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March 28, 2016 |

MEMORANDUM

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

Fronu: Senator Tina Muna Barnes

Committee Chairperson
Subject: Committee Report on Bill No. 160-33 (COR} as substituted by the Committee
Transmitted herewith for your consideration is the Committee Report on Bill No. 161-33
(COR) "AN ACT TO Al A NEW ARTICLE 9 TO CHAFPTER 63, TITLE 5, GUAM
CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TC THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES
CONSERVATION ACT OF 20157

This report includes the following:

. Committee Vote Sheet

. Committee Report Digest

. Copy of Bill No. 160-33 (COR) as infroduced

. Copy of Bill No. 160-33 (COR) as substituted by the Committee
. Public Hearing Sign-in Sheet

. Copies of Submitted Testimony & Supporting Documents

. Copy of COR Reterral of Bill No. 160-33 (COR)

. Notices of Public Hearing

. Copy of the Public Hearing Agenda

© Copy of Fiscal Note for Bill Ne. 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.

S1Yu'os ma'ase’t
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COMMITTEE VOTING SHEET

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”7 as substituted by the Committee — sponsor: B.T, McCREADIE
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COMMITTEE REPORT DIGEST

IR OVERVIEW

Bill No. 160-33 {COR) was introduced on 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 10, 2015 at
9:00 AM in T 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
Thursday, November 5, 2015 (48-Hour Notice).

Senators Present

Senator Tina Murna Barnes, Chairperson
Senator Frank Blas, Jr.

Speaker JudithT. Won Pat, Ed.D
Senator James V. Espaldon

Senator Rory J. Respicio

Senator V. Anthony Ada

Senator Brant T, McCreadie

Senator Dennis G. Rodriguez, Jr.
Senator Thomas Morrison

1L SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY & DISCUSSION
The public hearing was Called-to-Order at 9:03 A M.
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 am. 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,

Chafrperson, Committee on Munictpal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation
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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 fo ten {10)
days after the public hearing to the Office of Senator Tina Muna Barnes, 155 Hesler
Place, Hagatia, Guam 96910, via facsimile to 472-3400 or via emal to
senator@tinamunabarnes.com. Furthermore, if you should have any questions, please
contact Jeanenne Cordero, Bernice Rivera or Alan Cepeda trom our otfice at 472-3455/6
or wvia email at jean@tinamuanbarnes.com, Bernice@tinamunabames.com or

alan@tinamunabarnes.com

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

Chairperson: In conversation with the author of Bill No. 160-33 (COR), he will be
introducing a substitute version of 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, Cuam 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 ot fees into the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation
and Development Fund”. Ladies and gentlemen when I spoke earlier about this bill,
Vve spoken to the author of the legislation, and he will make some amendments and as
the Committee Chair we wil] 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 intreduced
(substituted version} and the original bill.

Senator_lim _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 np all the individuals that
have signed in to testify. Chairperson calls several names on the sign-in sheet and
several were there to just show support. A few of them called are part of the first panel.

Chairpersan, Comanittee on Munzdpal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Histone Preservation
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[ ask that everyone please state their name for the record and if you're for or against the
bill. If vou have a written testimony, please provide that to my statf 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 briet
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 2]
vears ago when Manny Duenas took over the Fishermen's Co-op. About 4 months ago,
[ 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 hisheries. |
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 tigure out a way to downsize this book that he gave me, in this case a 12-page biil.
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 beat ramp in the
north and south, solely needed for emergency purposes. | have 2 petitions, one in
support and one in opposition. Oppuosition trom Chamorro Nation of 37 signatures in
opposition and one trom Manny Duenas with about 330 signatures in support so |
wanted to add that in the record as well. Gething 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
could meet with. [ know John Atulai is not here but [ meet with him unofficially at the
boat basin area after my run so I hear it from here all the ime. So what we did was took
everyone’s idea, now this is a lightning rod bill that not everyone supports and 1
understand that and we may not make everyone happy, but we took everyone’s idea
and my intention of this bill is the leave the 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 indigenous fishing rights people, was on page 3 of the
substitute bill, “to recognize the provisions of Public Law 28-127 (5 GCA § 63133) in
carrying out the duties of the Council and in exercising its powers”. We wanted to
make sure to encompass their voice and be parallel with everyone else. We also took

Chairperson, Commitiee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation
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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, it [ 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 vou 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 bill 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 reinfroduce the bill with the appropriate changes.

Chairperson: Senator Espaldon, if I may, I'm the oversight Chair of this, give me the
opportunity to give Senator Brant McCreadie the opportunity to finish his presentation.
Thank vou very much!

Senator Brant McCreadie: 5o I'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'm letting everyone know the results of my
meetings. The other important language is the funding for the mitigation and surface
storm water run —off. [f we contirtue to allow this to happen, the Council is not going to
be able to stop this and killing the fish, s0 we won’t have fish or coral to suffice the next
generation of fishes. 50, is this a pertect piece of legislation? No, this is why we had the
meetings. Please understand that I did not substitute the bill, I sent changes to the
committee chairwoman. She has been very accornmodating to work with us on those
changes. We are hearing the introduced version of the bill todav. 1 am not the
committee chair, I'm just the author of the bill. I'm allowing everyone to know what we
have done for the proposed changes. Thank you!

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

Chairperson, Committee on Mundcipal Affatrs, Tourism, Heusing and Historic Preservation
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this bill and looking at it further. 1 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 fim Espaldon: Madam Chair I still have to object to this whole process. The
panelists came here to provide testimony 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. Chargualal, my apologies, you may continue.

Mr. Jose Chargulaf: Thank you Madam Chair and Senators of the 33rd Guam
Legislature. [ read the original bill online and yes, there are some areas that I feel that
need changes, but the intent of the bill as it is presented by the Author, is long overdue.
We understand the position that the Serator is taking. [ have been [ishing since 1975
both reef and 2,600 feet and to my dismay the only tuna that | 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. The
overall importance of this project, I hope that all the Senators will give their support.
Not only the farmers need assistance but the fishermen too. [ feel that the intent is not
so much about who's going to be fishing and who's gonna benefit. | think that this
legislation if passed will benefit the entire community ot Guam and our tourist. Many
of the people that fish in Talofofo Bay come from Yigo, Dededo, Umatac and Merizo. 1
think the Senators should really work together, should it need some major
amendments. The sooner this bill is worked on it would be for the benefit of the entire
island. 1 hope that vou could share the CID that | provided. Mr. Chargualaf provided
written testimony (which is attached) as well as a CD (which is also attached).

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

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

Chalrperson, Committes on Municipal Affairs, Tounsm, Housing and Historic Preservation
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Chairperson: Thank you Ms, McCollum. If | 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: Manana 5i Yu'os todos hamyu, Not a lot of people
know me but I'm retired and l've never been here to speak. 1 do not support this bili
because it will kill the current law P.L. 29-127. ['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 fet’s remember our peopie first, remember where 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 miembers of this Council. From me, remember where you came trom and remember
your peopie. You have to remember vou children. Sai'na Ma’ase!

Chairperson: Buen Prubechu Mr. Aguen! 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 vears. With all do respect Madam
Chair, 1 am in agreement with Senator Espaldon regarding the amendment of the
existing bill. T 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. |
am subsistant fisherman, we value what we catch. 1 suggest that vou reschedule this to
allow other people to attend. Tam in opposition to this bill because it micromanages of
our fisheries resources to a certain group of individuals, the council themselves. T 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 monopeolize and regulate. I know there’s a
hidden agenda here. It's an attack on our Micronesian immigrations. 1 think you
should have another hearing in the evening so that the more people could attend.
Somebody is benetiting here and we need to wake up to reality. 've made some
enemies but I'm tighting for our people. We need the voung generation here. He is an
expense fisherman. That's ali I want to say Madam Chair and | suggest that this
hearing be continued. These changes need to be reflected officially so we could get
things straight. I'm sorry manilubu!

Chairperson, Committee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historie Preservation
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Chairperson: 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. Thank 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? Shouldn’t they have
more input? These organizations should get together at the expense of whom? [ kinda
feel that they need a bigger voice and not shut out by corporations or legislations. The
other question | had is in reference to: boat ramps coming in..will these also be used for
public interest or exclusively for emergency 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 wildlite. These are all major issues. 1 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.
Evervbody up here are public servants, kinda what 1 heard yeou 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, | could support. Thank you!

Chairperson: Thank you Mr. Stinson. The next panel is called by the Chairperson. Mr.
Danny and Joseph Jackson, are vou here to testify? No, you're here to oppose, but not

speak. Thank you. If I could yield to the Mayor of Inarajan, please consige pot fabot.

Mayor Boris F. Lujan: Good morning Senators, Senator Brant McCreadie, thank you

tor introducing this bill. Mayor Lujan reads her testimony, which is attached.
Chairperson: Sai'na Ma'ase Mayor Lujan, vou're excused. Mrs. Torres, please continue.

Trini T. Torres: Indigencus 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.

Chairperson: You're very welcome. Mr. Camacho.

Chairperson, Committee on Municipal Affairs, Touris, Housing and Histaric Preservabon
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Tom Camacho: Thank you Madam Chair, 1 will make this brief and to the point. 1
want to discuss change. Change is to make or become ditferent and that is something

that our people have a lot to swallow. But if we don’t start somewhere, we're not going
to get anywhere. But we're so against the United States and here we are trving to get
away trom the Federal government by becoming self sustaining. | 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 tish. 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 bill. Who are we trving
to kid? We are not raping the tourist attraction fund, we are contributing to it! We are
looking at means of generating funds for the sustamability of our island. What do you
people not understand? Self sustaining means, you're on vour own! Before somebody
starts criticizing anybody they need to get their tacts straight. Thank you very much!

Chairperson: Thank vou Tom, Mr. Duenas?

Michael Duenas: Thank you Madam Chair. My name is Michael Duenas, just a

member of the public and 2 local fisherman. 'm saddened that portions of the bill are
otf 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. 1°d like to thank vou for considering the
formation of that council. ADD has set in, that's all | have.

Chairperson: Thank you Mr. Duenas. Chairperson calls up the next panel. Mr. joseph

Cameron, you may proceed,

loseph Cameron; 5i Yu'os Ma'ase Madam Chair and all Committee members. Thank
you for having this public hearing. 1 am Joseph Flores Cameron. The intention of this
bill is good and I am in support of it. The intent of this bill i1s honorable but 1 think it’s
critical that we look at some of the English words that far exceed undertones of what
people are thinking. Intent was never to remove or alienate anybody. 1 suggest that
you take back this bill and reintroduce. 1 am not trying to dictate to this august body.
But clearly there are some things that we need to consider i making this bill cleaner so
that the intent is not watered down. [ support Manny Duenas and other organizations.
May I highly recommend that we have 3 public members but incorporated and speaks

Chairpersen, Committes on Municipat Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation
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for the voices for everyone. Thank you very much and [ 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 [ am the President of the Guam Fisherman’s Cooperative
Association. Our main purpose is to sell the excess catch. There’s no such thing as an
expense fisherman. | 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 vourself, what [

gave vou was a whole stack of papers to incorporate.  We asked tor 3 members trom
the Mavors 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, 1 guess
I'm getting the brunt ot it. Show me one person here on the island that Manny Duenas
doesn’t care for the people of Guam. I care for the people of Guam that anvone else on
this earth and that’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. We have to provide a balance and have fo sit down and discuss these matters. Let
me tell you a little secret, the fisheries section of Department of Agriculture is federaily
funded. That’s why 1 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
tor 5% of the tourist attraction fund if they don't want to give us the $2 per tourist. All
of these projects 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, |
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 vou very much for vour time! Biba Guam!

Chairperson: ! 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
benetits 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 God sent because it's been over 21 vears. So here’s my
commitment, I promise you a continued hearing, 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 means to get this done. T want to say “Un Dangkulo Na 51 Yu'os Ma'ase”
te Mr. Duenas and also on behalf of this Legislative body because you have gone
beyond vour call of duty for the people of Guam! You have my conunitinent to have a
mark-up hearing. With this said, this hearing on Bill No. 160-33 (COR} is duly heard

Chairperson, Commities on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Howsing and Historie Preservation
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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 L..G. Sablan, Director of the Department of Agriculture
Senator Brant McCreadie

The public hearing was adjeurned at 1:44 P.M.
I, FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS

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 M§ " e

Chalrpersern, Cominitiee on Municipai Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historie Preservation
155 Hesler Place Hasatta, Guam 56918 [Tel: 671-472-M55/4 Fax: 67147234000 www Hnamunabarmes.com
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Introduced by:

MINA’ TRENTAI TRES NA LIHESLATURAN GUAHAN
2015 (FIRST) Regular Session

/

i
L.

