toward the fee 
program and their support for spendJng fee revenue on activities 
related to resource conservation. 

Although thi.s previous work has contributed to building 
a conceptllal framework for understanding the effect of attitudes 
toward fee program on fee spendlng support. it has also ratserl 
additional research question .such as using alternative nodons 



J.Y. Onmg e\ af / TouITTm Mam;rgzwent 32 (laJ ! ; 1iJ38 -1046 1'.139 

related to attitudes. In their study, ~ rt .at (2003) defined the 
attitudes as over-ail feeling about user fees, i:,.ut dld not deal with 
a fairness aspect, one of the most challenging but important factors 
influencing attitudes toward recreation fees (~ et al, 
lfJMJ Over the yea:rs. only a few researchers have attempted to 
empirically test the effect cf perceived fairness on attitude toi,vard 
user fees(~~ & ._. 2llQQ; ~ ot al., 1!1!1111; 
l'arlt. ill!:s. i::m. ~. ~ JOOli). 

Therefore, the main goal of t:1is study is to extend previous 
research on the moderating role of plate attachment on the rela
tionship between attitudes toward fees and spending support by 
adcptingt:-te notions of justice and fai:rness. Different from previous 
work, this stud.y proposE;;: a model of price fairness and fee 
spending suppcrt by adding vvillingness to pay (VVTP) because on!y 
a fe\.V researchers have examined VVTP in the context of price 
fairnes::s 1n spite (lf its importance (Ajz:en et at. 2000; k~ &. 
Mieg. 20QI). Thls study also involves testing of a conceptual 
model in \.vhich three constructs (price fairness, spending support, 
and place att.1chment) are predictors of\VTP. Tei::hnicaHy, structural 
equation modeling (SEM) j<; used i!l favor of advantage!l of SEM 
v..·hich can accurately estimate latent variables by i::ontroHJng for 
measurement error in comparison to multiple regression in 
previous studies. Accordingly, this study has three objectives: l) to 
determine a moder that hetter shows the relationships between the 
proposed antecedents and \1VTP user fees, 2} to examine the
mediating ro!e of spending support on the relatlcr:1ship between 
price fairness and VVD>, anci 3) to invest!g.ate th~ nK1dr"atlng rnle of 
p!;:ice attac~ment on the relationships tested ln the model. Based on 
the study objectives and literature review in the following section, 
four hypotheses in the conceptual n1odel i.vill be formulated. 

2- Literature review 

2, 1. User fees 

Entrance or user fees in a Natun·~Based Tourism (NBT) context 
have been utilized as effective visitor management toois. F~·nrn 

a park 1nanage:rial perspective, Bucldey (2003) argued that user fees 
genera Hy can change visitors' be!'1avior by: controHingoveraU visitor 
nu1nbers. diverting a particular recreat:"Jn activity to a specific are<1. 
a~dfor encouraging visit:::irs to redure individual per capita impacts 
during particular activities. Ho"vever, he pointed out that charging 
fees is only :Jne of the diverse optional tools available to achieve 
management goals. \.Yhlle, under some drcumstances, a smaH fee 
can have su!Jst.;intial influence on visitors· behavior, under other 
circu1nstances a l<ltge fee cau hardly have any influence on their 
behavior. This is also consistent \Vlth the contradictory :-esults of 
studies about the effect of entrcn<t:/uscr fees on visitors:' behavior, 
partkular!y, in low-income groups. \.VhBe some researchers have 
found that individuals living tn poverty ii.re more sensitive to user 
fees (Ml".tre&~. 2000: ~&: Budruk, l999}, othe:-s have 
revealed that moderate fees do not influence iovv·~incorne peoples' 
vis'itation as they are already under-represented [Btirns & Graefe, 
lOOll; Cod<r.,!I !lo W.-l!mm. 1985; OS1ergren. Solop. & Hagen. 
:ztiOS\ Some researr:-ters. therefore, have suggested that charging 
fees and the resultant impact should be considered in r!?lat!on to 
other fa(iors 'Such as visitors' characteristics, rhe v.:ay i-:i which the 
fet's ;tte paid, the degree of c-rowding, and the availability of .alter~ 
native sites !Buckley, 2003: G•mxl S. Fy•U. 2000: Krapman & 
S!oe<:kL 1995; Ull<lberg S. l\ylw.ml. 1999). 

in spiie of their 1nan.agerial end econornic be:iefits, entrance or 
user fees for natural resource re.,,Je.ution areas have attracted debate 
regarding their legitl1n::cy and fai::ness. Reynisdattir et at (2008) 
introduced a ·public gaod vn'lv and user p£rys view frameworks to 
addre.s.~ the JLlSt!ce and fairness issues in NBT contexts. The public 

good \iew suggests that natural resources for leisure services should 
be ;:trovided to all citizens only at the expense of tax revenue 
{Cr~1 & ~ 1934)_ Scholars sharing this view argue that the 
resources are part of public goods for public: welfare, and acco:dingly 
charging for c.:;:er fees evokes perception of unfairness and reduce 
visitation ;:imong l'conomicaily disadvantaged groups (Mclq- I: 
_.,., ~: - lo M«atll. tnll). On the other hand. the 
user pays vlev.· suggests that individuals are responsible for paying 
the appropriate price for using the resources. and services provided at 
the sites. They argue that it is reasonable that foHowing an equity 
princtple, only visitors who incur costs s:-tould pay the prices \Vithout 
non~visitors' subsidies. This view also contends that the introduction 
of user fees will reduce the nun1ber of visjtors, which in turn can 
pos:itiveiy mitigate congestioa and crowding in natural attractions 
(~ <t •L. 2fJml). 

Since the late 1990s, quite a few tourism and leisure rese;:irchers 
have revealed the predictors and consequences of user fees in NITT 
contexts (Fix lo V-. 2001; Kim ll ~ ll:lln: I.unrurn !It 
~ 199El; M<Co.mllo .... 1996; - & ~. 1!'19$; 
Park <t 11.. 2006; -....Z & Un, :roi:J6). For example. L.1anrJan 
.tnd G~1sen (1!19fi) proposed principles and criteria for user fpe 
policy, and argued that pricin,s is an inf.uential tool for effidency, 
fairness-, and environmental sustainability in NBT. ~ and 
l.obe-r(1~) estimated the appropriate enrrancc/user fee per park 
based on a travel cost modef for valuating price points in protected 
areas of CoSGl Rica. Mt:CiMJlle ft al (1996) adapted fairness 
concepts to ex.:unine v•;hat detern1ines visitors' responses to fees. 
They observed that rhe intToductlon of user fees is generany 
perceived unfair tiy those \vho have never paid user fees and can 
aiso make them feel vicrimized. They also offered some theoretical 
direction involving the use of social judgment theory and attribu
tion theory for further research on user fee perceptions in I\BT. Kim 
and C10tnpton (Z002) investigated the impact of sever.al behavioral 
( e,g. number of visits, level of invo!ven1ent degree of loyalty, and 
ov..•nership of an annual pass) and econo1nic facrors ( e.g, perceived 
value fort he price and hnportancc of the price) on park enttance fee 
perceptions, and found that economic facLors were more useful 
predictors of price perceptlo~s than behavioral factors. 

rv~ore rece:itly. Park et al (200$) conducted a scenarlo-based 
survey of campers aoG obse:ved that public input ·:e.g. whether 
pi.:blic participation in the decision process of fee lcve! is extensive 
or not) and fee levej were the best predictors of t:w-o dependant 
variables; perceived sodai equity and fee accept.ability. Fix and 
Vaske (2007) found that the beliefs about fees sign1ficant!y 
predict the evaluation of fees, that ls, the more likely visitors are to 
understand the reasons behind the fee program and approve of thr 
fee program, the more Hkely they are to rate the fees as about right 

Aithoug-h \villingness to pay {V\'TP) is distinguished frutn refer~ 
ence price (i.e., what consurners e..-xpec:t to pay} (~ &: 
Crompton, 1987 ;, it has often been used to indicate the maximum 
amount that consumers intend l:O pay (IJ'te~ Graefe, 6: Absher, 2002; 
Laarman &:Gregersen, 1996}. In tourism and Jeist:re ilterature, WTP 
hct'J been used to estimate the valuC' of non"rnarket goods 
(lteyrri-sdottir et al. 2005). Accordingly, for non"mtlrket valuation 
such as environmt'ntctl improvement and natu:al atuactioos in NBT 
contexts, some :·esearchers have used the- contingent valuation 
n)ethod to rncasure WIT (Lee & Han. 2002; Mmopetwa. Kg.a:thi, &. 
Molcl'h•, 2007; P.17rti1'<lottif et a! .. 200!!;. 

ln user fee htcrature, V\-'TP is one of the frequently used depen
dent variables, and the variGUs antecedents of \.VTP have been 
identified: e,g., cnviro;'!mt'ntal concern, pa.st payment history, 
and some sncic-demographic charactenstics such as income, 
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nationality, a;id education {ReyrnsdOttir et al., 2008), As noted 
earlier, income level ts One of the most wii:!e!y useci !Jredictors of 
WTP, but the results have been mixed (Garrod & fyaU. lDOO; Mm-e & 
scevens. 2000: WitliarnS: et at, i99'9). In addition, attirode toward 
the envi!"Dnmenthas been found to be a significant ?redictor of\.VTP 
(Catlsson & JohAiliiOn-sre-nrriani 2009). Laarffiart ind Gregersen 
(1~) also argued that WTP significantly relies on the level of 
a site's attributes or qualities. For exarnp]e, a place .. v~th special 
attractions with high scarcity value \¥ill result in higher levels of 
\.VTP than ori:!inary places. On the other hand, although Attitude 
toward fee policy or perceived fairness has been considered as One 
of the ixnJ)ortant predictors- af \VTP (MitctieU & Carson, 1g89), on_ly 
a few studieS have attempted to n.::veai their relationships (Ajzen 
et al., 2000; Schti:lder & Mieg, 2008). 