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.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF GUAM:
Section 1. A new Article 9 is hereby added to Chapter 63 of Title 5 Guam Code

Annotated, to read as follows:

GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2615,
§ 63901.
§ 63902
§ 63903
§ 63904,
63905,
63906.

§
§

“ARTICLE 9

Title.

“1

/)

Brant T. McCreadid £

\‘x
\

Establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Management Council.

Council Powers and Duties.
Qualifications and Terms of Council Members.
Vacancies,

Flection of Otficers.

0
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§ 63907,
$ 63908,
§ 63909.
§ 63910.
§ 63911.
Established.

Council Meetings,

Compensation.

Advisory, Non-Voting Members.

Rules and Regulations: Schedule of Fees

Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund

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

Conservation Act of 201 3.

§ 63901, Establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Management

Council.

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

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

be appeinted by J Maga 'lohen Guahan with the advice and consent of [ Likesiaturan

Gudhan.

§ 63903. Council Powers and Duties.

The powers and duties of the Council shall include the following:

(a) To coordinate and promote activities in connegction with the
conservation and development of Guam’s ocean, fisheries, and marine
resources;

(h)To develop, impose, and issue permit requirements for the general
public, and establish a schedule of fees in connection therewith,
relative to the conduct of commerciai marine operations and the

harvesting of fish and other marine life in the waters of Guam;
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(¢) To oversee the expenditure and management of funds in the Guam
Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund established
pursuant to 5 GCA § 63911;

(d)To provide advice and information to [ Maga lahen Gudhan and to [
Liheslaturan Guahan, including the legislature’s Committee on
Natural Resources, on matters pertaining, but not limited to, the use
and harvesting of freshwater and marine resources and their
managemntent;

(e) To review and provide advice on the timpact of laws affecting the
sustainable use of the marine and freshwater resources;

(f) To development 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 coordinate and promote the sustainable use of Guam’s oceans,
fisheries, marine and freshwater resources within various communities
on Guam.

(1) To provide a report to I Maga lahen Guahan and to I Liheslaturan
Guahan within ninety (90) days after the end of each fiscal year

summarizing the activities and accomplishments of the Council over

the past fiscal year.

§ 63904, Qualifications and Terms of Council Members.

(a) Qualifications. With the advice and consent of [ Likeslaturan
Gudhan, 1 Maga'lahen Gudhan shall appoint seven (7) voting

mentbers to the Council as follows.

w2
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(1Y Two (2) Counci! members shall be appointed from the community
at-large;

(2)One (1) Council member shall be an active member in good
standing of the Marianas Underwater Fishing Federation;

{N0ne (1) Council member shall be an active member in good
standing of the Guam Organization ot Saltwater Anglers;

(4}0ne (1} Council member shall be an active member in good
standing of the Guam Fisherman’s Cooperative Association;

{5)YOne (1) Council member shall be a staff or faculty member of the
University of Guam affiliated with the Marine Laboratory; and

{6)One (1} Council member shall be a mayor nominated by the Guam
Mayor’s Council.

{7y The Director of the Department of Agriculture or his or her
designee shall serve as ex-gfficio 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)If 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 Commussion shall forthwith notify /

Maga lahen Gudhan that the vacancy exists.

() Terms., [ Maga'lahen Gudhan, when making initial appointments,

s

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

and three (3) members to serve initial two-(2rvear terms, All

4
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subsequent appointments shall be for terms of four {(4) vears, except
appointments to fill a vacancy. When a vacancy occurs, it shall be
filled by appointment of / Maga laher Gudahan with the advice and
consent of { Liheslaturan Gudhan for the remainder of the vacating
member’s term. Initial appointments to the Council shall be made by
I Maga lohen Guahan within ninety (90) days after the effective date
of this Act.

§ 63905, Vacancies.

When a vacancy occurs other than by expiration of a member’s term, /
Maga laken Guidhan shall fill the vacancy in accordance with §§ 63902 and 63904 of
this Article if the remaining ferm 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)(1)-(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 terms of office as
Council members. The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings for the Council, shall
act as the spokesperson of the Council, and shall 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 may deem necessary.

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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§ 63907. Council Meetings.

The Council shall meet regularly at least every other month, and at such times
and in such places in Guam as the Council establishes (or by the Chairperson when
the Council does not act), to transact such business as the Council determines. The
Director of the Department of Agriculture shall assist the Council with the conduct
and transaction of its business and the holding of Council meetings, and shall make
available a venue within the Department of Agriculture for meetings of the Council.
The Director of Agriculture shall also assist the Council by providing technical and
staff support as needed. A quorum of the Council shall consist of a majority of
members duly appointed and qualified. The chairperson shall be counted for a
quorum but shall vote only in case of a tie. Any action taken by the Council shall be
by a majority of the voting members. Special meetings of the Council may be called
by the Chairperson or by a majority of the Council members in office. All notices and
meetings of the Council shall comply with the Open Government Law, Chapter &,
Title 5 Guam Code Annotated.

§ 63908. Compensation.

Voting members of the Council shall be compensated at the rate of Fifty Dollars
($50) per meeting, not to exceed One Hundred Dollars ($100) per calendar month,

§ 63909. Advisory, Non-voting Members.

The Council by majority vote of its members may invite additional public and
private sector members to serve on a voluntary hasis without compensation as advisers
in the Council’s sub-committees, and may prescribe special procedures for their
participation, provided that no such advisory members may vote at any meetings of
the Council.

§ 63910. Rules and Regulations; Schedule of Fees.



1 (a)Rules and Regulations. The Council, which shall be assisted by the
2 Department of Agriculture and the Attorney General’s Office, shall from
3 time to time promuigate rules and regulations, in accordance with the
4 Administrative Adjudication Act, Title 5, Guam Code Annotated,
5 Chapter 9, Article 3, to carry out the provisions of this Act.
6 (b)Permits and Fee Schedules. In order to preserve Guam’s marine and
7 freshwater resources, the Council, which shall be assisted by the
) Department of Agriculture and the Attornev Generai’s Office, shali
9 establish a schedule of various permits, and fees to be charged for such
10 permits, which shall be required for the conduct of commercial marine
11 operations and the harvesting of fish and other marine life in the waters
12 of Guam. Such schedules shall be established in accordance with the
13 procedures set forth in Article 3, Chapter 9, Title 5 Guam Code
14 Annotated, the Administrative Adjudication Act, and shall include
15 criteria and guidelines governing the application, issuance, and
16 enforcement of such permits and fees.
17 The initial schedule of permits and fees established under this
18 section shall be submited to 7 Likeslaturan Gudahan pursuant to the
19 Administrative Adjudication Act 1o later than 180 days after the effective
20 date of this Act. After adoption of the initial schedule of permits and
21 fees, the Council shall review the schedule at least once every five (5)
22 vears thereafter to determine if any fee increases, decreases, the
23 establishment of new fees, or any other modifications, are warranted.
24 (¢) Maintenance of Required Permits, Unless otherwise expressly
25 exempted by this Act or by other provision of law, a person or entity
26 shall not engage in activities requiring a permit by virtue of the rules and

7
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regulations promulgated under subsections (a) and (b) of this Section
63910, without having in his or #ts immediate possession such permit or a
copy thereot.

(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 Diollars (8500.00) for each violation,
Any fines recovered by the government of Guam for such civil violations
shall be paid into the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and
Development Fund established pursuant to 5 GCA § 63911.

(eYEnforcement. Except as otherwise provided by law, the provisions of
this § 63910 and all ruies and reguiations, permit and fee schedules
promulgated thereunder, shall be enforced by the Director of Agriculture,
as ex officio Chief Conservation Officer, and suitable employees of the
Department of Agriculture whom the Director may appoint as Deputy
Conservation Officers, as well as by peace officers, as defined in 8 GCA
§ 5.55, all with the same powers set forth under 5 GCA § 63103, The
Civilian Volunteer Conservation Officer Reserve established by 5 GCA
§ 63103.1 may also assist with enforcement hereunder under the same
conditions specified under 5 GCA § 63103.1.

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

(a) Establishment. There is hereby created. separate and apart from other
funds of the government of Guam, a fund known as the Guam Ocean and
Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund (hereinafter GOF
Conservation and Development Fund)., The GOF Conservation and

Development Fund shall not be commingied with the General Fund and
P £

8
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shall be kept in a separate bank account. All proceeds from fees collected
pursuant to the permit and fee schedule promuigated under § 63910(2)
and (b), supra, fines imposed under § 63910(d). and the fees collected
under § 30107(d) of Chapter 30, Title 11 Guam Code Annotated (the
Marine Conservation Fee), and other amounts as may be authorized by
taw, shall be deposited in the GOF Conservation and Development Fund
and shall be expended by the Council exclusively for purposes authorized
in § 63911(b) of this Article.

(bYUses. The GOF Conservation and Development Fund shall be used to
fund the following:
{1}Development and Construction of bhoat ramps in Northern and

Southern Guam.  The Council shall formulate plans for the

deveiopment, 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 shali include,
but not be limited to, site identification, costs, engineering, and

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

preltminary plans and recommendations for the development and

construction of the Northemn and Southern boat ramps to [

Muaga lahen Guahan and o [ Liheslatiran Gudhan;

(2)Funding for additional conservation officer positions within the

Department of Agriculture, and essential work equipment for such
& bt . p

conservation officers:

{3 Research and development related to the conservation of ocean

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



1 (4)Research and development related to the regulation and conservation

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

3 (5)Marina improvement, moorings, maintenance, and related projects;

4 {6)The creation, improvement or beautification of access paths to shore-

5 sicle resources;

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

7 (8)Funding assistance for community-related marine facilites;

8 (M Funding assistance for activites related to the preservation and

9 perpetuation of Guam’s indigenous Chamorro Culture and Heritage as
10 it relates to ocean, fisheries, and other marine-related aspects:
11 (10) Funding for staffing, office expenses, and other activities in
12 support of the mission of the Council; and
13 (11} Other similar funding priorities as identified by [ Likeslaturan
14 Gudhan,
15 (¢) Expenditares,  All expenditures of the GOF Conservation and
16 Development Fund shall be made exclusively by appropriation of [
17 Liheslaruran Guahan. The GOF Conservation and Development Fund
18 shall #or be used for any purposes other than those enumerated or
19 reasonably inferred hereunder or for purposes other than those relating to
20 ocean, fisheries, and other marine and freshwater related matiers. The
21 GOF Conservation and Development Fund shall not be used as a pledge
22 of security or as collateral for government loans without prior
23 authorization by [ Likeslaturan Gudhan, ™
24 Section 2. A new subsection (d) is added to § 30101 of Chapter 30, Title 11

25  of the Guam Code Annotated 1o read as follows:

10
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“(d) A separate fee called the Marine Conservation Fee, is hereby levied,

imposed and assessed under the same circumstances as the excise tax

imposed under subsections (a), (b), and (¢) of this Section 30101, except that

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

dollars ($2.00) per occupancy per stav, and (2) the fee shall not be levied or

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

Section 3. Section 30107 (a) of Chapter 30, Title 11 of the Guam Code
Annotated is amended to read as follows:

“(a) There is hereby created, separate and apart from other funds of the
government of Guam, a fund known as the Tourist Attraction Fund (hereinafter TAF).
The TAF shall not be commingied with the General Fund and shall be kept in a
separate bank account. All proceeds from fees collected under this Chapter, except

for the Marine Conservation Fee imposed under 11 GCA 830101{d) which shall be

deposited into the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund

under 3 GCA § 63911, shall be deposited in the TAF and shall be expended

exclusively for purposes authorized in § 9107 and § 9113 of Title 12, Guam Code
Annotated. The TAF may also be used to fund the following projects:

(1)The creation, improvement, or beautification of roads, avenues, boulevards,
parkways, intersections, bicycle paths, motor bike trails, footpaths, biking
trails, stairways, rivers, streams, estuaries, lagoons, or other means of access
and transportation;

(2)The development and restoration of points of natural beauty or historic
social or cultural significance, including means of access, parking, safety
devices, concessions, restrooms, view points and information pavilions;

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

similar projects;

11
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(4)The construction of buildings to be used for public purposes including zoos
and aquariums, museums, athletic facilities, cultural centers, and performing
arts complexes;

(3)Landscaping, provision of decorations or the enhancement of beauty of any
of the projects listed in this Section;

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

(7)Projects and programs identified in the Tumon Bay Masterplan.”

Section 4. Effective Date. With the exception of Sections 2 and 3 which shall
be effective ninety (90) days after the enactment of this Act, the remaining Sections of
this Act shall be effective immediately upon enactment.

Section 5. Severability. [/ any provision of this Act or its application to any
person or circumstance is found to be invalid or contrary to law, such invalidity shall
not affect other provisions or applications of this Act which can be given effect

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

are severable.

12
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I MINA’ TRENTAI TRES NA LIHESLATURAN GUAHAN
2015 (FIRST) Regular Session

Bill No. 160-33 (COR)

as Substituted by the Committee

Introduced by: Brant T. McCreadie

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.

BE IT ENACTED BY THE PEOPLE OF GUAM:

Section 1. A new Article 9 is hereby added to Chapter 63 of Title 5 Guam
Code Annotated, to read as follows:

“ARTICLE 9 |

GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015.
§ 63901.  Title.
§ 63902.  Establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Management Council.
§ 63903.  Council Powers and Duties,
§ 63904.  Qualifications and Terms of Council Members.
§ 63905.  Vacancies.
§ 63906.  Election of Officers.
§ 63907.  Council Meetings.
§ 63908.  Compensation.
§ 63909, Advisory, Non-Voting Members,
§ 63910.  Rules and Regulations; Schedule ot Fees
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§ 63911.  Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund

Fstablished.

§ 63901. Title. This Article may be cited as the Guam Ocean and Fisheries
Conservation Act of 2015,

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

There is hereby established within the government of Guam the Guam Ocean
and Fisheries Management Council composed of seven voting (7) members who shall
be appointed by [ Maga lahen Guahan with the advice and consent of [ Liheslaturan
Guahan.

§ 63903. Council Powers and Duties.

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, the powers and duties of the
Council shall include the following:

(a) To coordinate and promote activities in connection with the
conservation and development of Guam’s ocean, fisheries, and marine
resources;

{b)To develop, impose, and issue permit requirements, and establish a
schedule of fees in connection therewith, relative to the conduct of
commercial marine operations and the harvesting of fish and other
marine life in the waters of Guam;

(c) To oversee the expenditure and management of funds in the Guam
Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund established
pursuant to 5 GCA § 63911;

{d)To provide advice and information to / Maga lahen Gudahan and to [

Lihesiaturan Guahan, including the legislature’s Committee on

2
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Natural Resources, on matters pertaining, but not limited to, the use
and harvesting of treshwater 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;

¢)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 1 (“Game & Fish™), Chapter 63, Title 10
Guam Code Annotated (10 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 1, Chapter 63,
Title 10 Guam Code Annotated, as may be provided for through
cooperative agreements or other arrangements memorialized 1n
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;

(;) To provide a report to / Maga 'lahen Gudahan and to I Likeslaturan

Guahan within ninety (90) days after the end of each fiscal year
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summarizing the activities and accomplishments of the Council over

the past fiscal year.

§ 63904. Qualifications and Terms of Council Members.

(a) Qualifications, With the advice and consent of [ Likeslaturan

Guahan, 1 Maga'lahen Guahan shall appoint seven (7) voting

members to the Council in the following categories:

(I)Three (3) Council members shall be appointed from the
community at-large;

(2)One (1) Council member shall be an active member in good
standing of the Marianas Underwater Fishing Federation;

(3)One (1) Council member shall be an active member in good
standing of the Guam Organization of Saltwater Anglers;

(4)One (1) Council member shall be an active member in good
standing of the Guam Fishermen’s Cooperative Association;

(5)One (1) 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)All seven (7) voting members of the Council appointed by /

Maga lahen Gudhan shall be residents of Guam for a period of at

4
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least five (5) consecutive years immediately preceding their
appointment, and shall continue to maintain their residency during
their terms on the Council.

(9 In making appeintments to the Council, if no qualified person is
available from the specific organization or entity identified in
items (2) through (5) of this subparagraph (a), supra, to serve as a
Council member, [ Maga lahen Guahan may substitute a suitable
appointee from the community-at-large.

(10) If a Council member is appointed pursuant to the categories
in items (2) through (5) 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 Maga lahen Guahan that the vacancy exists.

(b)Terms. / Maga'lahen Guahan, when making initial appointments,
shall designate four (4) members to serve initial four-(4)-year terms,
and three (3) members to serve initial two-(2)-year terms. All
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 7 Maga'lahen Guahan with the advice and
consent of [ Liheslaturan Gudhan for the remainder of the vacating
member’s term. Initial appointments to the Council shall be made by
[ Maga lahen Guahan within ninety (90) days after the effective date

of this Act.

§ 63905. Vacancies.
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When a vacancy occurs other than by expiration of a member’s term, /
Maga 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) (1)-(5) 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 terms of office as
Council members. The Chairperson shall preside at all meetings for the Council, shall
act as the spokesperson of the Council, and shall 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 may deem necessary.

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.

§ 63907. Council Meetings.

The Council shall meet regularly at least every other month, and at such times
and in such places in Guam as the Council establishes (or by the Chairperson when
the Council does not act), to transact such business as the Council determines. The
Director of the Department of Agriculture shall assist the Council with the conduct
and transaction of its business and the holding of Council meetings, and shall make
available within the Department of Agriculture a venue for meetings of the Council.

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

6
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staff support as needed. A quorum of the Council shall consist of a majority of the
members duly appointed and qualified. The chairperson shall be counted for a quorum
but shall vote only in case of a tie. Any action taken by the Council shall be by a
majority of the voting members. Special meetings of the Council may be called by
the Chairperson or by a majority of the Council members in office. All notices and
meetings of the Council shall comply with the Open Government Law, Chapter 8,
Title 5 Guam Code Annotated.

§ 63908. Compensation.

Voting members of the Council shall be compensated at the rate of Fifty Dollars
($50) per meeting, not to exceed One Hundred Dollars ($100) per calendar month.

§ 63909. Advisory, Non-voting Members.

The Council by majority vote of its members may invite additional public and
private sector members to serve on a voluntary basis without compensation as advisers
in the Council’s sub-committees, and may prescribe special procedures for their
participation, provided that no such advisory members may vote at any meetings of
the Council.

§ 63910. Rules and Regulations; Schedule of Fees.

(a)Rules and Regulations, The Council, which shall be assisted by the
Department of Agriculture and the Attorney General’s Office, shall from
time to time promulgate rules and regulations, 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, which shall be assisted by the
Department of Agriculture and the Attorney General’s Office, shali

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

7
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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 [ 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.

(¢) Maintenanece of Required Permits. Unless otherwise expressly

exempted by this Act or by other provision of law, a person or entity
shall not engage 1n 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.



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 emplovees 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 § 63910(a) and (b), supra,
13 fines imposed under § 63910(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 (hereinatter 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. Monies 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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[ 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:

(1)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 Southermn boat ramps to [
Maga’lahen Guahan and to [ Liheslaturan Guahan.

(2)Research and development related to the conservation of ocean
resources, coral reefs, treshwater 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 eroston
in compliance with applicable laws;

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

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

10
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{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;

(10) Funding for staffing, office expenses, and other activities in
support of the mission of the Council; and

(11) Other similar funding priorities as identified by [ Liheslaturan
Guahan.

(c) Expenditures. All expenditures of the GOF Conservation and
Development Fund shall be made exclusively by appropriation of /
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 collateral for government loans without prior
authorization by [ Liheslaturan Guahan.”

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

Section 3. Severability. // any provision of this Act or its application to any
person or circumstance is found to be invalid or contrary to law, such invalidity shall
not affect other provisions or applications of this Act which can be given effect
without the invalid provisions or application, and to this end the provisions of this Act

are severable.

11
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November 10, 2015
Testimony by Catherine Flores McColium

Bill 160-33 {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 nutside the reef. The Maval Administration hampered the free exercise of traditional freedom
practices still inside the reef. These restrictions were recognized in 1977 and brought forth in the Constitutionat
Convention through a draft Constitution of Guam which was approved by the US Congress and signed by the
President of the US, giving “special rights” to off-shore fishing and harvesting of resources. PL 25-127 was passed
in December 24, 2008, Due to complications on the play on words by the Attorney General, to date, the Rules and
Reguiations have yet to be approved. | 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.

Upan hearing of Bill 160-33 {COR}, we included this Bil 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 guestions plague my mind:

e 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
aroynd Guam and Guam’s oceans; new fand and water vehicles; basic supplies; policing
supplies; payment of utilities; payment to Counci Members; equipment for office, 1[Y's,
permits. The list can go on.

e Will the Bill, if passed, be the demise of Public Law 29-1277

*  Under 5 GCA § 63800 a Board of Directors for Department of Agricufture - but no board is
meeting.

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

= Does the Councit repiace the Department of Agricuiture’s Fish, Game Forestry and Conservation
section if Bill becomes faw?

«  Permit fees ~ fair or too much? Who wil be profiting?

& Why do jet skis dominate the preserve within the reef? Shouldin't 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 amang all fishermen and niot 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
“commercial” with “conservation™?

I always believed that commercialized fishing shotild be licensed and should have permission to commercialize in
our waters regardiess if the fisherman is part of a coop or not. Fishing for subsistence is not commercializing,
make crafted arts to give as gifts but when | sell my poods | need a license. The fact that | am in an organization of
crafted artists does not excuse me from getting a license to sell,

{fthere is an unegual and unfair treatment among our local fishermen due to this Bill, then | am totaily against it.
Commercial fishing for profit is hust that!



Testimony of
The Honorable Doris F. Lujan
Mayor, Municipality of Inarajan
on Bill No 160-33

~-Oetober-36, 2015
N re, 205 P

Honorable Chair & Members of the 33™ 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 |
think would make the intent and purpose of the bill more effective and responsive
to immediate needs. [ speak primarily of provisions of Section 63911§(b)}(1)
establishing the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development Fund.

Section 63911§(b)(1) 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 1s unquestionably an urgent need.

Perhaps for Northern Guam., such a facility can be constructed along the
shores of Urunao, 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.

My 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 Akfayan Bay,
located directly across Bear Rock. Access to the eastermn coastline from Akfayan
Bay is much closer and more efficient than from the Hagétfia 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 Talofofe
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 Akfayan Bay boat ramp will ensure
that during the year, or more, that the two new boat ramps are being planned and
constructed, emergency rescue craft can be launched from Akfayan 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 Marina 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.

ra



October 28, 2015

The Hotorable Tina Mufia Barnes

Chairperson on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation
Senator

33" Guam Legislature

155 Hesler Place

Hagatna, Guam 96910

RE: GVE Testimony on Bill 160-33

HifaddaiChairperson Barnes and Members of the Conmmittee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic
Preservation,

Omn behalf of GVI3's Board of Directors, thank you for the opportunity to provide testimony on Bill 160-33; An Aci
to Add a new Article 9 to Chapter 63, Title 3, Guam Code Annotated, relative to the Guam Ocean and Fisheries
Conservation Act of 2015, Te Add a new Sobsection (d) to §33187 o Chapter 30, Title 11, Guam Code Annotated
refative to the establishment of Marine Conservation Fee; And to Amend §30107 of Chapter 30, Title 11 Guam
Code Annotated, relative to the deposit of fees into the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Conservation and Development
Fund.

The protection, presetvation and conservation of Guam’s nataral resources are paramount o the future of our island
society. Guam’s waters are teaming with sea life and one of the reasons why Guam is a top choice destination for
many visitors. It is part of our identity and history as Guamanians. For this reason, GVE supports the intent of Bill
16033,

However, GVE at this time cannot provide support for provisions contained in section 2 and 3 of 8ili 160-33. GVB
appreciates Senator McCreadie for working with us, GHRA and our partners, as these two sections were an area of

concern. We are happy to have received a letter written by Senafor McCreadie to the Committee Chair agreeing to
withdraw these sections in the propozed legislation.

As this is an Important topic for our island community, (VB is conunitted to continue working with Senators and
aur partrers inn this effort.

Again 81 Yu'osMa’ase for your partnership of GVIR’s mission and for allowing us to submit this testimany.