23, Perceived price fairness 

Because fairness in a fee or price ::ontext initially referred to 
a psychological perception of what is right or just in a particular 
setting (St.li):eI. 1972). quite a fei.v researche:-s, more rc-centfy, have 
delineated a perceived price fairness concept Accordingly, price 
fairness can be defined as "a consumer's assessment and assodated 
e:motions uf whether rhe differe~ce (or iock of diffe;ente) between 
a seller's price and the price of a comparative other party is reasonable, 
ac;;;eptable, or just1Jiahte" (Xia, Moni:Ge, & Cox. 1004, p. 3). in other 
words, 1t i:s a price ev-atuation based on the comparison bet1.veen 
actual pric-e to reference price. competitors' price, costs, and/or 
other consumers' price (Kahn°f'rhafl. KnetSch, & thater, 1985; Thaler, 
1985), lt is also nbted th.at prtre fairness or unfairness is deriveG by 
the function of one's reference price and the actual price paid 
(Monroe. 2003; Petrick, 201lS ). 

Mcci:rViUe et id. (i9'96) Introduced the fairness conc·ept into 
a NBT context based on DA'D theoretical framework-;: exchange 
theory and adaptation level th~ory. Th~y argued thatwhHe fair fees 
receive titde public attention. unfair fees evoke considerable 
hostility and displacement Vl/ith reference to the relationship 
between fairness and WTP, Ajzen et at (2000) empirically teSted 
the effects of percelved fairness on wrp for public goods or serva:es 
including: a university ff:irary fund, a community outreach 
program, and rt campus beautification projcrt. They observed that 
the percetved fairness of the requested payments is positivet.v 
related to \l\lTP. M:ore recently, 5chrt1det dhd Mieg {2008) argued 
that when individuals are asked what arnount of money they woUJd 
be ,,viJl_ing t:J pay for a public good, their response may depend on 
their p'e::-ception of justice or fairness (i.e. should i pay for it, or 
should someone else pay for it rnore than v:hat l ought to pay?). 
They also observed that perceived fairness significantly predicted 
WTP. and that equity-ba_s~~ fairness led to higher \VTP than 
cquality~based (Schroder & ~neg, 2008;. 

lnsteJ.d of the terms of perceived fairness, a number of leisure 
and tourism res~archen; have used the equity concept to ai:!-dress 
the issue of _pubh~ leif~rc a:..d_ park_ resources .::llocation (Burkley, 
zo!l3; Crompton & Lamb, 1!il!ii: NyaUp>r\e, Gr.efe. & Bums, 2007; 
Wicks Si crotrtptorr, 1986). Based on the argun1ent that distribu~ 
tive falrnes~ intludes three vrindple5- such as equity. equahty, and 
need (Deutsch, J!l;75: $ciders & Berry, 1998), cquiry and fairness 
may not be conceptually idenricat but according to the fact that the 
concept of dlst1ibutive justice is overV<1he!mingly rooteG in equity 
theory (Adams, 1965}, it can be .i:rgued that equity and finrness can 
be used interrhangeabiy. Crompton and Lamb (1986} also argued 
that equity is s11bstaotia:Hy rt>lated to fatrness and justice. 

Thus, based on literature review on WTP and price fairness eu1G 
the study objective 1, the foHowing hypothesis was formulated: 

Hl. Perceived price fairness ls positively related to V\o'TP. 

2.4, Spertding stipporr 

Spending support refers to the extent indhriduais' support the use 
of fees, and has 1.Jeen used in various ways: fee purpose {Vogt & 
WilliAmS. !!199), perteived fee benefits (Williams et al, 1999), and 
spending preferences (Kyle et a!., Z003 ). William< et aL (19~9) argued 
that awareness of potential fee benefits ( e.P;. imprv..,_~ng the natural 
environment. n1aintaining the quality of the natural attractions, and 
enhancing the quality of service provided) would positively increase 
recre.ationists' response to user fees. The~· found that perception of 
fee benefits wa_s the best prediLtor of support fur user fees.. Addt
tion;:illy, VOgt and: WiUiams (1999) found that park visitors are moro 
likely to pay user fees when the fa~ purpose is to maintain the current 
levet or service rather than develop new service programs. Addi .. 
tionaUy, ovemi&'ht campers exp:-essed more support for using fees to 
provide the current level of service than day tt<;ers. With regard to 
s-pending preferences. the.v identified 12 potential eXpenditure items 
and n)easured the respondents' !eve! of support for the spending of 
fet• revenue. The items were categorized into three dimEnsions: 
fadliries and services improvement, environmental protection, and 
environmental education. The findings were consistent with Vogt 
and Williams' (1999) findings indicating that individuals tend to be 
more supportive of lntenGed fee purposes ii1clt>ding environmental 
protection and education than rhey art> of facilities improvement. 
Thus, based on !iterature review and the study objectives 1 anrl 2, the 
follo\-ving hypotheses were formulated. 

H2:i. Spending support is positively related to perceived price 
fairness:. 

H2b. Spending support is: positively related to \•VTP. 

H3. Spending support partially mediates the relationship between 
percei\'ed price faime:ss and WTP. 

2"5. Place attachment 

The study of place rneanings, which originate!:! in environmental 
psychology a_nd human geography, has been applied in the leisure 
and touristn ilterature (WiUiartis & Roggenbuck, 1989). While the 
study of people's attachments to the physical i;vorld has driven the 
development of a variety of concepts aorgenSen & Stedman. 20Q1: 
Low & l\lttn~n. 1992; Williain:s, Palttrsnn, Rogg.,nllu<l<, & Watson, 
1992; Wdiiains a Roi:genb11ck, 19'89), it iS generally agreed that 
those constrt1c~ are somewhat rilutua!ly o-..->erla.ppi~d and the rel<i·· 
t!onshtp ben-veen their meanings stiU remains va~~ue (Ham:tnit & 
Stewart 1996). Nonetheless, three major coacepts have been 
frequently used: piace <lttathmenr, place identity. and place depen
dence (Kl'!e 8i Chick, 2007; StokD!s S. Shumaker, 191l1; Williams & 
Vaske, 20ll3). 

It has been argued thaL piace attachment is a tornplex and 
multifaceted cQncept v1orthy of systematic analysis (Kjrl~ & Chick, 
2007; Law & Altmln. t99i). Lew and All'ffian (19Sl) used the term 
of place attachment to describe the affective ::>entiment people 
expre5sed toward landscapes and scttings of various su:ile. Although 
they indicato:d that an affertive/emotianaI din1ens:ion is centrar to 
piace at:tnt-hrnent, they alsfJ noted that pl.ace attachrne-nt involves 
i:iteractions with emotional. cognitive, and behavu;ral modes. Thus. 
Low and Altro.an (1992) suggested that place attachmenr not only 
re-presents an affective dirnenslon, but -also ~nvo!ves o:ignjtion -and 
practice. Some researchers also argu1...-'d that individuals interact with 
places i!l terms of affective. cognitive, and behavioral dimensions 
(Kianicka, Buchecker, Hunziker, & Muller~Boker, 2006;" fn additi~n, 
they identified four p,-ocesses. associated with the development of 
place atlachment: bio-!ogicaL envirnnn1ental, psychological and 
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sodoc1.i1t1.1ral. 1.vhich have been extended to major underlying 
compone':'lts of place attachment (Pamttm.. Md.•~ %005), 

W-Attd ~ ('!!llllll) explored the place attachment 
concept and considered the human·-plare bond in terrru- of two 
components: place identity and placl' dependence. Pl:-0Awtni1cy 
( tS11) suggested that place identity invnlves .. the dimensio.115 of 
self that define: the individual's perso11al identity fr1 relatiorr to the 
physical envirorrment by means of a complex pattern of cor.sdous and 
unrottsoous ideas. beliefs. preferences, feelings, Vilfues, goals, and 
behavioral tenden::ies arrd skills relevant ro tr.is environment" (p.155 ), 
Although the affective dimension is included in the conceptuaU~ 
zatlon. he emphasized that place identity is an individual cognitive 
structure ~ & ~ 1001; -m:lty. '!lrnl; 

_.....,,.. -· !lt ~ ll!llJ). 
On the other hand, place dependence is associated vvith the 

functions provJt:!et:! by th0 geographical setting due to its ability to 
facilitate a desired leisure experience (Williams-et al lHl}. ~ 
and Shumabr (1981) defined place dependence as "ur. occupant's 
pen:e:ved strerigth of ~ssociarion between him or herself and specific 
piaces" {p. 457). For instance. from a leisure and reLTeation perspec
tive. place dependenct; pertains to how much an area is able to 
provide activities that individuals intend to use and experience 
(Famtlm et iL, 1005 ). More recently, ~ Gta<!lle, and ~ 
(200'$) tested the dimensionality of place attachment and revealed 
that place attachment is composed of three reliable din1ensions 
including: place identity, place dependence, and social bonding. 
FoUm.ving fron1 t;;Mr .11M ~5 (1992) sug:_<;festion that the mean~ 
ings ascribed to some setting may be an artifact of the relationships 
shared ~n that setting. As such, the developed measures for a third 
dimension titled social hon ding (Kyte et al.,, 2005 ), 

The study of place attachment explores the n1eanings people 
ascribe to the landscape (real or abstract) and their sentin1ent 
toward these meaning (I.ow C!:t A1ttnarJ, 199-2). \Vhile the construc
tion of meaning 1nost often involves the complex interaction 
between the individual, the setting lO question, and social worlds of 
varying scale, lt also involves the consumption of place-related 
media {Kyle & Chick, 2007; ~ki, 2002). This media, often 
generated by the host destination. portrays the destination in 
a favorable manner in order to bullC. s<.'ntiment In this way, few 
tourists visit destinations without same partiaHy developed notion 
of the type of setting they are visiting, Conseqt.1ently, there is often 
pre-developed attachment; an attachment magnified by their 
investment of time a.nd finandal resources. 