Senseramente’,

JON NATHAN DERIGHT
General Manager

CUAM

GUAM VISITORS BIREAL | SETRISION RISITAN GUARAN
AN Pale San Vitores Road | Temaor Suam 86912 FPR BT G48-5278 1 Fax (671 846-8867 | wawwvisiiguam.oom
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Find Guzn W

155 Hesler

Hagatna, Guam 96910

et

respurces into fhe’harzds ofmuncﬁﬁmta%eemmmts ofswxﬁm@amnmﬁ!m ofwﬁﬁ 1 a
neither a member of nor did | vote for any of them to représent my interests through some elaction
process. This Is also named the cm&sawatfﬁrz actbut | tf&l’l't see any represaatation from any purely

excluding cectain groups fmm any ﬁsh?n& Or at the ?east fhe m&gmmmmt Eroups can be mifitad to
he advisory but should be non-voling. However, more groups or individuals should Be invited then those
listed in the hill,

Sexondly, the bill proposes 1o give these coxear Mmmamwmw@em H
firmly believe that any fees developed should apply onfy to “commerdiaf Biching operations™. i other
you plan to sell your fish on a regular basis then you must obtaina permit Addnﬁt}ﬁaii‘y} as pointed out
entities like the Fisherman's Cooperative should not be involved in deciding lssuance of 2 permit.

Third, the Gcean and Fisheries Cansewaﬁoa Fund seems to be mcth'er fee imposed on the mwnﬁy
s;;eﬁai funds can be misused frem thi originai ‘inter;!:. it's anpother burden on the pmpiz There are gulte
a bit of Federat funds and grants that Guam receives for Coastal Zone Management, Coraf Reef and
fisheries support and management projects. Let’s use afl of these funds wisely and completely be we
start impuosing new fees on the community.

H SHncero,

‘‘‘‘‘

Viedn R T 0
S Victor R. Tarres
Recreational and Subisistence Fisherman



YIGO MAYOR’S OFFICE
“OFFICINAN | TAOTAO”

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

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

I, Mayor Rudy M. Matanane of the village of Yigo submit this written testimony in support of Sen.
Brant Mcreadie’s Bill, No. 160-33 {COR}. | 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 evetr
befare, when our 1. 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,

Q0 A Oct . 20, 2015

Mayor RSDY M. MATANANE DATF

Tel: {571} 853-YiGO (9446} & £53-5248 » Fax: {671} 653-3434 « Email: yigomayorsoffice @gmail.com



Department of Agriculture
Dipattamenton Agrikottura

163 Dairy Road, Mangilao, Guam 96913

Director’s Office 307904, 85, 66; Fax T34-8569
Agricaltaral Development Services 300-7967, 71
. Plant Nursery 3007972
Eddie Baza Calvo Aquatic & Wildlfe Resources 735-0294/0281; Fax: 734-6570 Matthew L.G. Sablan
Governor Foresiry & Soil Resources 300-7975,76; Fax 734-0111 DHrector
Plant Inspection Station 475-1426/27; FAX: 477-9487
Raymond 5. Tenotio Jessie B, Palican
Lieutenant Governor Deputy Director
November (09, 20015

Homnorable Senator Tina Muna Barnes
Chairperson on Comumittee on Municipal Affairs,
Tourism, Housing, and Historic Preservation
334 Guam Legislature

155 Hesler Street
Hagatna, Guam 96910

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

I 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 yecords
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 timelines 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 if Is an added resource in addressing existing and future
challenges with our oceanic, marine, coastal landscape,

Therefore, it is for this realization and added capacity in the daily endeavor of the Department of

Agriculture that the establishment of the Guam Ocean and Fisheries Management Council be
supported and legislatively approved.

MATTHEW L.G. SABLAN




SENATOR BRANT T. MCCREADIE
Assistant Minority Leader
I Afina Tremtai Tres Na Lileslaruran Gudhan
Thirty-Third Guam Legislature

Commitfes Rember;

Commities on Municoal
Affairs, Toutism, Housing
and Historis Preservalion

Comeaiiise o the Guam
45, iltary Retooation,
Public Safely, and
Judiciary

Commtize on Heallth,
Evonumic Development,
Hametand-Security, and

Lanior Ciirens

Comrittes on Early

Learning, Jrveniie Jusics,

Pubic Edussfion, and
Frst Generalion initialves

Malling Addiess:
Suite 104
De La Corle Bidg.
187 £, Marine Corp.
Haga%a, GU 56010

Tetephone Ko,

(5711 472348203

Email Address:

bravtiorpusniiornal com

November 5, 20115

The Honorable Tire Mufia-Barnes
Sentator, 33+ Guam Legisiature
ey

Suidte 101, 155 Hesler Place
Hagatfia, Guam 96910

Subject: Bili 160-33 (COR)

Flafa Adgr Senator Muba-Barnes,

Ag Chairperson of the Commitiee on Municipal Affairs, Tourism,
Heusing and Historic Preservation, [ would ke to thank vou for allowing Bill
168-33 {COR} to be placed on the Legisiative Calendar for a Public Hearing.

After a meeting with Director Sablan of the Department of Agriculture,
the removal of the Guam Qcean and Fisheries Fund and placing the director of
the Depariment of Agriculture or his designee as a voling member on the
counsel, along with other ftems previously discussed in a substituted bill is the
best course of action 0 move forward with Bill 160-33 (CORL

Respectiudly,

i
Beant T. McCreadie

Serator



Protected Area Visitor Fees

Overview

By Kreg Lindberg

6 August 2001 Version

The author can be contacted at:
Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism
Griffith University, PMB 50
Gold Ceast, QId 9726 AUSTRALIA
Telephone +61 7 3552 8129
Fax +61 7 5332 8307
Email kindberg/@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 fees,

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

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

Two important requests:
Please reference these documents appropriately if vou use material from them.
We have tried to provide the most up-to-date and accurate Information possible. However, fee

systems change over time. Therefore, please help us maintain the aceuracy of the material by
emailing Kreg Lindberg (klindberg/@mailbox.gu.edu.au} with any updates or corrections.

A
[y

We will update these documents perindicallv, 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 Pregramme 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. The focus is on entrance fees. Typically,
park systems also charge several other types of fees (e.g., permits for commercial operators,
mooring fees, ete.). 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 USS. 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, as well as
"personal communication” with site managers, tour operators, environmental NGOs, and cothers.
Written documents are referenced following academic convention, and URLs are provided where
available.

Lastly, 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 MPAs and developing countries. Nonetheless, it also draws
upon the move 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,’ “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 lacking, it is believed that funding difficulties are particularly acute
for marine protected areas. As noted by the World Wildlife Fund (WWF),” most MPAs are
“under-resourced and poorly managed, offering little in the way of real protection, Global
estimates suggest that as many as 70-80% of the MPAs that have been 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 to explore alternative forms of revenue
generation, and visitor fees is one such form.” 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 the 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 1o contribute to protected area management-visitors and businesses can also make
donations, become involved in research, and contribute in other 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, oaly
one source of funding for protected areas. Such areas provide a range of henefits ta society, and

"hitp://www nps.gov/feedemo/Fanchor 1 70564

zh{{p:ifm&“w,pandaﬁQ{gfendangerﬁtdseaszmg}aé'. Van't Hot (1996) reports that 753% of the
130 coastal and marine parks in the wider Caribbean are “paper parks.”

* Lack of public funding. and consideration of user fees as an aliernative, is not just a
nature conservation issues. Kinnucan, Ferguson, and Estabrook (19981 describe similar
challenges and responses in the context of pubhc libraries.



funding should reflcct that. WCPA (2000) provides an overview of relevant issues and funding
opportunities (¢.f., Crosby, Geenen, and Bohne 2000:86-87; Geoghegan [998; Spergel 200117

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 teurism industry and local communities. Such narrow objectives and lack of
consultation can lead 1o unintended effects, and even a reversai of fee decisions. Though fee
decision making processes will vary across locations, it is recommended that the following four
activities 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 stakeholders, 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 contex, both in
terms of which ones are tmportant and whether fees will lead to the desired or feared result. For
example, equity concerns across socio~-demographic user groups may not be important 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 of the advantages and disadvantages.
consideration of possible fee cbjectives can help guide determination of the appropriate fee type
and amount. Various objectives exist, including:

® (ost 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).

8  Generation nf "profit, " with the excess of revenue over cost being used to finance
traditional conservation activities (at the destipation or at other sites) or to achieve other
objectives.

* Tourism can be a fickle indusiry, subject 1o 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 sources of funding, from governmental
aliccations to donations, can also be unrelable, as well as traditionally insufficient. Such
considerations support a diverse revenue strategy.
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®  Generarion of local business opportunities, which may involve low fees in an effort to
maximize number of visitors and/or the earmarking of fees to enhance site or experience
quality.

®  Provision of maximum opportunities for learning and appreciation of the natural
resource, which may alse involve low fees.

e 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,

In some cases, initial or “ideal” objectives may not be possible to 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 te 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
equivalent private sector campgrounds.

In 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 Natiopal 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 1lustrates, informiation gathering (research) can be a critical part of the process.
Relevant research includes:

® Review of past visitor surveys (particularly those measuring willingness of visitors o pay
far the experience).

o  Administration of surveys specifically designed 1o answer questions arising from
consideration of fees {e.g., will one tvpe or level of fec have a greater effect on visitation
than another type or level?).

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

For example, the Fisheries Department in Belize has proposed a "Marine Protected Atcas
Network Initiative” (IMPANI) as part of its efforts to enhance funding for MPAs 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 document advises that "the most accurate revenue
prajection can only be derived from a minimum two-week comprehensive visitor survey.”
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Though not formally part of the MPANI effort, The International Ecotourism Society is working
with Programme for Belize to conduct such a survey.

1deally, research should continue in the form of monitoring after implementation of the fee
system. For example, the US Recreational Fee Demoenstration Program includes several surveys
of visitor reactions to fees. MeCarville, Sears, and Furness (1999) describe the Canadian Park
Service evalnation 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
structure, market research was undertaken to compare park entry and camping
fees with other attractions {museums, ¢inemas, and theme parks) and direct
competitors., Surveys were also undertaken in the general community and with
park visitors on their willingness 1o 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 inadeguately consulted in'the planning process—this hightights the importance
of consultation.

Consultation can facilitate understanding of the priorities and concerns of the various
stakeholders, and opportunities for addressing these. For example, 2 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 industry may
agree that visitation levels be monitored after a fee increase. 1t may be agreed that if visitation
declines, and this decline is certified by an independent body to be due to the fee increase, then
the stakeholders discuss alternatives to fees. This simple example itlusirates the potential for
taking an “adaptive” approach involving learning and flexibility to respond if fees have
undesirable effects. 1f stakeholders feel there is flexibility 1o respond to their concerns, then they
may be less likely to oppose fees. The US Recreational Fee Demonstration Program 15 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 inthe US and elsewhere.” Though such processes typically are applied in the

“The LAC process is described in Stapkey et al. {198%). In the MPA context, it was used
as the basis for the Saba Marine Park management plan (documentation available at:
http://www sabapark.com/).



context of broader recreation management, they are relevant in the fee context insofar as they
provide a framewaork for 1) involving stakeholders, 2} considering alternatives, together with
their respective advantages and disadvantages, 3) discussing and specifying cbjectives, and 4)
information gathering during decision making and menitoring in follow-up. ANZECC (2000:28)
also illustrates a useful “planning and implementation cvele for user-pays systems.”

Types of Fees

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

® FEntrance fees to enter a park.

® Admission fees to enter a building offering an exhibit or show (e.g.. a visitor center).

# Rental fees for use of equipment such as boats and user fees for facilities such as a
campsite,

e Sales revenue from operation of retail stores and rental income from concessionatres.

® Licenses and permits, such as for fishing or rafling.

&  Special service fees,

Entrance fees are perhaps the most widespread and the rost controversial (since the "produci”
being purchased with the other types of fees 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 fees, as of April 2001:

Private. non-commercial vehicle: $20 for 7 days or $40 annual,

Individual (e.g., hike or bicyeley: $10 for 7 days or $40 annual.

Snowmobile or motorcycle: $15 for 7 days or $40 annual.

Commercial vehicle: per-entry, rates vary by type of vehicle from $25 and $10 per person
for a sedan to $300 for a motorcoach (bus).

However, visitors can purchase a $30 annual pass that allows entry w 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 AUSY

® Daily entry: 85 per person (bike, boat. bus, or foot) or $9 per vehicle {inciudes
ocoupanis).

® Holiday (all parks for up to 2 months): $12 per person or $30 per vehicle.

&  Annual: $18 per vehicle for one park or $42 per vehiele for all parks.



As noted m ANZECC (2000:31), which provides additional detail, the system was customized to
the types of park visitors and their needs:

The annual all-park pass and especially the annual one-park pass are targeted at
the regular Tasmanian user. The one-park pass was designed specifically te
satisfy holiday shack owners and local communities that hold a great deal of local
“ownership™ of particular 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
systam).

As these examples illustrate, there are various ways to collect fees. including upon enfry and
through passes that might be checked upon entry or spotchecked when it is uneconomic to place
staff ar all entries. When visitors are taken to natural areas as part of 2 commercial tour, it is
comumon, 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 visitatton fevels to be monitored, but does not invoive direct
contact between park staff and visitors. The option, or combination of options, that is best for a
given site will depend on various tactors, including the number of visitors and entry sites, the
motivation of stafl to use the fee transaction to interact with visitors, the degree of compliance of
visitors and/or tour operators with self-regulated pavment, 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/snorke! site, which is
spatially limited. However, the revenue from this fee barely covers the cost of collecting it. At
Haif Moon Cave. aiso in Belize. imost divers to the Blue Hole picnic in one location after the
dive, and tickets are sold there.

However, it appeats more common for tickets to be sold via operators given the large size and
essentially unlimited entry points of many MPAs. For example, the “environmental management
charge” of AUS4 per day at the Great Barrier Reef is sold through tour operators. Likewise, the
HBonaire Marine Park charges $10.00 per diver per vear, It is paid when divers check in af their
resort, and the plastic tag they receive must be worn when they are diving. Spot checks are made
on shore divers, but peer pressure to pay the fee ensures that checks are unnecessary on dive
boats.



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 infroduced 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 {ime (Giongo, Bosco-
Nizeve and Wallace 1994), and it is likely that this proportion has increased in the ensuing vears.
Nenetheless, 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 PriorRies

Perhaps the most common, though inizngible, disadvantage is a cultural-political one. In many
countries, people have viewed national parks and other public natural areas as part 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 Socie-Demographic Groups

Another common concern, particularly in the domestic visitation context, is that of equity (Harris
and Driver 1987}, That is, fees may have a disproportionate effect on low-tncome 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-fee sites, but others finding thart lower
income groups exhibit higher price responsiveness than do higher income groups — which weuld
suggest that they would be most affected by a fee.

Based on survevs of responses to actual fees, as well as to willingness-to-pay scenarios, More
and Stevens (2060) 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 represented by Jess than
$306,000 per vear). Adams et al. (1989) reached the same conclusion in their study of pheasant
hunting {c¢.f., Reiling, Cheng, and Trotr [992). With respect to ethnicity, Bowker, Cordell, and
Johnson {1999) found that blacks and hispanics in the US were tess Likely to support fees than
were other ethnic groups. Similarly, Bowker and Leeworthy (1958} found that hispanics were
niore 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 means. In the Mare and Stevens {2000)
study, the majority of all income groups preferred higher fees over reduced services (a result also



found elsewhere (McCarville, Sears, and Furniess (1999)). Low-income groups were more likely
than high-income groups to favor taxes (17% compared to 3%). However, even low-income
houscholds favored on-site fees over taxes (26% compared to 1726) (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} fower 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 velevant 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.” However, several other countries have retained uniform fee
svsterns, in some cases due to explicit or perceived legislative prohibitions on differentiaf fees,

Equity Across Resource User Groups

There is also an equity issue insofar as other users of pubiic 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 agencics 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 Coliection

Inevitably, there are ¢costs mvolved in collecting fees (transaction costs), and in some cases these
casts will make it uneconomic 1o collect fees. For example, some recreation areas have many
entrances, few visitors, and/or high capital costs for collection facilities (Loomis and Walsh
1597). Nonetheless, there often are ways to reduce coliection costs by, for example, selling
tickets or passes through tourism or other businesses and by using an honor svstem. with spot-
check enforcement. Data in USD] and USDA (20018} indicate that collection costs for the US
National Park Service and Forest Service are about 20% of fee revenue,

Change in the Experience

" For MPAs in particufar, many sites/countries charge residents reduced fees, or no fees at
atl, including Belize (Hol Chan and Half Moeon Caye), Ecuador (Galdpagos), Egypt (Ras
Mohammed), Kenva, Netherlands Antilles (Saba), Philippines (Tubbataha and Gilutungany,
‘Tanzania, Thailand. and the US (Hanauma Bay).



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 o be
"entertained,” which may diverge from management agency efforts 1 use visits as opportunities
for interpretation and education, However, this concern may be overstated. In the case of
international visitation. the experience often already is relatively structured and commercialized-
as it 1s part of a trip that has long been planned, has cost substantial money to undertake, and has
mvolved various business intermediaries. In addition, much visitation oceurs mn a “fronteountry”
(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 fees were
not appropriate in wilderness, but they understood the pragmatic reasons for fees, and thus
accepted them.

Redueed Opportunities for Local Businesses and Emplovees

A basie microeconomic principle is that quantity demanded/consumed goes down as the price of
a product goes up. In the tourism context, this means that fees may reduce visitation and thus
husiness opportunities, which leads to opposition by tour operators.” 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 fee~the actual impact of fees on visitation
levels is discussed further below.

[.ee and Snepenger (1992) report that tour operators at Tortuguero National Park in Costa Rica
considered a boycott of the park to protest an increase in fees from $0.28 to $1.11. When fees
were increased more dramaticaily in the mid-1990s, they were blamed for a national income loss
of $65 million due to reduced tourism spending (Inman et al. 1998}

This is a real concern, espectally in areas with few alternative economic opportunities. In such
cases, even maodest 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 fees need (o be carefully evaluated. For example, in the Cost Rican case, the decline in
visitation at the national level may have been due primarily to other factors. including a high-
profiie kidnapping {Lindberz and Aylward 1999).

There are a vaniety of other reasons why people oppose user fees a1 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.

"In some cases, opposiiion may also result from industry concerns that fee systemns will
enable the government to more closely track the number of clients, and thus business income.



Visitor Fees — Advantages
Revenue Generation

The most obvious advantage of fees is revenue generation. The US fee demonstration program
has generated substantial revenue benefits for the relevant agencies, including the National Park
Service and the US Forest Service. In Fiscal Year 2000, the agencies colleeted $176 million due
to the program, which is in addition to the 522 million collected at non-program sites. The
program has more than doubled recreation fee revenue from pre-program vears (for a current
overview of the program. see USIHN and USDA 2001; for historical data on park fees in the US,
see Loomis and Walsh 1997:334-340).

Bates (1999) describes the example of one particular national forest in the US, the Mt. Baker-
Snogualmie. During 1998, $460,000 was generated through the fee project at that forest, money
that was wsed to hire 24 trail maintenance workers, who cleared over 700 miles (1,100 km) of
trails, improved drainage, and helped maintain trailhead toilets and bulletin boards.

Of course, few parks svstems will collect revenue at this level-amounts will vary from country to
couniry, The following table shows revenue raised by parks agencies in Australia, where
management is primarily at the state level:

User Pays Revenue in Australia and New Zealand
{Amounts in AUS and NZ§; Source: ANZECC 2040)

L User-pays revenue
Stafefl%egmn {date) Entry fees Other
Queensland (98/99) Nil $4.050,000
New South Wales (94953 36,227,292 $6,657,172
Western Australia (98/99) $4,540,891 $1,546,848
Victoria {98/99) $928.000 $3.291,000
Tasmania (98/99) 51,600,000 $1.500.000
South Australia (98/99) $1,498.000 £3,073,000
Northern Territory (98/99) $1,689.000 $489,000
Commonwealth/National (98/99) §7.594 650 $1,098.950
Australian Capital Territory (98/99) $£122,873 $104,029
New Zealand (98/99) Nil | $10,937.000

MP As that cover most or alt of their expenses through entry fees and other tourism-related
income include Hel Chan (Belize), Ras Mohammed (Egypt), Bonaire (Netherlands Antillesy and

Palau (as a whole).

Economic Efficiency
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Fees can also lead w efficiency in the economic sense of maximizing social welfare. As noted
bv 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 prechude a visit by another, it typically generates
costs of one type or another — gcological, experiential {congestion), or direct {e.g.. provision of
facilities). In such cases, free access will lead to overvigitation because the “marginal”™ user will
receive less benelit than the cost his/her visit has imposed.

Unfortunately, rarely is there sufficient information on demand or, especially, 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,®

Equity Across Users and Non-Users

Although discussions of user fee equity ofien focus on concerns about access for fow-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 1o be wealthier than non-visitors) or of
visitation by those resident outside the government's tax base (e.g., international visitors, or
interstate visitors in the case of state-funded agencies).

An important issue in this “cost recovery” context is what costs shouid be attributed to visitation,
and thus paid by visitors. This s a difficult issue o resolve, as most patural 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 society as a
whole.

Enhanced Opportunities for Local Businesses and Employees

In some situations, fees can also be bepeficial for local businesses because free or underpriced
access 1o recreation opportunities on public land may take away opportunities from private
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 3_genai<ts,§

¥ Economic principles of fees are presented in Lindberg and Enriguez {1994:Appendix
A}, Loomis and Walsh (1997), and Rosenthal, Loomis. and Petersen (1984).

D . P - v
“Though campgrounds are an obvious example of this 13sue, 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 Kentuckv, US, undercutting commercial cave atiractions.
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In Australia, there is national legislation designed to prevent government agencies from
“undercutting” the private sector—and 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 can use fees as a visitor management tool, and in particular to distribute visitors
away from heavily used places or times, thereby reducing negative ecological impacts,m
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 (¢.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.



In short, fees used for visitor management are most likely to be effective when the site has close
substitutes or when the {ee represents a large percentage of total trip costs (e.g., when the fee s
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 permits
has been used to Inform and educate the public” (ANZECC 2006:13),

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. [n 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 jn ANZECC
(2000:14), fees led to the:

transformation of certain parks from tired 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 admmnistrative
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 12 grouper
rather than for a trip featuring one grouper. Likewise, they would be willing to pay an extra
3.6% for a trip with large grouper (30 Ibs/13.6 kg) rather than a trip with small grouper {35 hs/2.3
kg), Westmacott et al. (2000) report that surveys of divers in the Maldives indicate that they
would be wiiling to pay an average of $87 more to visit healthy reefs than to visit reefs that had
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
tevels of profitability for the industry.

One of the reported reasons {or tourism mdustry opposition to fees 18 concern that fee revenue
will not be used to enhance the site (often based on a feeling that historic park management has
been ineffective). For example, Rudd et al. (2000:10) report that dive operators in the Turks and
Caicos Islands were “very wary of any increases in dive price that might be caused by MPA user
fees. Their caution stems from a wariness of the govemment’s 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 exchange for a good ar service rendered, which may be inappropriate
in the context of government agencies serving conservation as well as recreation functions.



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.

Will 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 terms, than the price increase.'’

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 (USD] and USDA 2001 :ii1), “[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 Canyen 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
surveved 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.

“1f demand is inelastic (e. g., values up to -1), then visitation will decrease by less, in
percentage terms. than the increase in fees. If demand is elastic (values above -1), then visitation
will decrease by more than the increase in fees. For example. an elasticity of -.75 is inelastic an
indicates that visitation would decrease by 7.5% if there were a fee increase of 10%.
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Knapman and Stoeck! ([995) used travel cost analysis to estimate demand curves for Kakadu
National Park and Hinchinbrook lsland National Park in Australia. Based on their models A and
C, and using an entrance fee increase from AUSS {price at time of survey) fo AUS6 for Kakadu,
they estimated an elasticity of -0.014; demand was net estimated to become elastic until a fee of
AUS197. Using an entrance fee increase from AUS0 (price at time of survey) to AUSL for
Hinchinbrook, they estimated an elasticity of -0.0013; demand was not estimated to become
elastic until a fee of AUS166. They note that Australian empirical studies typically generate
elasticity estimates of ~0.033 10 -0,40.

There are relatively few estimates of elasticity for developing country natural arcas. In a study
of wildlife viewing demand at Lake Nakuru National Park, Kenya, Navrud and Mungatana
(1994} estimated price clasticities 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 1o prices.