Recently, K)'le et at (200'.J) tested the moderating effect of 
pla.ce att,achment on th.e relationship between attitudes toward 
fees anC fe-e spending support. They argL.:.cd th.at in n.:creJtion and 
leisure !::Jehavior literatures:, little h-as been known about the 
relationship between place attachment and attitudes to\Va.rd 
recreation liser fees although it has bet'n frequently reported that 
p:cychologica1 .attachme:i.t is positively correlated with prite 
acceptdbil!ty in consumer behJvior liti:·T~1ture. In order to explain 
the relanonship between place attachment and attitudes totvard 
fees. Kyie et al {2003) ado;ited Sherif and Hovi.ntd's {1961) social 
judgrnent theory whic!l postulates that individuals· prior atti-
tudes influence the e;icod1ng of attitude relevant inforn1:ation. 
B.1sed on the conct>pHial similarity, they regarded place identity 
as v;tlue~rdevant informatio;i and piace dependence as outcome 
relevant inforn1ation, a:nd .'ihoweC. that only value-relevant 
lnvolvemr~nt (e.g. place- ldentlty:: significantly moder<ite the rela,, 
Uonship between recreationi:>ts' attitudes toward the fee po!i(y 
and speacting support. ThtJ.;;;, based on literatt;rc H'vlt\v and the 
study objective 3. the fo!lc\ving hyyothesis was fonnufa.tt-d. 

H4. Place attachn1en1 h<ls a 1noderating effect on the relationship 
~et\'\'i!'en perceived price fairness, spenGing support, and WTP. 

.1. Methods 

3.1. Sr-udy purpose 

As noted earlier, this study is in an extension, of previous 
researth examining_ the n1oderating role of place attachment on the 
relationship betvoeen attitudes toward fees and spending prefer
ences (-et at, lOfn}. in contrJst to this earlier work, we adopt 
a L::Jnceptual framework ground i.n concepts related to justice and 
fairness (Hg. 1 ), 

Based on literature review and previous empirical evidences, 
three latent variables (i.e., price fain1ess. spending support. and 
place attachment) were proposed as the antecedents of Vv'TP, and 
the relationships bet\-veen the variables 10 tbe strucrurai mod-ei 
were hypo(hesized. 

3.2. Da.ta collection 

Fees w0re relanvely a different way of providing recreation 
opportunities to the Forest Service - only being given permission 
by the government since 1997. Consequentl:Y, the pubtit was not 
used to paying for access even at the lo\v rate, and rhe Forest 
Service arbitrarily set an initial fee (e.g. $2 a vehicie) without any 
research to support the price- point Thus, the current study 
collected data fron1 the Chattahoochee National Forest lCNF) to 
explore public perceptions of fees and to determine the public's 
response to the new fee program. 

Corr)ponents of several samp.llng protocols were utilized to 
obtain the sample. First, sampling points throughout the Chatta
hooLhee National Forest (l~F) were stratified to reflect the diver
sity of settings and activities supported by these settings found 
within rhe forest. Consequently, sampling occurred at eight sites: 
tvvo visitor centers, two trailheads, two day-use {primarily picnic 
and swimming} areas, and two off-road vehicle (ORV) use areas. 
Sam;iling occurred over 60 Cays beginning Memorial Day \.-Veekend 
2002 through iate October 2002. Thus, seven to eight sampling 
days were dedicated to each site, spread across weekdays and 
weekends, 

An onsite systematic sampling design for sampling respo'.1dents 
was utilized. Sampling occurred bet\vcen 8:00 -am and G:OO pm in 
are.as s1tuatect adjacent to the site's parking lot Every third visitor 
1Nas approached to participate in a short i:itervlew, lasting 
apprcxh11ately three minutes. For groups of more than one, the 
indfvldual with rhe most recent birthd;,iy was selected. At the 
conclusion of ~he fntcrvle\V, researchers requested the respondent's 
name and addresses to be sent .a n1ore extensive man back survey 
instrumenc Consequently, L353 useable names and addresses \'Vere 
obtained with GS refusals. Cf this sample, 42 names and aGdresses 
\Vere incorrect. v:hii:::h finally Jed to 1311 valid :-ia.mes anG addresses. 

The :nail back questionnaire W.!!S administ1:red using a modified 
Dillman (2000) procedure; (a) subjects vvere first sent a survey 
!nstrume;it t\\'O weeks foHotving the-lr on:.ite contai:::t: (b_j t\vo 
'<Vceks follovvin~ thi:s, ~l rerninderjthdnk you postcard was sP.-nt; (cJ 

ff\:'2 
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a second survey instrument was then sent to non~re5pondents 
approximately one month follcwing the initial contact: (di a second 
reminder/thank you postcard vvas also sent to non-respondents six 
v»ecks following their initial contact: and (e) a third survey 
instrument was sent to non-respondents _ approxima_teh: t\vo 
months faHovv:ing their onsite contact (DiUrMn. 200-0). This 
procedure yielded 5-62 completed survey instruments ( 43% 
response rate). 

Although the response rate was con~istent with recent trends 
(Cormelly, Brown, & Dffker, 2003), it was below the researchers' 
expectations. T\.vo procedures to explore issuei; related to non
response bias were used, First, there were several identical items \e.g. 
previous visitation, time spent onsire, fee attitude questions) that 
vvere used in both the on:site and man back surveys. The responses of 
non-respondents- were cornpared to those of respondents for both 
the onsite and mail back questionnaires. Su!Jsl"quently, no significant 
differences between respondents and non-respondents were 
observed, 

Second. a foHow-up telephone survey of non-respondents was 
conducted in order to test for potential non~response bias as well as 
to further explore reasons why respondents had nor returned their 
survey instruments. Respondents' telephone numbers were 
collected from an internet-based search engine. Fifty telephorie 
inrervie>.v5 \.Vere compieted (eight respondents refused to be 
interviewed). The telephone survey lasted approximateiy ti-liree 
rnin1..1es. Questions l":<ri the tclepho~e survey examined past visi · 
tation. fee~related issues, and visitor deznographics. Again. no 
significant differences between thf' telephone and rnail back 
samples were found. 

When asked why they had ;iot returned their survey tnstru~ 
ment, most respondents indicated that they had no titne and that 
the survey instrurnenr was too long. Beyond the l~ngth of the 
survey (12 pages), there was also some redundancy in the survey 
instrument that was :ioted by respondents in the open-ended 
comments at the conclusion of the mail back su:vey. The redun
dancy was related to the use of multj-iten1 scales to measure 
related constructs ( e<S· enduring involvement) and fee issues. Some 
respondents rnay have grown impatient with the repetitive natLtre 
of many of the survey items. 

3.3. Measures 

Perce1ved price fairness was measured using four items on 
a 5-point Llkert-type scale where l =strongly di:Sagree through 
5 strongly agree. The items reflected the notions of equity and 
equality, and specificdll}', inctuded two reverse coded scaJes: J think 
that the Forest Service's fee program is ina.ppro;niare and Fees are 
1r1appropriare because they exclude s-tnne visitors, arid a!~o had two 
other s:c,;iJes: Fees are a fafr ivay of collecting revenue from those who 
use thr res'.Jurce the rnost and Fees are fair" 

For spend1"ng support, subjE'.t..."""15 were asked ta i0dicare their level 
of support fer spending fee revenui~ for 10 items. which were 
adapted frcm previ:::us lltcrature (Kyle et al.,. 2003). The items wert: 
;11easured using a 5-polnt scale wh~re 1 strongly oppose through 
5 -"'- strong-ly "tl~port, Items :neasuring spending n1.pport were 
c.atrgorlzed J.nG p;i.rceled into three dimensions; fad1Jries and 
services, environtnentaJ prot~ction, and environmental educatiort 
The items for facilities and services included improve visitor scri'ices 
rh:vugh rhe extension fif visitor center hours and e.xp;insion of inf or· 
1natianai resources. increase tire maintenance of restrooms. exhibits, 
faci!irir;s and trails to pro11ide a hi'ghcr quaiiry visitor expe6ence, and 
11pdate and expand v"ritren mGterials, handouts, and rnaps, 

For environmental prote:ction, items included: incrca5e resource 
proreclion t:':raug!1 visible rar.ger patrois within the Forest, support 
con1pletion of o;igoing flora anrl fat;.n:J resroratwn projects, develop 

additional on.site protection (e,g.,fencing, trail definitio;i, boardwulksj, 
and lmplcment user~:impact monito"ir.g program for recreational anj 
r;ther aren use.s. 

l..:lstly, environmental education was mea:sured using: i:icrease 
funding for National Fo;est lnterprerive and environmenral education 
prograrns, design :Jnd insta.U interpretive Pxhibits throughout Otarto: · 
hcochee National Forest, and develop interpretive meditJ, l1ighlighting 
habirat restoration and species reintrodu-crion projects, that fnclt:dr?S 
video, exhibits, and envirorimental education curricula. 

\.YiUingness to pay (VVTP) was measured by asking respondents 
their maximum WIT for 6 different rypes: of user fees: parking fees at 
visiror cenrers, parkir.g fees at trailh&ads,. c~mping. progr'lm fezs f,1r 
interpretive ti1iks t'.lrlfi walks. swimming:_ arrd mountain biking. This V\l'TP 
question format was drawn from previous stodies using c~ntingent 
valuation methods (Kyie et at. 2002: Richer & Christensen, 1999}. 

Plact? attac'1ment was conceptualized in terms of two dlmen
sions including place identity and ptace dependence {Kylf:> fot al., 
2005). Place identity was measured using eight items and place 
dependence was measured wlth three Jtems. 

4. Results 

4,1. Descr±ptive analysis 

As shown in Table 1, more than half of respondents V\.'ere 
male (58,4%). :Vlost respondents were middle-aged (i\>1;;;:;: 44.9, 
S.D. = 13.29}, \Vhite (95.5%), and educated with some coliege or 
graduate school (65.9%). ln terms of household income, over one hatf 
of respondents indicated living in households with incomes ranging 
from $20,000 to $79,599 (55.3%). 

As displayed in Table 2, both dimensions measured displayed 
high reliability coefficients (Cronbach's alpha= .927 and Ji73. 
respe:tively). 

To exan;ine the inoderating effect of the place attachment 
dimensions on the relationship$ tested in our hypotheslzeG rr1odeL 
data were divided into hi,gh and !ow groups for each factor using 
thelr median (Le" 3.12 for place identi:}' and 3.00 for place depen
dence). As a result, high (n ""'273) and low tn ;J.65) place identity 

Table 1 
Respon:.ien:s prufik~. 