Chase et al. (1998) used contingent behavior models to estimate price elasticities for
international tourism at three national parks in Costa Rica. These estimates were -2.87 for
Voledn Pods, -1.03 for Volcan Irazq, and -0.96 for Manuel Antonio. Note that ane 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 -L.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 i1n reality most of the visitors apparently did not know the actual
entrance fee at the point of their decision {o visit the parks. Chase (1995) found that ajmost
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 commitment to their visits—
these were sunk costs in reality, but'variable costs 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 surveved for this project noted decreased visitor
numbers due to fee increases, primarily when close substitutes were avaijable. However, the
clear majority of sites did not experience decreased visitation, and at many visitation increased as
tourtsts were attracted by the enhanced management made possible by fee revemues.

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 1o pay, particularly
mn the context of developed country visitation at developing country parks (1.indberg and
Ayvlward 1999). With respect to marine arcas in particular, Roberts and Hawkins (2000:86)
report that “divers are wiiling to pay significant sums to protect marine habitats, on the order of
%20 - $30 per trip.”

[a—
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One should keep in mind that, especiaily in the international 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 uniikely 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 visit the site in question. However, 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 1o the exsstence of a new or higher fee, and
thus are less likely to respond negatively to it (it becomes their new “reference” price).

In summary, one finds that demand for natural areas generally is not price responsive, that
modest fees (e.g., of less 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 2 small part of income, unlike automobiles or other “big purchases.”
® Jees tend to be a small part of a larger holiday package, especially for non-local visitors.

For exampie, Roberts and Hawkins (2000:86) note that divers typically spend over §3,000 per
trip, which means that a $10 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 (o the price.

However, price responsiveness may vary greatly across sites and fee levels. 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
exampile, Schneider and Budruk (1999) surveved visitors at a beach in a national forest in the
sowthwestern US, There was no fee for that area, but there were fees at similar sites elsewhere in
the same forest. Of the 344 people surveved, 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
substitutes are readily available at fower cost. it is likely that visitation will be relatively price
responsive.

Other Fee [ssnes

In addition to the advantages and disadvantages noted above, there are other (often related)
issues that arise in the fee decision making process. An important one is that of eartarking, of
retaining revenue collected at least at the agency level, and ideally at least partly at the park
tevel. Though some governments may see fees as a way to abtain tax revenue from tourists and



tourism, from the park agency perspective the motive for charging fees is 10 compensate for
inadequate budgets. The gap between budgetary needs and government funding will oniy 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 fo government
treasuries may lead to increased treasury funding of parks. Conversely, in the case of
carmarking, 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 arg additional costs associated with collecting fees.

Thus, the agency, and park supporters (ideally including the tourism industry) should make &
strong case for earmarking. Past experience supports this case. For example, ANZECC (2000:3)
notes that, “client services and faciiities were greatly improved where user-pays revenue was
retained by parks services. Local retention of revenue was most commaonly mentioned [by
agencies] as the key factor in creating a positive eycle from revenue to better services and
faciiities 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 ncome is retained by
consglidated revenue (the state government treasury), If fee revenues are used 1o hire local
persons cither as regular park staff or as contractors, such as for infrastructure development, then
{ees can benefit local communities and engender their support.

There 15 a concern that earmarking provides an incentive for park staff w0 allow or promote
visitation o levels that may lead to unacceptable ecological or experiential changes (e.g.,
Lindberg, Tisdell, and Xue 2001). The extent to which this problem exists 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 weasuries. Nonetheless, some
traditional governmental agencies have earmarking policies. Anecdotal evidence suggests that
there is at least a modest trend toward carmarking - 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 would 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.



Related to the issue of earmarking is that of informing visitors how fees are used, and
particularly how fees will enhance visitor services. Opposition to fees results in part because
visitor may view them as unfair or feel that they will not receive benefits from paving them. such
that information about the need for fees and the resulting benefits for visitors can lead to greater
acceptance (McCarville, Reiling & White 1996; McCarville, Sears, & Furness 1999). The
Tasmania (Australia) national parks and reserves visitors guide (1993 version) noted that "Ja]ll
funds raised from fees will be re-invested to ensure improved facilities such as better roads,
sheliers, picnic areas, toilets and watking tracks.” Similar communication efforis are made in the
context of the US Recreational Fee Demanstration Program.

However, it should be noted that a change in services that is seen as ao 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 10 be
considered in the context 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. 1997; McCarville, Sears, and Furniess 1999; Roberts and
Hawking 2000:86}

Another issue is the conunon 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$1.00 to
AUS$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 36} 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
setl a vear or more iy advance (a similar problem occurred in Costa Rica, where fees were
changed suddenly after election of a new governmenti. A commeon mndustry recommendation is
notice 18 months in advance.
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Appendix: The Need for Revenue Generation and the Tourism Option

Following Dixon and Sherman (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.

® FEcological processes, including fizing and cycling of nutrients, soil formation, ¢irculation
and cleansing of air and water.

® Biodiversity, including gene resources, species protection, ccosystem diversity, and
evolutionary processes.

® Education and research,

® Consumptive benefits.

& Nonconsumptive benefits, including aesthetic, spivitual, cultural/historical, and existence
value,

e Future values, including option and guasi-option value,

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

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

& [irect costs for purchase and managsmam of the area.
® [ndirect 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, somcumes supported with formal
evaluation, that the benefits of doing so outweigh the costs.” 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. Indeed, 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 mechanizms for “gainers™ to
compensate “losers” due o proiection 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, cases, there is effectively no management at parks due to lack of funding.

“Such evaluations of alternative Jand use and designation illustrate the important role
that tourism can play by generating benefits associated with conservation of hiodiversity.
Examples incfude Ruitenbeek (1989, Hodgsoen and Dixon (1988), and White, Vogt. and Arin

(2000,



In the early 1990s, [UCN estimated that protected area budgets totated approximately $4.1
billion, which was oniy 24%% of the $17 billion needed to maintain the areas (IUCN 1994 and
WRVIUCN/UNEP 1'5}‘,3‘:3‘ 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 conservation. Similarly, Wilkie and Carpenter (1999a) report that
governsrent 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
(2001) list actual versus recommended spending for protected areas in Cameroom, with actual
spenéms. accounting for less than 20% of recommended spending.

Citing earhm* studies, James, Green, and Paine (1999) note that effective conservation in African
protected areas is estimated to cost between $200 and $230 per kun®, yet James (1999) reports the
following agency budgets in $ per km® for selected east and southern African countries:

® Angola <1
® Botswana 51
& Namibia 74
e South Africa 2,129
& Tanzania 30
® Uganda 47
® Zambia Z3
¢ 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 km” funding in developed countries ($2,058) is much greater than in developing
countries {($157), but the former also face budgetary constraints. For exampie, the US has
implemented the “Recreational Fee Demonstration Program™ in order to generate revenue in the
face of nadequate federal government outlays (LISDI and USDA 2000}, Queensiand and other
states in Australia also face resource difficulties (LGAQ 2000), white McCarviile, Sears, and
Furness {1999 report that during a period of three vears i the late 1990s, the Canadian Park
Service operational budget was cut by almaost a third {¢.f., Van Sickle and Eagles [998). Even in
Nordic countries, which have both high income levels and a strong wradition of open and free
access 1o nature, fees have been considered. As noted by Ovaskainen, Homne, and Sieviinen
(1999:49), in Finland:

the budget funding allotted to visitor services has become inzufficient with the increased
nwnber of services pmvi&ied Dring the next few years, it has 1o be decided whether the
basic recreatiom services on public lands can still be offered free of charge in the future -
which might mean cuthacks in facilities - or whether they should be subject to a charge on
the beneficiary-pays principle.
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To the extent that 1) domestic beneficiaries of public natural areas can not be galvanized into
pressuring politicians to allocate greater funding for such areas and/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 funding
mechanisms have been inadequate rejative 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
biodiversity benefits. As illustrated in Dixon and Sherman (1990:26), 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 w exclude beneficiaries is one rationale for public funding of such areas.

However, tourist visits are excludable in principle,’” and such visits apparently represent the
bindiversity benefit that is most commonty sold via markets. The provigion of visit opportunities
alsv often involves the most visible agency cost (¢.g., construction of roads and visitor facilities),
and this may facilitate public acceptance of the market. of charging entrance or other user fees.

i3 C e . ' . . o .
At many areas, visitation is nonexcludable in practice, as the cost of exclusion would
sutweigh the benefits of the market created through exclugion.
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1 UNDERSTANDING THE MECHANISM - HOW DOES IT WORK 7?7

1.1 Overview

Worldwide, tourism is the largest and fastest growing
industry, with ecotourism as one of the fastest growing
segments of the market. Every year, millions of tounists
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
aconamic benefits derived from ecotounsm.

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

Most TUFs are site-level mechanisms (i.e., specific fees for
specific activities are enacted at PA sites). These site-
based finance mechanisms are broadly referred (o as
visitor use fees. A few other types of fees are national-
fevel mechanisms, This chapter focuses primariy on site-
level fees.

TUFs can be struchired around many activities, For

example;

» Entrance fees. Visitors can be charged to enter PAs.

» Concession fees. Companies (“concessionaires”)
providing services within PAs - such as ledging 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)
angd individuals participating in specific recreational
activities (e.g., diving, fishing, camping) can be charged
for licensas or permits

+ Tourtsm-hased taxes, Taxes can be levied at holels,
airporis and other collection points, and channeled into
conservation.

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

Working Draft: We weloame all feedback on formaf and content 2

Glossary of Terms

Collaction mechanism: Logistical
arrangement for coliecting 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 specified
activity on the site, such as a restaurant
or eco-fodge.

Concession fee: Fes chargedica
business providing a service (e.g.,
fodging) within a protected area {PA),
Day use: Recreational outing where
the visitor arrives and departs the same
day.

Ecotourism: Environmentaily
responsible travel and visitation o
natural areas that promotes
conservation, has a low visitor impact
and provides for active socio-economic
involvermnent of iocal peoples.

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

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

Fee areas; Arcas where afegis
charged upoh entening and reliable
oounts of visitation can be made.

Fee differential; Scale of different
fees charged, based upon residential
and other critena; desigred o promote
equity between disparate visitor income
taveils,

Licenses/ permits. Certificates that
are sold, allowing users {o parlicipate in
a specific activity {e.g.. scuba diving).

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

Proprietary income: income from
user fees that is legally resinicted for
use at the area of coliection, rather
than joining the govemment's general
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certain conditions, TLFs have the potential ic generaie
significant revenues for conservation, particufarly in couniries
and specific PAs developed a8 ecofourism destinations.

in such arzas, the fght combination of user fees often can
provide a significant portion of operating costs ~ but stif
typically not the total cost of protecting the resource. in
particufar, entrance Bes — the most common type of TUF -~
have the potentiat to generate a large portion of the operating
costs of & PA in iocations where tourism volume is high and
entry faes are also relatively high,

1.2  Key Actors and Key Motivations

Visitor use fees involve four particuiarly relevant stakeholder
aroups. General motivations for each of these groups are
autlined balow.

1.2.1 Protected area managers

PA managefs are fypically governmenta!l staff but can be
NGOs or communily-based organizations / members. These
managers are primarily motivated by conservation objectives,
although in many couniries / settings, corruption and profi
maotives can be motivating factors. Managers generally seek
o maximize proprietary income from user fees that can
directly support the operating costs of PA management.
Managars need io ensurée 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: fotd services; hotel and lodging, airlines;
sport fishing, snorkeling, scuba diving and other water-based
recreation; souvenirs and other retails sales. Generaily,
these businesses seek to maximize their proft and minimize
the amount of user fees they are required to pay.

1.2.3 Local communities and {ocal governments

Local communities and governments seek income benefils
from TUFs. Local community members provide significant
tabor for tourism-related businesses, and can benefit at least
indirectly when thess busiressas maximize their profitls. On
the othier hand, large-sca’e businesses, in particular, can
have harmful impacts on lecal community cultural values ang
traditions. Therefore, many local community mambers will
seek 10 ensure that any business concession or permit
schemes around PAs require that businesses be sensitive to
and supportive of such cultural vaives and traditions. Local
governments are often the primary authority respansibie for
PA management, and therefore are also, as with category
#1, motivated to maximize proprietary income from user
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ireasury.

Tourism usear fees (TUFs): Feeson
tourism-based activities designad fo
generate revenues ¢ suppor
cansenrdation.

{Ecoltourism development/
management plan. Sfrategy 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 {o PAs.

Willingness to pay. Amouni users are
willing to pay for benefits derived from
a site, refative to other competing uses
of their incame.