Age \mc.-u-1 44.9. 5.D .• 1325 J 

Househt1ld iticurne \n 4S9i 
i..ess ~han $2G :mo 
$20,000--S:"Hl",':>99 
t40.GW,, $50,999 
$00,G-00-· $7V,999 
SSG,000-- $0S.'994 
$1DJ,DfJtJ .. $119,999 
$12C,OOO-· S13S~tJSS 
$14/JJJ(J\}, $159,999 
$l&fl,OOC w mor;; 

Eduratior, {n ·" 528; 
High 5fhoo! or li's~ 
Sof!ii: tol!ege or gradu.;te srlir•cl 
Post g:aduatf' :Jthool 

tthnktty (n ~' 523) 

/t:;nr;; Amenc.:n1 
Wb!IP 
,<\mtdtan Indian or A!s1-k.an Nattv0 

N 

31/9 SB,4 
220 415 

25 5.1 
7:J 16.1 

IDS ::2.1 
$3 l'i.O 
51 /;L;: 
GO 12-3 

2B SJ 
21 4_3 

2!.! ::<J 

Gil iZ.9 
348 65.9 
! ll 2L? 

s L:'. 
9 L? 

479 95 5 
1.3 
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Tablel 
Na::::e attachmrnL 

Items 

I am ve1y att:u:t1td tD thi> Fcn:;st 
! t~l ii >trnng $Cnst• ofbdDngtng to 
this f'orest 
I (eel the Chattahoochee National fDrest !S 

a part cf me 
! ~htVe Htt!e, •f a~y. enotional ilHa::hmer.:t to the 
Cnatt.ahnt)(bee !-l.ational Eires: 
l \<lentify stroagl~· with tt:is fores! 
The Ch.Jttahooc!'Jce Narirmll forest r:ieans morr 
to r;e than ;my other fore;.,t ! t<m think of 
ihis Fore~t mearv .;;, !ot to -ne 
VlKiting the- Cl.i!nahooc!lee- Natio:u! f;;rcst sa;,.-:s 
a lot 21':mut who i a:n 

Placl' rlepe~den.::e {mean"' 3.23. mtWian .,-t :u;o:; 
For tilt recreation ai:t!vit!i> that : eojoy, the 
Ch'!'.t<.;hoo<:'hee Natio:iai Fote$t 
ls the ht'st plat~ 
I can't irnaginr a better p~co:- for what I iike to do 
! enjoy visiting the C::artahaochrt> National F:ire.st 
more than other fort>st 

• M S.D. 

5-46 -94 
J.19 96 

2.35 .97 

3.19 1.07 

3.17 .92 
2,64 1.03 

337 .81 
3.22 93 

3.73 
3.39 .35 

3.19 .97 
3.13 .91 

groups and high ~n 23fi) <.JrtG low (r. 300) place dependence 
groups were generated, Ou;· hypothesized model was tested ,unong 
these place groups. 

4,2. Two~step approach 

The hypothesizrd model \vas tested using a n.vo~step approach 
beginning \¥ith the testing of the 1neasurement and then the 
structural models using the pooled sample (Anderson I: ~ 
1~). The adequacy of the measurement ntodel was examined 
using a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) in USREL 8.80. The 
results of the CFA in T~ l demonstrate that aH scale items \'\'ere 
significant (t-vaJue ranging from 12.89 to 19J50) .and had adequate 
factor loadings(!. ranging fron1 .56 to .84)-

Followlng the testing of the measure1nent mode!. the structural 
model was tested. As shown in TabW 4, while the nvo 111odels' x2 

(242,868, df 59; 27ZS28, df = 60) \'Vere statisticaHy signifir:ant, 
other goodtu:ss of fit indices tndicated a satisfacto:-y 1node1 fit 

Iablr 3 
Confirmatory factui ara;y5is_ 

M s.u. 

l !hmk that the For":;1 St'1viu•"' foe program 1~ 4.i)_=; 85 75 
(n''V<">H: coded\ 

Fees cl.fl! 8eGLHe they .c:xclude 4.01 .86 _55 let?! 
some v:sir.o:t \;e,.-er;;e codcdi 
f:ees -Mt J: fan wa:;: d n1Hertinr :t'l:enue from 3.S7 :Jii _57 l1.S9 
:'lti~e-whti the rr~o:irre the mosr 
!'.err arc fai~ 3-96 .82 14.3-& 

arid 5'"f'J1>>':'' '.LSD S8 77 
Envitorvr:e:>t<i.! protn:t:vn 1,7? 58 .i4 15.25 
Envinmmrt!iil e(L.:,,:;1;(011 1At .i) 79 i'.1.S3 

~v1;;i;igrwss ro pJy '\-'lTP) 
'.f'Jn:ing kvY J! v15itor t~:Jtt'r> 356 2.04 70 
f'arkirrg_ fft!'S Jt ll'Ji\ht'ads 2.92 l.fr? _f;j 19-5\l 
Prc;;rrtm re,., fo: irtt(·rpretive ulhs q;:vl w;ilks 3.64 2.44 7R iG.62 
Can:piflg 7.32 ~.J3 02 l'.:>.46 
Swtmtniog 3-15 2.22 84 17,f,1 
MNmta;n 4.24 2 71 77 15,44 

T!le i1ems WN! rrw.:i~med en a S·pom1 Llk.:-it ~cJlc wht'ft 1 SU<)n;:;lv dis.igrPF 
thnx1gh S :.trc:::.gly agr<'e 

l'able 4 
Sttm'nary cf mod~! testing. 

Stnu:tura! model 277.528 .SS .95 

·.According :c imp<<ticrr of the m~;Cification lnrlice--s, rrror !l"ITTIS {i.e. tl f.2, 
t8 ...,, t9. an1 tS <-+ w:th the observed ~earure.s were aHoweci tr! be cc-ne!atrd. 

{RMSEA < .08) and a good model fit (NNFT and CR> .95) {Brown & c-. llln: Hu !It~. t!i!l!I). 
The test of the structural model (using the pooled sample) 

offered support for the hypothesize!! modeL To examine the 
moderating t>ffect of place idfntity and place dependence an the 
n~!.atlonships tested in the a1crleL multiple.group invariance 
testing was used to compare t\NO (high and lovv; groups in each 
rnade1 (J\.1ode1 1 ~ place identity, Mode! 2 - place dependence) 
(~~Bryne, 1911), As seen in~ 5, the invariance test 
for Model 1 exan1ined whether or not rwo groups (high ;ilace 
id.entity vs. low place identity) had the same factor structure {A), 
pattern of factor loadings {B), and structural path coefficients (C}. 

in sun1. using the chi-square difference te:st to detect matrix 
inequaiity, vve observed that one factor ioadfng (Le., environfiletli.al 
education) varied among groups 1n addition to the structural path 
frorn fairness -+ Sj)ending support, The X.2 difference test indicated 
a significantly vvor!ie fit after holding factor loadi.ngs as invariant 
.across the g!'oups. Therefore, equality constraints were imposed on 
each factor loading. and subsequently, the final model (Bil) was 
obtained with a good model f.t [RMSEA .070, NNfl...:::; ,96. 
CFl = .97). FinalJy, the invariance test for structural :;:iaths of the 
n1odel (C) indicated that the equality constraints significantly 
impaired fit (A.12 10.86, Adf = 3}. Subst'qucnt independent 
testing of each element within the beta rnatrix produced the fi:1al 
rnodel (Ca) indicating that one struct.ural pa:th (fairness..,,..,. spending 
support) needed to be freely estbnated across the high and [ow 
;:rl;;ce identity groups.. 

Thus. fer Model 1 which involved the testing uf place identity's 
rnoderatlng effect, perceived fairness (~ , ... ,34, t'""' 5.41} and 
spertdlng support (p .19, t""' 3.78) \VCrc fot:nd to positively influ
ence \iVTP for both groups. Howc-ver. while the relationship 
bet\Veen perceived fairness and spending support was not statis~ 
tica.liy significant (p < ,05) in the high plate identity group ( P, _OJ, 
t = ,42), it was signtficant in the !ow place identity group (G = .38, 
t= 5.51)- R2 vaJue in l\.1odel i was J36 in the high place identity 
group and ,235 in the !ow &rroup, ::-espectively. 

The invariance test for J\1odel 2 (Place depende-!1ce) was .also 
conducc.ed (T.able 5}, The results of the test diffcreC fron) the test for 
l'Vtodel 1, that is, the constrained models (B atJd C) in \~ode! 2 dtd 
not impair model fit. AH parameters (Le,, factor loadings and :>eta/ 
gamma coefficients) were held constant across the high and low 
place depcndt:,nce groups. i\ddition.:i:lly, an path co;.•fficients ln 

Tabl!!-5 

8 ff.at!C! hn.1::Eng' J25.7h!t" i28 ;>i.45 "' _\)74 95 :06 
B,('°bili;" 309.DlrJ 127 ,i!70 9G .91 
c :stn;ctu:.1! p:tHVi; 320504~ 130 lUB& ;l-72 95 .% 
C., \Firal}" ::no.47fi 129 070 -~15 .97 

P"'"'"t'" w.>s permirted tc be feely -:sr.mMe:! across hcth 
fo:ctm- '''!J icnvironm2'.:r:;i edrn:a:icn·i 

n1c foJ;r;wing regreHT'.'<n path Wil~ permitted lo be fredy e5.tirnatetl acn;~5 bod: 
;:ro·J;::c: "fanness ..... s-ptm;Hr:z rnpporr (~;:<) 
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Table 6 
Sml1tl'idfY ;,f mvJ.r(.:.no: test (Model 2 pl.ace Cepend~nce~. 

Madel 1 

B (Factct leading) 
c (Structora! 

319,036 128 9.76 JC 
320.466 iJl 1A3 3 

.071 

.070 
95 
.9G 

Mode! 2 'l..vere statistically significant (p < .05), Perceived fairness 
was found to positively influence spending support (p~ .23. 
t """'4.4.Q) and \.VTP (p .32, t=5,8S-) for both g:-oups, and spending 
support also was positively related to VfTP (IL'-' .16, t 3.21) for 
both groups. R1 value in Model 2 was .132 ln the high place 
dependence group and .171 in the !ow group, respectively. 

In addition, an independent-samples t-tf'St was conducted to 
con1pare spending support for the high and low place identity 
groups, Th~re were signif.cant differences in all three dimensions of 
spending supporl Spet:.if.caHy. fur fadliti~ and services, the high 
place identity group (mean z 3.73, SJl ,59) \vas significantly more 
Hkely to support spending than the iow group (rrtean = 3.56, 
S.D. .53; t(536)""' -3A2, p .01): for environmental protection, 
the high grciup (rr.ean z 3,77, S.D. = .57) significandy tended to 
support spending more than the lo\v group (mean= 3.64. SJ). .54; 
t(536) ,,._.,. ·2.54, p < .01 }; and for environmental education, the high 
group (mean 3.46, S.D. "'" .74) was significantly more likely to 
support spending more than the low group (mean= 3.34, S.D. .68; 
t(SJ6):.::: ... 2.04, p<.05). The results aiso showed that, for both 
groups, spending support for environmental education VII-as slightly 
~ower than other supports for fa ... iHties and environmental protec
tion. However, regardless of the statistically significant n:sults, it 
could be argued that the small difference i:J the tneans needs to be 
carefully examined bt•cause of the large sample size. 

5, Discus.'iion and conclusions 

ln this paper, we attempted to identify the antecedents of 
willingness to pay (\VTP) user fees from faimes5 perspectives 
(Ajzen et •L. :WOO; Mccarvill• et al., 1996; Schrader & Mieg. 2008). 
.Accordingly, our hypothesized model was dPveloped on the basis of 
a previous work. Multlpht··group invariance testing \vas conducted 
to ex.a.n1ine the moderating role of place attachment in the nda
tionshlps tested in our modeL Our findfr1gs offered support for our 
hypothesized modeL We observed a ;insnlve and sjgnlfica:it linear 
relationship bclv11een perceived price fairness, spending support, 
and \\'TP {Le_, Ht Hld. and H2b were supported), Because the 
direct path from price fairri.ess to \'VTP decreased after spending 
support was included in the mode:i from p .36 to r1 ,32 (both 
were significant Jt p .OS} <Baron & Kenny, 198.6), H) was also 
supported; Le .. spending support had a partizJ mt>di.;iting role in 
relation to perceived pr;ce fairness and WfJl_ Jn other \vords, as 
individuals perceive that the user fees ln rhe NBT context are fair, 
they nre more likely to support spendiiig fee revenue in t.il.:-geted 
.a:'ecl':>, thereby impro-ving f2dlit1cs ;:;nd visJror services, in.creasing 
environmental protection, and developing inter:pn,.,tive and envi
ronrnentaJ education programs. Thus. perceived f<Jirness anC 
spending in areas aHgned \Vith n:s;:iondeut.-;,' preferences \Vere 
found to lncr-ca:s-e the HkeHhood of respondents' WTP user fees. 

Wlth reference to rhk' moderJtlng effect of place attachment on 
tht' re:ationships tested :n our modt•t there were rnixed findjngs. 
\Nhile pli!ce identity was found to have a significant moderating 
role on the relation.ships 'ei::ween perceived price fairness and 

spending support. place depe-nde-nce had no significant moderati;ig 
ro!e in the relationships. Therefore, H4 resulted i'1 mixed finding. 
Respondents' perceptions of price fairness positively influenced 
their support for spending fee revenue regardless of the deg:'t:e of 
pl.lee dependence, whereas, fairness significantly and positively 
influenced fee spending supp-Orr only for people \>Vho had low place 
identity. For visitors scoring high on the place Identity dimension, 
there was no significant association between price fairness and 
spending support. Thus. based oo the results showing that high 
place identity group \Vere more likely to support fee spending than 
tow g:-cup, it could be argued that those who \Vere emotionally 
att.:>ched to the place tend to support fi:e spending regardless of 
their degree of user fees fairness. 

Pe3ple scoring high on rhe place identity dimension of place 
attachn1ent were more indined to consider the fee program fair 
(mean= 4.07, S.D, .63) compared to those with lov.: levels of place 
identity (mean=3.93, S.D .. 69; t(536) -2.54. p<.05). This 
re~ui~ was not consistent with find1ngs ieported by Mtta:rviHe et at 
(1996) who observed that visitors who lived closest to recreational 
sites were more likely to be distressed by user fees. The discrepancy 
bet\veen this and previous \Vork was possibly<. consequence of CNF 
visitors \Vith higher tolerance of user fees, whereas those in 
McCMviH€ et a.I:S ( 199'6) study were not This argument is plausible 
because the context of Mc.Carville et al. (1gg{))'s study was fir.st~ 
time fees, and the findings were re?orted in 1996 when the Fee 
Demonstration Program was initially established in the ltS, nu~ fact 
that those scoring htgh on place identitY had visited the CNF 
{n1ean 13.16) significantly more often than those scori.ng lovv on 
the place identity (mean 8.3; !(390) ~4.59, p < .01) also 
supports this interpretation, 

As dlsrussed earlier, while place :dentity exa;nJnes peo;:ile's 
emotional ties to place (ProShiinSky, 1978; WiHiams et al., 1992), 
p1a.ce dependence examines people's functional meanings (i.e .. 
whether it is a nght pl:<ce to undertake a partlcul.)r at.tivity) 
(Farnum et al .. 2005; Stuko!s & Shumaker. 1981; Williams et al .. 
1992). lt could be therefore argued that affective~based ;ilace 
identity influences respondents' perceived fairness regarding user 
fees, \\'here-as place dependence does not. In addition, t~tests 

showed that tht\" degree of place identlty magnlfies the spending 
support for fees µaid. The hlgh place identlty groop \Vas more likely 
ro support spending than the lb'-"' place identity group in terms of 
aH three dlmensions: environmental protection, environmental 
education, and facilities/services development. 

The result<; related to the effect of place attach1nent ls also 
cons-istent v.'ith Kyle a a-L'S (2003) work examining the n:latio:1ship 
between attitudes toward user fees _dnd spending preferences based 
on social judgment theory (Sherif & HoVtand, 1961}. Their findings 
suppon::e-d the hypotheses that decisions fa!kng vvithin in1ividuais' 
latitude of aa:eptance are likely to be support~d. and decisions 
falling beyond thi?ir latitude of non~commirment or rejecton are 
likely to be denied. They observed that place identity magnifies the 
relationship between national park visitnrs' attltuoes to\vard the fee 
program and spending support, whereas: pfa.ce Gependence, Mes: not 
have a significant moderating effi:ct on the relation.ship bet\-Vet"n 
attitudes and spending support (Kyle et al. 2003). 

Arguably, charging user fees in a NBT has been lrnplemenn.:d as 
.:tn efficient revenut' soi.rce for public leisure services and as an 
effective visitor management tooL Although some research has 
argued that the introductio:i. of fees has: reduced the numbers of 
NBT visito:'s (Schwartz & Lln. 2006), it is ;;Jso txue that mAny 
researchers have observed the benefits of user feL!s from manage· 
rial and(or environment.al perspectives (Garrod & Fyall. 2000: 
laarn1an & Gregersen, 1996). 

This stndy also provides some practj.:al implications for 
ffianagers and policymakers in the NBT field. As Hh:.st~ated in these 
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findings, individuals with high prlce fairness are inclined to support 
fee spending, Y.Jhich in turn increases their \.VTP, Therefore, it is 
intpcrtant to make~ user fees policy fair and trznsparent based on 
the notions of jusrlce anG equity, Additionally. the cl.arification of 
fee charglng purposes and/or the dlsdosure of fee revenue 
expenditures should enhance fee-payers' trust in the- program and 
increase their \'>'iliingness to support fee progratns. Accordingly, the 
efforts to clearly deliver the purposes and spending procedures of 
user fees should be n1adc on information and camrnunication 
channel to tourists (e,g., brochure, visitor guide, vvebsite, anC./or 
newsletter). This study also investigated the relationship betv.<een 
indivlduais' ps~'ChoiDgical dimensions (e.g. fairness, spending 
preferences, place attachrnent) .1nd their intentions instead of 
re-Iying on soc10-dernographic vanabtes :·e.g. income level) for 
understanding VVTI' user fees. Thus, rather than examining the 
relationship bet\-.,,.'i?C'n income level and visitation, an understanding 
of nature-based tourists' psychologlcal respcnses to user fees is 
believed to contribcte ?\BT sites to designing and managing 
consumer-cenn-ic fee ;:ioHcy. Wrmut .md ~ (191$) not2'd 
rhat "pridng JS a potentiatly po'>h·erful tee! to move towards greater 
effidency,fairness, and environmentally sustairtabie: NBT' (p. 253). 

However, this study is not without ll1nitations. Despite that 
i! stra.tified and onsite system.at:c sampling was conducted, the 
generalization of the results from one national forest to others needs 
to be carefully done. Partk:ula::ly, the attitude of visitors to a national 
forest may be changed if they are aware of or even get used to the 
price structure and policy O\<erthe given pericC. ata certain site, Thus, 
vvhen the current study results are appilcd in the fees policy, it n1ay be 
consiclered the fact thar the data were collected a couple of years ago. 
In addition, coverage error could be another Brn1tation in this sttidy. 
That is, this study used only users of Chattahoochee National Forest, 
and it could be possible that non-users, who may be significantly 
impacted by user fees and also may have cornpellitig views on 
perceived price filirness and spending support, show different results. 
A priority for future research is to :•XJ:n1ine rela.tlons!1ips among these 
variab!es arnong non-user populations. 