Milestone payments are attachad to
various stages of drug discovery {e.g.
sgreerning, identification of active
compounds} and development

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

Puarchaser: Company that pays for the
collection of natural resources o
extract genetic information and deveiop
commercially-valuable dervatives

Royalties: Payment for the right to
use intellectual property or natural
resources; can be & fixed sum, 8
percentage of the profits from the
devéloped product, or both

Source country: Country from which
natural résources are collectad, often in
ihe developing wotld

Up-front payment a} Contract Fee: it
is not necessarily tied to anything in
particular, but can bé included in a
contract as a payment io move the
proiect forward. Typically, companies
are not eager o pay such fees.

t1} Research Budget it is possible to
request payments in advance for
necessary items, e.g., new eguipment,
matenals, fraining, travel, and so forih.
Companies are likely to agree to such
dedicated fees more readily than o
non-specific up-front fees,

Value-added: Processing or refining a
plant or other sample to increase its
value when it is sol¢ by the supplier
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fees that can directly support the operating costs of PA management. in addiion, some local government
officials are resistant to any taxes that would be earmarked for conservation, diverting potential tax
revanues from other pricrities.

Figure 1: Schematic depiction of tourtsm user fee flows

User Fees Revenue used for

Park emirance fee

lodging maintenance of

concession fees Pro%ected PA
ares 'budget et Upgragfng of

Restaurant and \ / Operations and

Feesipermits for

. S facilitie
hiking, scuba diving, B es
fishing, etc. /
Conservation
Boat
permils programs

1.2.4 Tourisis

Tourisis generally fali info two categories: foreign and domestic. in developing countries, there are
generally large income disparifies belween these two groups. Fee differentials are reguired such that
foreign tourisis pay significantly higher user fee rates. Both categories of tourists are motivated to pay at
ieast modest user fees if they are sarmmarked toward maintaining the PA attributes that bave encouraged
their visit, Many higher income tourists are motivated (willing) io pay significantly more than existing TUF
raies.

1.3  Types of Tourism User Fees

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

1.3.1 Entrance Fees

This is a fee charged to visitors in order to enter a PA or other ecotaurism site. There are a number of
ways enfrance fees oan be collected — e g., at the entrance fo the site or previously at another
adrrinisirative center. They can be charged directly to the visilor or, alternatively, tour operator companies
may purchase tickets in ardvance so that visitors on organized tours have tha fee included in the total cost
uf their tour package. Differential foos are common. in particular, in developing countries, domestc
citizens gre typically charged considerably loss than foreign visitors, This s widely viewed as essential for
the foliowing reasons:
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» Residents of a destination country are already paying, through taxes, for PA conservation;

» Enviranmental education and recreation objectives of PAs will normally seek {c encourage visifation by
local pacple, which would be discouraged with higher user fee rates; and

+ Foreign tourists from developed countties are generally willing and able to pay more for access to PAs.

Fee type

Dascription

Examples

Entrance fees
Concassion fees
General user fees
Royalties and sales

revenieg
Lice{jges and permits

Taxes

Charge for entering a PA
Charges or shares of revenue paid by

businesses operating within PAs, providing

services to visifors.

Fees paid by visitors to use facilities within

the FA,
Mcnies from sales of consumer goods.

Instrurnents required for private firms {or
individuals) 10 conduct activities on FA

property.

Targeted taxes on relevant points on the

market chain related to the tourism industry,

that are sarmarked for conservalion,

Fees collected at entry gates,

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

Fees to use parking lots, campsites,
visifor centers, boats, shefters,

Fees on recreational equipment,
SOUVENIrS.

Permits for tour operators and
guides for scuba/snorked, kayaking,
sport fishing; mountain
climbing/hiking permits; licenses for
cruise ship visits.

Taxes on holel rooms, airport use
tentry or departure tax}.

Some examples of différentiated entrance fee structures are provided below. Tabie 2 shows how privately
managad PAs in Belize differentiate their entrance fees betwesn local citizens and fereigners. Table 3
shows the differentiated entrance fees in effect in Galapagos National Park in Ecuador. In this case, fees
are differentiated into a grester number of categores to offer lower prices to neighboring countries.
Tabies 4 shows entrance fees charged by the Kenya Wildife Service. These are not enly differentiated by
visitor type but also by levels of visitation. Parks with simitar visitation levels are grouped together, and
thé most heavily visited sités 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.

Protected area

Sty S Bt el izt

Hectares Entrance fees (US%)

) Belizean Citizens Foreigners
Guanacaste National Park 20 0.50 255
Blue Hole National Park 232 1.00 400
Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary 6475 1.00 400
Cockscomb Basin Wiidiife 41,278 1,25 500
Sanctuary
Haif Moon Caye National 3,925 1.25 5.00
Monument
Tapir Mountain Nature Reserve 2,728 no accass no access
Shipstern Nature Reserve §.9G3 1.00 508
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Category Amaount in US$
Foreign tourist (non-resident; 100
Foreign tourist under 12 years 50
Foreign tourist of a member country of the Andean Community or Mercosur 50
Foreign tourist of a member country of the Andean Community or Mercosur under | 25

12 years

Citizen or resident of Ecuador

Citizen or resident of Ecuador under 12 years 2
Foreign tourist non-resident attending a national academic institution 25
National or foreign children under 2 years No fee
source. Government of Ecuador, 1998

Categories

CATEGORY A (very high use)
Aberdares, Amboseil, & Lake Nakuru

Adults

Children {from 3 to 18 years)
Student and organized groups*
CATEGORY B (high use)
Tsavo East & Tsavo West
Adulis

Children {from 3 to 18 years)
Student and organized groups®
CATEGORY C (moderate use)
Nairgbi, Shimba Hills & Meru
Adulis

Children {from 3 io 18 years)
Student and organized groups”
CATEGORY D {low use)

All other parks

Adults

Children {from 3 1o 18 years)
Student and organized groups

Working Draft: We welcome all feedback on format and conterst

Non Residents
(US$ per day)

.

7
t0
10

23

10

20

10

Kenysa
Kenya Residents Citizens
{Kshs per day) ** {Kshs per
day)™
500 100
50 50
50 50
200 100
50 50
50 50
150 100
50 50
B0 50
100 100
50 50
50 50
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* Includes students over 18 years and adults from educationsl, conservation and civic institutions
** 70 Ksh = LS8
source: Kenya Wildiife Service, 2001

The price of entrance fees to PAs in developing countries varies widely. The Galapages charges foreign
visitors a US $100 entry fee, while national parks in Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and Bolswana charge
forsign tourists US 320 ~ 30. Suth relatively high fees are typically only found at internationaily weti-
known parks, or at sites that have jarga numbers of “charismatic’ terrestrial wildife species, such as lons,
elephantd and primates. A féw marine protected areas that have outstanding and accessible corai reef
and pther marine life aftractions are also able 1o charge relatively high fees. Traditionally, entrance fees
provide the greatest revenue contributions to ecotourism sites, primarily because it is the easiest fee to
collect.

Entrance fee are primarily designed lo increase funding available for the area’s conservation activities.
Howavear, the pricing of entrance fees can also be a mechanism for facilitating or limiting visifor access. i
managers of a PA jdentify the need to limit visitation because of adverse visitor impacts, raising the
entrance fee is one tool to achieve this objective. There is 2 need to communicate changes in fees in
advancs to four eperators, guide book authors, efc. in order avold surprses by foreign visitors af the gate.
Such changes require a thorough knowledge of the demand for a site's aftractions before the effect of
changing the amount of an enfrance fee can be reasonably predicled.

1.3.2 Concession fees

These fees are typically coliscted from companies ("concessionzires”} 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 coilection mechanism and cther logistical, financial and lega! details. Depending on the legal
framewark of the country, any function — including the management of the entire PA or operation of
spacific facHities — can potentially be contracted to a concessionaire. The most common services
provided through concession contracts include: lodging, food and beverage services, horse rentals,
recreationat egquipment rentals, guided tours and bost transportation, and gift / séuvenir shops. At some
gootourism sites, the PA administration may choose to carry out ail of these services in-house without
involving outside concessionaires. On the other hand, most ecotourism site managers find that they either
db not have the expertise ot the investment capiial neaded to provide these services in a professional
manner. This is typically a decision made by the management on a site-by-site basis.

Setaction of concessionaires s usually done through a competitive 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 fo provide these senvices. In
the case of government-managed PAs, this process can be fong and invoived. Concessions can be an
excellent way to involve iocal peopie in PAs -- as either sole or co-owners of the concessionaire, or
employees of the concessionaire. This can help bulld local commiunity support for the PA.

A concession fee may not be a viable option for some sites, particularly if there is imited demand for the
service. In some cases, there may be demand bui not the entrepreneurs with sufficient capital, interest
and risk-taking ability. A concession shouid not be undertaken uniess a marketing study and business are
prepared {in Resources Section below, ses Volume 4 of Ecolourism 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
concessionare will 2arn by exploiing the resource, and the amount that will be returned o 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 fee income can be structured in different ways. The major options inciude:

» fees based on the number of peopfe a concession serveg during a given year,

« fess based on a percentage of the gross or nef income of the concessionaire;

« an annuai fixed fee; or

» acombination of the above.

in many situations, it can be difficult for the concessionaire to track and calculate profits, income and
number of people sarved. A fixed annual fee provides a simpler way to charge a concessionaire, but
tacks flexbiiity: the concession may be steadiy ingreasing #s business while the annual fee remains the
same. }t is not unusual for concessionaires to make huge profits white site administrations receive very
little in fees. It is important fo be creative in setting concession fees at appropriate levels for all parties
and using fee income methods that are easily calcuiated.

It is particutariy important for the site administration to retain control over the concessionaire's operations
to assure that resources are not over-expioited 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 besi practices pertaining to ecotourism
infrastructure deveiopment and management. The ecotourism site’s manager is ultimately responsible for
ensuring that &l standards and contract conditions are monitored periodically and complied with. Such
responsibilities entall costs, which shouid be factored into user fee systems.

1.3.3 Licenses ar Permits

These are typicaily fees charged io aliow the individuai visitor or 2 company to carry aut @ specific activity
that requires special supervision / management because () it is infrequently participated in; (i) demand
for this activity must be managed; and, {iil) contralling the activities is necessary (o minimize resource
damage. Examples of activities include: backcountry camping, sport fishing. rock climbing, boat
launching, anchoring of boats, hiking, and cruise ship visits. It is common for some of these types of
activities to be rationed in order to reduce human impact and/or provide for 3 paficular visitor experience
such as a high level of salitude. It is a useful mechanism for monitoring how many visitors actually carry
out certain activities. Guides and tour operators may aiso need speciat permifs to work within the site, for
which a fee is usually charged, Trophy hurting licenses can be ancther source of ingome 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 other tourism related fees and taxes exist, such as;

Taxes on_consumer items soid within the PA. In many cases, third parties may seé souvenits, food and
other products to visitors within the site. A fixed or percentage-based tax on such sales presents another
potential saurce of income for conservation. Howaver, third parties must make & profit before the site’s
administration receives a percentage

Airport departure tax. Nationaldeve! airpont departure taxes are in piace in many countries. A portion of
these funds can be earmarked for environmental protection. For exampie, Belize (Central America) has a
law that requires sl forelgn fourists to pay a US 53.75 "conservation fee” at the alrport, in addition to the
nomal LIS $11.25 airport departure tax, Tourisis are given an expianatary brochure and a separate
receipt when paying the conservation fee, Revenues go directly to the "Protected Area Conservation
Trust” {(PACT), that is independent of government. A number of other countries are now considering
praposais fo charge airport fees earmarked for parks and conservation. For example, in 1998 the
Repubiic of the Seychelles 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®, cailed the Seychelles Goid Card. This would grant free
ifetime admission {o all state-run PAs, including two World Hertage Sites, Depending on tax code
regulations, it may also be possible to institute such departure taxes at specific airports only, ar for
specific provinces.

Road Tolis, Road tolis can be put in place for special scenic drives iocated in or near PAs. For exampie,
Florida charges a LS §3 toll to all motorists on a highway called "Alligator Alisy". just north of the
Everglades National Park, where # is often possibie 1o see alligators from the road. This o] raises US
$60 miliion annually, aft of which is earmarked for conservation of the greater Everglades ecosystern.