PinaHy. these findings point to several additional areas for 
further re-search, First, the concept of price fairness could be more 
deJlneated. Alth:Jugh this study oper.:i.ticnaUy defined the fairness 
concept as a uni-dln1ensional variable-, d nnilti-dimensional 
conceptualization off4Jrness could also be used. for l:'Xlmple. as the 
definition implies, price fairness could be divided into dtstributlve 
and procedural price- fairness (Xia et at., 2004 ). 'v'v'hile distributive 
fairness. represents the perception of fee outcomes based on t'.'!'.JUity, 
equality, andfor need {Adam:!, TtSS; WiW i. Ccmupron, lt85;, 
procedur.a! :airness emphasizes the fee setting pro(ess(Lind & Tyl6, 
1988). AlsD, in addition to vvHUngness to pay, appropriate prire (AP} 
could bc- studie<l. AP ::efers to the amount visitors consider appro
priate for experiences and services. Previous studies have revealed 
that alfhough individuals tend to provide \i'v'TP estin1ates rhat dfe 

greater thAn theit AP estimates, the two concepts are strongly 
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J<""°al Note of Bill No. 160-33 (COR) 

~N ACT TO ADD A NEW ARTICLE 9 TO C. R ~.TITLE 5. GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELA TI\'E TO THE GUAM 
OCEAN AND flSHElllE.S CONSERl/ATION ACT OF 2015; TO ADD A NEW SU!li>ECTION (d)TO§ 30101 TO CHAPTER 3C, 
rt'ffLE 11, GUAM CODE ANN OTA TED, RELI. TlVl! 1'0 THE E.STAl!LISHME.'IT OF MARINE CONSERVATION FEE. AND TO 
/\.ML"ffi s 30lll7 OF Cl!Al'TER 3-0, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, REI.A. TIVE TO DEPOSIT OF FJlF,S INTO THE GUAM 
OCEA"I ~'ID FISHEJUF.S CONSERVATION AND OEl/ELOPMJ<;NT FUND. 
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COMMENTS TO BILL No. 160·33(CORJ 

AN ACT TO ADD A NEW ARTICLE 9 TO CHAP1ER 63. TITLE s. GUA\M CODE f\NNClArED. RELA:lVE ro THE GUAM 

OCEAN AND f!SHERIES CON5'RVATION AC1OF2'JJS; TO ADD A NEW SUBSECTION (di TO§ 3Gl:ll TO CHAPTER 30, 

0 !TLE 11. GUAM CODE ANNOTATED. RELATIVE TO THE EST.ABUSHMENT OF MA'l.INE CONSERVAllON FEE. AND TO 

A~\4E~J § 30107 OF ChAF1£R 30, TITLE 11 GUAM COCf ;..\NNOtATED, RE:.A~!VE TO DEPOSIT OF FEES i,\lTC THE: 

GUAM OCEAN .. ~ND FiSH!'RIES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT FUND. 

The bll! serves- to oE!rforrn three (31 functions" Th.e first part of the- bill \Vhich adds a nevv articie 9 to Chapter G3. 

Title 5, Guarn Code- Ant1ot'atr;d L:. to f-!sta:hli-;h the Guon1 Ocean and Fisheries Management Council under the G;;am 

Oc::·ari and Fisherit?5- Conservation Act The Councl!rs powers and duties shall lr::d:.ide, but rot !Im'.ted to, 

coorcffnating and prornoting activ;!les in connection with the conservaticn and deveioprre•rt of Guarn-'s: :Jcea-!1_. 

flsherfes; and rna:rine resources; d.eve~opfng, Imposing, and issLir.g permit requirements for 7he general pubi\c; 

~stah!ishlng a s.ehe-dule cf fees ir con11~~tion thPrf.'\'\.'lth, ri::lative to the coriduct of commercial rnar:ne operations 

and the har-/esting of fish and other mar'oe life Ir: the \\taters of Guam and overseeing the expenr:Hture and 

managernent of tunds '.n the Guam Ocean 21nd Fisheries Conservat~on arid Developmer:: Fund establisf:etL The 

tiscai impact ct this p~Irt:or: of the b:li invoives tbe corr.pensa-tion for the :;even vo~ing members of the- CoJncii 

to be appointed by the Govr:-rnor, thl" fines irnposed for c!vi! viola:tlons of :he permit and fee; ;.;_che-dule not to 

Ch.:v-e;opn1en:: Ft.ind, ~which -.vtl :ncl:..de µroceeds froin fees c-oftect-ed pl..'.rsuart to the ocrrnit unrl fei? schedule 

~stablished from articie 9 an-d shall not he comn1in-_gied vvith the General Fund, P.,s per the biH, the voting n1er-1b-ers 

shaH be cornpensatrd at $50 per meeting, not to exceed $100 per calt~ndar rrionrh and shalt meet regufadv at <east 

every uther month, cal::u!ating to about $2,100 per y~a-r_ ($50 x 7 members x 6 months~ $2100). 

Tht:: second part of this bill ls tc add a new subsec<io:-i \d) to § 3G1Gl of Ch2pter JO, Title 11, GCA 'Nhich involves 

the e!>tabhsli:me:~t of the ~.llarine Cons:0:vJttion fee- vi1hich sha11 be levied, i0posed a:1d assessec' at a fiX€d ;:n~ount 

of tv,10 dollars ($2.00) oer otcupancy per stay, 2nd shan net be lev:ed ru in1pc~ed agaam trarslent occt,nr111ts ·who-

fee ;s levied, '.mposed and assr>ssr>d: by as obtained 

trom the Gu2rn Visltors Bureau. !f thts :'ee \Vrts to be levied on 1% nf that to:a;, it \vo:;ld have potentf,:;;Uy generatr:d 

much as $27,000 per yetlL {'.:,341.054 v1sitors x 1~·~"" 1J,410 *· $2.QC per occ0oar:cy per st:;y SL6,8:!1) 

Conservatlon .Olnd De-velonrr'"-!r'!t fund ;:n1d to scpar_;;tp :h:-::; fee frrHr the Tou:is: Attr,;:iction Fund. As per the 

ff?'S-punse frorr~ tht-; Guarn of the agent~y s~:pµor!:> this Ltil! in its fonn d-S it v .. HI ";r:\:::'Bd5€ th-c 

ca1ca<EY of the La;,.<V- lnf0rcer:1ent ser::lo:1 for· conservation officers to ensure that the l:aw LS tHitorced vJith regards 

to rnafine <lCt!vJt1es." in !ts pre<,,e-nt torrn hD~veve1, th(· potential fiscal lrnpact. of this bill cu.rnot be mc1n,!ei0!v 

deterrniPed as the required estirr121ed fees. pdr.'iU(lnt to the pe:-rrrit and fee schecuies ,;:ire not rc-addv 2vailabie frorr 

the of Revenue & Taxat:on to nrovide a reverCJt- estiff1ate_ 
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August 13, 2015 

MEMOR.~NDUM 

To: RennaeMeno 
Cli'Tk o_f the lA:gislature 

Attorney Therese M. Terlaje 
Legislative Legal Counsel 

From: Senator Rory J. Respicio 
Chairperson, Committee on Rules 

Subject: Referral of Bill No. 160-33(C0R) 

As the C'hairperson of the Committee on Rules, I am forwarding my referral of 
Bill No. 160-33(COR). 

Please ensure that the subject bill is referred, in my name, to the respective 
committee, as shmvn on the attachnwnt. I also re'luest that the same be 
forwarded to all members of J Mina'trmtai Tres Na Liheslaturau Gudhan. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office at 472-
7679. 

Si Yu'os Ma'ase! 

Attachment 



l!/L!fllll"i 1:/J !'M 

BILI. 
NO, SPONSOR 

Brant T. ~~·kCreddi(.o; 

160·33 {COR) 

I AJina'_Trcntai Tres 1Va Lihcslaturan Re<~eived 
Bill Log Sheet 

lfflE 

AN TO ADD A NEW ARTICcE 9 TO 63, 
!TITLE S, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RElA"'.WE TO 
THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION 

ACT OF 2015; TO ADD A NEW SUBS£CTIO.~ (d) TO§ 
30101 TO CHAPTH 30, TITLE 11, GUAM CODE 
ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO THE ESTABLISHMENT 

I
OF MARINE CONSERVATION FEE; AND TO A"1END § 

30107 OF CHAPTER 30, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE 

ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO DEPOSlT C.t FEES 1NTO! 
!THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSEBVATION' 
'AND DEVELGP\'lEl>JT FUND 

OATI 
INIRODUCED 

9:49 a.m. 

Page 1 

DATE CMTE 
REFERRED REf.ER'REO 
·--~~"~~· "~--·~~·~··~·· 

08/13/15 ComMittee on Munidpa! 
Affairs, Tourism, H\JUsing. 
;:i~o Historic Preservation 

PUBLIC .-T DATE I I 
HEARING I COMMITTEE l ! 

DATE ·t·"!".0!lT Fllfll __ l_f'_scAlN<JT"l 

I ' I . I I 
I I I , 

I 
I 
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Subject: First Notice: Public Hearing on Tuesday, No\ember 10, 2015 

From: 

To: 

Cc: 

Date: 

Bernice Ri\era (bemice@tinamunabarnes.com) 

annabelle _ dancel@yahoo.com; marie, pdelarosa@gmaiL com; mjduenas@ghura.org; 
da\Ad,sablan@gmail.com; bjackson@hotelsantafeguam.com; mbaldyga@baldyga.com; 
n.nakajima@mhiguam.com; morinaga@kona.net; cart.delacruz@noaa.gov; jcb_96932@yahoo.com; 
gfca@ite.net; pink.guam@gmaiLcom; bina@ghra.org; president@ghra.org; 
nathan.denight@IAsitguam.org; joseph, cameron@dca.guam.gov; john. cal\O@noaa.gov; 
warrenhan01@gmaiLcom; mikitaxi@hotmaiLcom; mattsablan12@yahoo.com; 
melissa.savares@gmail.com; anghet@hotmail.com; mayor.mcdonald671@gmaiLcom; 
mayorlcri\era.tatuha@gmail.com; agatmayorsoffice@hotmail.com; rudyiriarte@gmail.com; 

phnotice@guam leg is lature.org; senator@tina munabarnes, com; jean@tinam unabarnes, com; 
alan@tinamunabames.com; millie@tinamunabarnes.com; 

Tuesday, No\ember 3, 2015 4:25 PM 

FIRST PUBLIC NOTICE 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Tuesday, November 03, 2015 

Hafa Adai! The Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Guam 
Preservation Trust will be conducting a public hearing on Tuesday, November 10, 
2015 in the Public Hearing Room. This hearing is scheduled to receive public 
testimony on the following 

about: blank 

9:00 a.m. Appointment of Joseph M. Leon Guerrero, Resident 
Member, Guam Housing and Urban Renewal Authority Board of 
Directors. 

Appointment of Annabelle M. Dancel, Member, Guam 
Housing and Urban Renewal Authority Board of Directors. 

Appointment of Marie P. Dela Rosa, Member, Guam 
Housing and Urban Renewal Authority Board of Directors. 

Bill No. 160-33 (COR} - AN ACT 1D ADD A NEW ARTICLE 
9 TO CHAPTER 63, TITLE 5, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATI'v'E 1D 
THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015; 1D 
ADD A NEW SUBSECTION (d) 1D § 30101 1D CHAPTER 30, TITLE 11, 
GUAM CODE ANNOTATED RELATIVE 1D THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 
MARINE CONSERVATION FEE; AND 1D AMEND§ 30107 OF CHAPTER 

113 
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30, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO DEPOSIT OF 
FEES INTO THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION AND 
DEVELOPMENT FUND- sponsor: Brant T. lY!cCreadie 

Bill No. 161-33 (COR) - AN ACT TO REPEAL AND 
REENACT§ 1026 OF CHAPTER 10, TITLE l, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED; 
RELATIVE TO ESTABLISHING THE GUAM LIBERATION FISHING 
EVENTS- sponsor: Brant T. Mccreadie 

Bill No. 186-33 (COR} - AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE 
FUNDS FROM THE FISCAL YEAR 2014 HOTEL OCCUPANCY TAX (HOT) 
SURPLUS FUND TO THE GUAM VISITORS BUREAU FOR A PILOT 
PROGRAM TO SUPPORT THE NEEDS OF THE GROWING KOREAN 
\t1SITOR MARKET- sponsors: T.R. 1\fufia Eames, Frank F. Blas, Jr. 

Bill No. 203-33 (CORI - AN ACT TO ADD A 
NEW§ 849.10 TO ARTICLE 1 OF CHAPTER 8, l GCA TO DEDICATE AND 
NA.ME THE FARMER'S 1'fARKET FACILITY, OPERATED BY THE 
FARMER'S COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION OF GUAM, INC., AFTER ITS 
CHAMPIONING ADVOCATE AND LEADING LEGISLATIVE SUPPORTER 
FOR ITS ESTABLISHMENT, THE SPEAKER VICENTE (ben) C. 
PANGELINAN GUAM FARMERS MARKET: "lvfETKAON LANCHERON I 
TAOTAO'- sponsors: D.G. Rodriguez, Jr., R.J. Respicio, J. T. Won Pat, 
Ed.D., T.R. 1\fufia Barnes, V.A. Ada, B .• n.1. ,n.,fcCreadie, F.B. Aguon, Jr., T.A. 
Morrison, B.J.F. Cruz, N.B. Underwood, Ph.D. 

Pursuant to 5 GCA, Chapter 8, Subsection 8107, public hearing notices should be 
sent on Tuesday, November 03, 2015, which is five (5) working days prior and a 
second public notice on Friday, November 6, 2015, which is forty-eight (48) hours 
prior. 

Written testimonies may be suh1nitted on the day of, prior to, or up to ten days after the public hearing to the ()ffice of 

Senator Tina Rose M11fia Ba_rn,es, 155 Hesler Place. I-Iagatf1a Gu.am 96910, via fncsirnile to 472-3400 or via err.ail to 

senator(~r;tir:amunabarnes.com. We comply with Title II of the .Ameri:::::aJ1s wilh :)isabilitics 1\ct {AD/\). Should Y'Ju 

require assistance or accommodat1ons: con~c: ,:canenne Cordero, Bernice R!ve:a or Alm1 Cepeda fro1n our office 

t.tt .·:172-3·'155/6 or via err1.ail at j":u:-:,·iJ/lcarnunab<:\rne:s.coi1J, tJ0rnice:{~tla2.fnnXial:x+tnt'r; cnrr; or ;:datiii;tinnruunobarnes 

I look fr:itv.' rrrd to your attendance and uaruc:mm 

Si Yu'os Ma'ase'l 

cc: 

a:bout"blank 

Sergeant-At-Arms/ Protocol/ AV 
MIS 

Clerk of the Legislature 
All Media 

213 
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Bernice Rivera 
Senior Policy Analyst 
Office of Senator Tina Muna Barnes 
bernice@tinamunabarnes.com 
Tel: 472-34i5/56 
Fax: 472-3400 

Attachments 

• First Notice ll-10-15.pdf(136.14KB) 
• Agenda ll-10-l5.pdf(ll3.75KB) 

Print 

• Appointment ofMarie P. Dela Rosa.pdf(759.25KB) 
• Appointment of Annabelle M. Dancelpdf(753.22KB) 
• Appointment of Joseph M. Leon Guerrero.pdf(761.29KB) 
• Bill No. 186-33 (COR) tnnb IDS1DRY.pdf(522.97KB) 
• Bill No. 160-33 (COR) btmHISTORY.pdf(827.89KB) 
• Bill No. 161-33 (COR) btmIDSTORY.pdf(549.73KB) 
• Bill No. 203-33 (COR) dgr HISTORY a (1 ).pdf(574.19KB) 

about: blank 313 
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Subject: Second Notice: Public Hearing on Tuesday, November 10, 2015 

From: .. 

To: 

Cc: 

Date: 

Bernice Ri;era (bemice@tinamunabames.com) 

annabetle _ dancel@yahoo.com; marie. pdeiarosa@gmail.com; mjduenas@ghura.org; 
millie.laitano@gmail.com: da\'id.sablan@gmail.com: bjackson@holelsantafeguam.com; 
mbaldyga@baldyga.com; n.nakajima@mhiguam.com; morinaga@kona.net; cart.delacruz@noaa.gov; 
jcb_96932@yahoo.com: gfl::a@ite.net; pink.guam@gmail.com: bina@ghra.org; president@ghra.org; 
nathan.denight@\isitguam.o~g; joseph.carneron@dca.guam.gov; john.calvo@noaa.gov; 
warrenhan01@gmail.com; mlkitaxi@hotmail.com; mattsablan12@yahoo.com; 
rielissa.savares@gmail.com; anghet@hotmail.com; mayoLmcdonald671@gmail.com; 
mayortcri;era.tatuha@gmail.cam; aga!mayarsoffice@hotmail.com; rudyiriarte@gmail.com; 

phnatice@guamlegislature.arg; s enatar@tinamunabames. cam; jean@tinamunabames .cam; 
alan@tinamunabames.cam; millie@tinamunabames.cam; 

Thursday, Na-.ember 5, 2015 6:32 PM 

SECOND PUBLIC NOTICE 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
Thursday, November 5, 2015 

Hafa Adai! The Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Guam 
Preservation Trust ·will be conducting a public hearing on Tuesday, November 10 
2015 in the Public Hearing Room. This hearing is scheduled to receive public 
testimony on the following 

about blank 

9:00 a.m. Appointment of Joseph M. Leon Guerrero, Resident 
Member, Guam Housing and Urban Renewal Authority Board of 
Directors. 

Appointment of Annabelle M. Dancel, Member, Guam 
Housing and Urban Renewal Authority Board of Directors. 

Appointment of Marie P. Dela Rosa, Member, Guam 
Housing and Urban Renewal Authority Board of Directors. 

Bill No. 160-33 (CORJ - AN ACT TO ADD A NEW ARTICLE 
9 TO CHAPTER 63, TITLE 5, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO 
THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015; TO 
ADD A NEW SUBSECTION (d) TO § 30101 TO CHAPTER 30, TITI,E 11, 
GUAM CODE ANNOTATED RELATIVE TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF 
MARINE CONSERVATION FEE; AND TO AMEND§ 30107 OF CHAPTER 

1£3 
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30, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO DEPOSIT OF 
FEES INTO TIIE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION AND 

' DEVELOPMENT FUND- sponsor: Brant T. 1vfcCreadie 

Bill No. 161-33 (COR) - AN ACT TO REPEAL AND 
REENACT§ 1026 OF CHAPTER 10, TITLE 1, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED; 
RELATIVE TO ESTABLISHING THE GUAM LIBERATION FISHING 
EVENTS- sponsor: Brant T. McCreadie 

Bill No. 186-33 (COR) AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE 
FUNDS FROM THE FISCAL YEAR 2014 HOTEL OCCUPANCY TAX (HO'I) 
SURPLUS FUND TO THE GUAM VISITORS BUREAU FOR A PILOT 
PROGRAM TO SUPPORT THE NEEDS OF THE GROWING KOREAN 
VISITOR MARKET- sponsors: T.R. IV.fufia Barn.es, Frank F. Blas, Jr. 

Bill No. 203-33 (COR) - AN ACT TO ADD A 
NEW§ 849.10 TO ARTICLE 1 OF CHAPTER 8, 1 GCA TO DEDICA1E AND 
NAME TI-IE FAR~vlER'S ?viARKET FACILITY, OPERATED BY THE 
FARMER'S COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION OF GUAM, INC., AFTER ITS 
CHAMPIONING ADVOCATE AND LEADING LEGISLATIVE SUPPORTER 
FOR ITS ESTABLISHMENT, THE SPEAKER VICENTE (ben) C. 
PANGELINAN GUAM FARMERS MARKET: "METKAON LANCHERON I 
TAOTAO'- sponsors: D.G. Rodriguez, Jr., R.J. Respicio, J. T. Won Pat; 
Ed.D., T.R. Mun.a Eames, V.A. Ada, B.NL Mccreadie, F.B. Aguon, Jr., T.A. 
Morrison, B.J.F. Cruz, N.B. Undenuood, Ph.D. 

Pursuant to 5 GCA, Chapter 8, Subsection 8107, public hearing notices should be 
sent on Tuesday, November 03, 2015, which is five (5) working days prior and a 

second public notice on Friday, November 6, 2015, which is forty-eight (48) hours 
prior. 

Written testin1onies may be st1bmitted on the day of, prior to, or up to ten days after the public headng to the Office of 

Senator Tina Ruse ~1uria Barnes, 155 Hesler Place. H-agat:tla Guarn 96910, via facsimile to 4"12<14CO or via t"'rrt-ai:l ro 

ser:atoi(qftinarnunabar!les.com. '>ie comply \Vith Tith: H of the /\merieans \\'ith '.JisabiHties Act ;AJ)A/. S!-'_ot:.ld yc;u 

requir<:~ <}!Ssistan;:-e or &i-::comn1odations conb1ct Je0-.nenne Cordero, Bernice Rivera or A!an Cepeda from our uff1-ce 
a: 472<1455/6 or vta email at namunn-J:;.,1:rncs.co-rr;, bt::-rnk:e'.J:rlnz;muna!:-;.I:;rnc:s con1 a-r ;;;Jn,::1;_:Ltino1::r:tu12lx1rnes 

I look forw;;rd to your attend2nce and 

Si Yu'os Ma'ase'! 

cc: 

about:b!ank 

Sergeant-At~Arms/ Protocol/ AV 
MIS 

Clerk of the Legislature 
All Media 
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Public Hearing Notice Listserv 
phnotice@guamlegislnture.org (Media, All Senators, and Staff) Updated: February 15, 2011> 

action G'P \veareguahan .com comrnunications@gua1n.gov jasmine(0postguarn.com 
ad min (2frankaguonjr .com cor@guamlegislature.org jennif CL lj .dulla@ gmail .com 

adrnin@guamrealtors.com coy@senatorada.org jcan@tinamunabarnes.com 

admin (f? wearcguahan .con1 danireyesC4isenatorbjcruz.corn jespaldonesq@gmail.com 

adrnin2@guamrealtors.com dcrisost ((]) guam.gannett.corn joan(i!Jkuam.com 

aguon4guarn (if; gmail .com debbieretuyan@judiwonpat.com joc@toduguarn.com 

agusto .atlague@ grnail .com delisleduenas@judiwonpat.com joesa@guamlegislature.org 

ahemandez@guamlegislaturc.org desori623@hotrnail.com john.calvo@noaa.gov 

alerta.jermaine@gmaii,c.:om cyrus(.:fsenatorada.org ohn@postguam.com 

aline4fan1ilies (& gmail.com divider_j.jimenez@hotmail.com johnJuccs@toduguam.com 

am800guarn@gmall.com dieddy@guamchamber.com.gu johntaocoru1or@gmail.com 

amandalce. she!ton (Wmai I .ho use. gov dmgeorge@guampdn.com jon.ca!vo@'mail.housc.g(Jv 

a1ncborja (if;gmail.com duenascnator@gmail.com jontalk@gmail.com 

amier(ifn1vguan1.com ed@tonyada.com jprnanuel@grnail,com 

anitaataligmani Ci> grnail.com edelynnl !30@hotmail.com jstedtaotao@gmail.com 

ang.duenas@gmai!.com editor@Jpostguam.com · tenorlo@guamcourts.org 

ann<£iltoduguarn.corn editor@saipantribune.com julian.c .Janssen (ip gmail .com 

assist~ editor@ glimpsesof guam.corn edpocaigucC0judiwonpaLcorn juliette@senatorada.org 

ataligbaC<tgmaiJ.com efiores@senatorbjcruz.com kai@spbguarn.corn 

av lfY guam!eglslature.org elena.garcia@senatorbjcruz.com kcharfauros7 4 C0 grnail .con1 

avon.guam@Jgmail.com emqcho@gmaiLcorn kcn.kelly@gmail.com 

baza.rnatthew@grnail.com eo@guamrealtors.com keeplnginformed.67 J (41gn1ail.c()ffi 

bdydasco@senatorada.org etajalle@lguam1egislature.org kelly .to ves @mail.house.gov 

bernice C&tinamunabarnes.com ewinstoni Ci!'yahoo.com ~ylg@guamlegislature.org 

berthaducnas@guamlegislature.org fbtorres<!Pjudiwonpatcom @kuarn.com 

bmkelrnan <0 guan1pdn.com fes22744@gmail.com khn1g@hbcguam.net 

braruforguam @g1naiI.com fl ores @senatorada<org koreannev,;s@guam.net 

bruce. l loyd .1nedia 0i grnail .con1 frank.blasjr@gmail.com koreatv@kuentos.guarn.net 

bshringiti'mnylans.net frank (d j udi wonpat.com kstokish@grnail.com 

carlaborja.73 <ii' yahoo.corn frankCitrnvguam.com kstonews C0ite.net 

car!u.branch 0igmail .con1 gcrry@postguatn.com kurtzrnan. guarnlegis@gmall .com 

car!o. branch @senatorbjcruz.com gerrypartido(f)gmail.com law@guarnag.org 

carlsanche1 (ef;j udi \-VOnpat .com ginaflorcs2595 (¢ gmail .corn legislativecounsel @guan1legisla1ure.org 

carlsonc(0pstripes.osd.miJ gktv23 C4hotmail.corn lcling@judiwonpat.con1 

ccastro(/jJgt1amchamber.com.gu guadalupeignacio@gmail.com life(O!guampdrLcon1 

ccharfauros(r?!guamag<org guam.avon@gmail.com Jjalcairo@gmai1.com 

ccolben(9Jguarn!egislature,org guarn @pstripcs_osd.mil lJmatthews@guampdn.com 

cheerfu!catunao<§lyahoo.com guan1nativesun (¢yahoo .com louellaC&mvguam.co1n 

christme.quinata@takecareasta.com hana@guam-shinbun.com !ouise@ronyada.com 
chucktanner(l;,itoduguam.con1 hermina.certcza@)senatorbjcruz.com m.salaila (if; yahoo.cotn 
cipo-@ guamlegislature. org hill.bruce@abc.netau managingeditor@glimpsesofguain.com 

clerks (Tguarr1legis!ature. org hottips@kuan1.co1n mabuhayncws@Jyahoo.con1 

c!ynt (8'spbguam.cnm info@1chinesetimesguam.com mahoquinene (qi guam,net 

crnducnas (i3l guamlegislature .org ihernandez (Q) guamlcgislature.org malainse(i!Jgmail.com 

committee(;;;' frankaguonjr .coin jason@kuam.com maria.pangelinan((Vgec,guarn.gov 

cnnununicalilJnsfi:ffrankaguonjr.com jason@isenarormorrisortcom marycamachotorres (W grnail ,con1 
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n1aryfe jeran ii!; g1nai 1.con1 

n1aryrnC&guan1legls!ature.org 

marilyntab!antc ~7: gm ail .com 

marvic (,;i:' rnvguarn.corn 

rna ti he vv. sa ruos (0 se na torbj cruz. co in 

In car Ison (ii,: guan1 legis!atun:.org 

mcphcrson.kathryn@abc.net. au 
Illl'.t uzJf?; hitradio ! OO.con1 

n1edia \[hfrankaguonjr .corn 

n1enchu ((j.l toduguarn .com 

millie(iiltinamunabarnes,com 

n1indy(iikuam.com 

mis~;; guarnlegislature .org 

mlwheeler2000@yahoo.com 
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I Mina'Trentai Tres Na Liheslaturan Guahan 
Office of The Legislative Secretary 

Tina Rose Muna Barnes 

Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and 
Historic Preservation 

Confirmation/Public Hearing 
Tuesday, November 10, 2015 

AGENDA 

9:00a.m. Appointment of Joseph M. Leon Guerrero, Resident Member, Guam 
Housing and Urban Renewal Authority Board of Directors. 

Appointment of Annabelle M. Dancel, Member, Guam Housing and 
Urban Renewal Authority Board of Directors. 

Appointment of Marie P. Dela Rosa, Member, Guam Housing and Urban 
Renewal Authority Board of Directors. 

Bill No. 160-33 (COR) - AN ACT TO ADD A NEW ARTICLE 9 TO 
CHAPTER 63, TITLE 5, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO 
THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015; 
TO ADD A NEW SUBSECTION (d) TO § 30101 TO CHAPTER 30, TITLE 
11, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED RELATIVE TO THE ESTABLISHMENT 
OF MARINE CONSERVATION FEE; AND TO AMEND § 30107 OF 
CHAPTER 30, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO 
DEPOSIT OF FEES INTO THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES 
CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT FUND- sponsor: Brant T. 
McCreadie 

Bill No. 161-33 (COR) - AN ACT TO REPEAL AND REENACT§ 1026 OF 
CHAPTER 10, TITLE 1, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED; RELATIVE TO 
EST A BUSHING lHE GUAM LIBERATION FISHING EVENTS- sponsor: 
Brant T. McCreadie 

Chairperson. Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation 
155 Hesler Place Hagatna, Guam 96910 [Tel: 671-472~3455/6 Fax: 671472-3400] www.tinamunabames..com 



I Mina'Trentai Tres Na Liheslaturan Guahan 
Office of The Legislative Secretary 

Tina Rose Muiia Barnes 

Bill No. 186-33 ICOR) - AN ACT TO APPROPRIATE FUNDS FROM THE 
FISCAL YEAR 2014 HOTEL OCCUPANCY TAX (HOT) SURPLUS FUND 
TO THE GUAM VISITORS BUREAU FOR A PILOT PROGRAM TO 
SUPPORT THE NEEDS OF THE GROWING KOREAN VISITOR 
MARKET· sponsors: TR. Mufia Barnes, Frank F. Blas, Jr. 

Bill No. 203-33 (COR) - AN ACT TO ADD A NEW § 849.10 TO ARTICLE 
1 OF CHAPTER 8, 1 GCA TO DEDICATE Al'\TD NAME THE FARMER'S 
MARKET FACILITY, OPERATED BY THE FARMER'S COOPERATIVE 
ASSOCIATION OF GUAM, INC., AFTER ITS CHAMPIONING 
ADVOCATE AND LEADING LEGfSLA TIVE SUPPORTER FOR ITS 
ESTABLISHMENT, THE SPEAKER VICENTE (ben) C. PANGELINAN 
GU&vf FARMERS MARKET: "METMON LANCHERON 1 1'.AOTAO"· 
sponsors: D.G. Rodriguez, fr., R.J. Respicio, J. T. Won Pat, Ed.D., T.R. Muna 
Barnes, V.A. Ada, B.M. McCreadie, F.B. Aguon, Jr., T.A. Morrison, BIF. Cruz, 
N.B. Underwood, Ph.D. 

Chairper$0TI, Contr.clttce on Munidyul Affalrs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation 
155 Hesler Pb::e Hagatiia., Guam 96910 [Tel: 671-472~34.55!6 F~: 671-4n·3400J www.tirumunabarne5.i;;-ofl;1 
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E,.._1sting Boat Ram at Agfajha11 
a11d Proposed B,o.at Rant at 

Talofofo Bay 

CompoSite represel\tat1on of Talofcfo 
Bay of a proposal for a boat ram and 

. alc11g s1de a man ntade jetty. 
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