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 Bal, Indonesia and
in the Caribbean. In 1988, six smali countries in the Eastern Caribbean {Antigua, Dominica, Grenada, St.
Kitts, St. Lucia and §t. Vingent) jointly décided fo charge a US $1.50 per passenger “cruise ship waste
disposal fze” to finance envircnmental clean-up and conservation. The Belize "consarvation fee”
described above is aiso collected from ail cruise ship passengers, and gees to support the country's PAs.
With fees such as the Bastern Cartibbean exampie above, i is imporiant to recognize the need for
requiring the private sector to take responsibility for best management practices -- to reduce and manage
its own waste.

Scuba Diving Feas.  Scuba diving typically involves high-spending fourists and has the poiential io
generate significant income. The two Caribbean islands of Bonairs and Saba in the Netheriands 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 m Bonaire, and an averags of US $30 in Sabe, 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 gach year. Diving feas now generate about US $1,000,000 per
year, which is used for maintaining Palau’'s PAs. Tubbataha Reefs Nationa! Park {a World Heritage site)
in the Philippines just began charging divers a US $50 per person "resf conservation fee", after surveys
showed that divers would be willing to pay such fees if the money would cniy be used for protecting
Tubbataha's coral reefs, instead of going into the general treasury.

Hatel Room Taxes. Surchargss on hotel rooms have been used in various places around the worid as a
way of raising funds for consarvation. For exampie, 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 [sland (in the eastern Caribbean), hote! room taxes were increased
from 8% to 8%, and the additional 1% goes directly info a PA conservation trust fund that is modeied on
the one in Belize. in other placss, a small, voluntary “pature conservation surcharge” of ane or two dollars
is added to al visitors’ hotel bills, with an expianation an the biil stating that the hotet will delete the
consarvation surcharge, if @ guest so requesis {which very few guests wiil do).

Taxes on Hunting, Fishing and Other Recreational Equipment. Taxes on hunting and fishing equipment
can be used to help conserve and manage habitat for species of game and spors fish, and for other
conservation purposes. For example, the U S federal government imposes an 11% excise tax on all
sales of hunting wéapons and ammunition, which now generates mare than US $300 million each year,
Half of this amount is used to finance the U8 Wiidife Restoration Fund. There is a similar 10% U 8.
federal excise tax on sales of sport fishing eguipment and motorboat fuel, which is used to finance the
L8 Agualic Resources Trust Fund Nafional and sub-pational governments could impose a similar tax on
sales of camping and hiking equipment, and earmark the resulting revenuss o finance conservation.

Other Fees. Fee can aisc be charged for the use of other services or particuiar opportunities offered by
the site that incurs a cost higher than that covered by the entrance fee. Examples inciude: parking fees,
fees for visttor center use or for camping in organized camping of primitive areas, and admission fees for
the use of a facility or speciai 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 for instaliation / use of such facilities as fransmission
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 whao highly value a site pay for iis
cansérvation and the cost of ther activities.
Financial seif sufficiency. if fee-based income
is proprigtary {L.e. earmarked for conservation
activities at the site of collection), it could offset a
pottion of operational costs of 2 PA, making it
more self-sJfficient and independent from the
politics of a national budget allocation.
Public appreciation. The public has greater
apptetiation for services it pays for.
Congestion contral. Fees allow increased
management and control of park acceass by users,
helping to addrass overcrowding and directing
activities to appropriate areas. Vistors will pay
moare for a less-drowded experience.
Tragedy of the commons. Pricing of a good
below its market cost encourages expioitative use
by its users. PAs tend {o be over-used to the point
where their value is efiminated; fees would limit
such expipitative use.
information exchange. Fee collection provides
an opportunity for information exchange betwaen
visitors and park personnel,
Service and innovation incentives., Greater PA
self-sufficiency from fee revenues gives
manageérs incentives 1o provide aliractive services
to the public and maintain PAs and their natural
resources in good condition. Afso, fees

*

encourage managers to be entrepreneurial, since |

their budgets may be dependent on fee revenuas,
Economic value. Fee {pricing) mechanigrns can
give économic vaiue to various ecosystem
services provided by PAs.

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

Public perception and external funding. Seif-

generation of intome snhances public perception .

of & site’s value and its administration’s
competence, which can bé used as political
ieverage and o attract national, internationai, and
private donors to invest in larger conservation
projects.

Commercial professionalism. Privatization of
concession senvices can increase commercial
professionalism and reduces the site managsr's
pusiness responsibiities and the associated
operating costs.

» Engaging stakeholders. Concession rights

7

i
i

mnclude the private sector and their loeal stafl, and

sometimes NGUs, as service providers and site
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Weaknesses
« Unstabie revenue. Visitation rates, and thus
income from fees, can be subject to seasonal
fluctuation; revenues can therefore be unstable.
Alienating constituents. Can alienate
constituents, sspecially local communities who
have tradgiticnally enjoyed free access.
« Exclude poor. Can exciude the very poor
domestic visitors from enjoying the site if priced
prohibifively high.
Vigitor experience changes. Some dimensions
of the visitar exparience can be changed
adversely (2.g.. more structured and
commerciaiized),
Commerciatization risks. nherent risk of
commercialization of sites when concession
agreements are put in place. A parks agency that
places s emphasis on user-fag revenues can
tose sight of some of its abjectives, and {end
toward facilities designed to produce income
rather than protect natural resources, if s
particuiarly important to retain conirol over the
concessicnaire’s operations to assure that
resources are not over-expioited or damaged.
Personnel diversion, inttial diversion of
personnet resources to fee collection instead of
site profection and conservation, (However,
additional fee-based revenues shouid soon be
able to support hiring of additional staff.}
Lack of marketing expertise. Obtaining
adequate marketing experlise can be a chajiengs
for PAs in developing countries.
Liabifities, With more tourists, increased
exposure {0 legal Habilities for on-site accidents.
Double taxation may be experienced since iocal
residents must pay a user fee as well a5 jotal
taxes that support the PA systam.

.
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partners, helping to engage them more actively in |
PA management and to increase iocal support for
the sita.

« Employment. TUFs can creale additionai local
empioyment as collectors, guards and
concessionaire staff.

1.4

Success Factors

A variety of factors will influence the fikelihood of success, inciuding:

1.5

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 2 fair value on uses and services of a site through fee pricing, while
stil generating acceptable net retuns,

Fee adjustment. Flexible approach by site administration to adjusting fees as needed.

Politicat acceptability of charging fees. Acceptance by iocal 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 conservafion af the site of collection, rather than channeied into national or provincial
generai treasurias.

Accounting and audit systems. Weli-organized accounting systems fo help in tracking and
analyzing financial data. Pericdic, independant 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 foe program. Well-trained staff who can effectively collect fees
{inciuding differential rates for various tourist profiles) at reasonable administrative costs and
nrovide sufficient information at the entrance gate to help enhance the tourist experience.
Professicnat concessionaire operations drawing upon local employee pool. Professional
commerciat operation for delivering services and collecting revenues, Local communily members
hired to staff concession operations.

Step-By-Step Methodology

This methodology outiines general steps for implemeanting a comprehensive Tourism User Fee Program.
in this tustrative methodology, two specific categories of TUFs - entrance and concession fees —are
inttiated in the first phase, with other user fees brought on stream in later phases of the Program,
{Detailed methodoingies for these other TUFs will be developed for future versions of this Guide ) i is
important to note that precise sequencing and implementation of these steps will vary considerably,
depending on many circumstances specific to the localily, It is also impertant 1o note that the steps
outlined below (e 5., conducting an in-dapth feasibify study) should be integrated ints a broader tourism
manzagament plan.

Step 1: Site administration {Le. management authorify). in consultation with other stakehoiders

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 aliocated, ways 1o evaluate the success of the usar fee program,
elc.

IF INTEREST IN PURSUING USER FEE PROGRAM EXISTS:
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Step 2:

Site administration conducts Teasibility assessment {(see Assessment Section below for detailed
JOR). __

Profiig currént tourists (through existing data and tourist surveys): impadant elerments of their
visif, motivations Tor current and futlize trips, average expenditures and expenditure willingness,
average duration of stay, tounist segmeniation (8.9, mass fourism versus high-end tourism), etc.

In conjunction with local tour eperators, estimate current visitation rate and project future trends,
Estimate tha impact capacity of site {i.e,, "limits of acceptabie change®).

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

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

Assess impiémentation issues, such as funds management and distribution, participation in
oversight bodies, ste.

iIF TUF PROGRAM DETERMINED FEASIBLE:

Step 3;

Step 4:

Step 5:

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

fssues to be discussed include: types of user fees to be employed, along with prioritization and
sequencing of such fees and fee differentiais; the need for any changes to the existing
iegatregulatory framework; principtes for mpiementing the TUF pragram; alfocation of income,
sfc.

Site administration creates a detailed TUF Action Pian, consistent with Ecolourism Management
Pian,

identify key areas of action: major services to be provided; aflowed activities; fee rates and
coflection methods; necessary squipment, supplies, personnel, and installation efforts;
administration policies; controi systems; and evaluation methods,

identify specific steps to deveiop / imptement an ecofourism marketing campaign to attract more
visitors, if consistent with limits of acceptable change.

Building on any existing zonation, identity specific steps to deveiop / implement a visfor zone
designation scheme, with varying levels of visitation and other use restrictions.

identify spacific stéps {2.g., consuitations with marketing experts and mangars of similar PAs! ta
ascerain appropriate fee prices.

Develop steps that addreésses the site’s Hability responsibilifies towards visitors,

Prepare a rovenues gfocation plan, designating the use of revenuegs from TUFs for various
conservation projects or to cover more general costs.

initiate the TUF Action Plan.

Concession fees: Develop concessionaire appiication form. Advertise for concessionaires,
requesting bids oullining accéptable fee rates, and raguesting information about their
operations, such as; energy sources used, waste managemeni systems, environmental
interpretation programs, number of visitors {o pe serviced, use of iocal labor, supplies, naturas
rasources, elc.

Entrance faes: Redistribute existing or hire new personnel for fee collection. Purchase any
necessary equipment and supphes. If needed, construct / instail any new facilities neaded for
entrance fee coilection, such as turnstiles and booths. {L ogate collection faciities. special
attractions, and infrastructure to minimize impact on naturat resources. ).

Establish an accounting system to frack and analyze fees being collsctad,

Hire an independent firm 1o audit the site’s accounis periodicaily.

Led by appropriate tourism agencies, if approonate, begin or expand ecotourism marketing
campaign, in coortination with private sector.
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Step 8:
*»

*

Private sector bids for concession rights and concession agreement is negotiated
Concessionaires submit applications o site administration, covering the information requested.
Site administration reviews appiications and selects concessionaire based on merits of
application,

Site adminisiration and concessionaire negotiate concession agreement, including specific
terms of current / future fee payments, specific provisians restricting concessionaire activity, elc,

Site administrators conducts a controlled ang small-scale implementation {e.a.. 3 -8 months) of
the entrance and copcession fee 1o test the market.

Begin controlling access poinis to PA: start cofiecting fees and data on visitation. The test could
invalve sollection at just one or two sites, and simple fee differential scaies (e.g., only 2 rates).

For concession fees, a imited service couid be tested,
Evaluate the visitors' willingness to pay the fees and their reactions to the fee mechanisms.

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

Recommend ard pul in place any required changes based on this evaluation.

Assuming success of smail-scale test implement full-scale entrance and concassion fees.

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

For concession fees, this couid entail, for example, an expansion of concessionaire services,
Begint aliocation of revenues o agreed conservation aclivilies.

Site managers menitor and evaluate TUF system
Monitor visitor numbers through park entrance information cards, concessionaire receipts, etc.

Monitor performance of concassionaire and entrance fee staff through management
performance evaluations, independent evaiuations, visitor surveys, etc,

Moniter revenue fiows through annuai audits, and conduct further visitor witlingness-to-pay
studies to defermine i higher fees can be charged.

Monitor and assess tourists’ overall experiences of the site, inciuding the concession
business{es).

Assess the ecological condition of and changes fo sites thet have been made newly accessibie
by the fee system.

Evaluate data from the above monitoring activities,

implement needed changes based on evaiuations. Consider: (i) increasing or decreasing the
fees socording to visttor responses [/ patterns and willingness to pay studies, concession
business profits, ete.; {ii} improving materials provided at entrance fee collechon points and
concession husinesses; (fif) taking measures to prevent visitor congestion that wili harm the
environment and detract from visitors” experience; and {iv) taking measuras to improve financial
accounting systems.

As appropriate impiement other elements of a TUF system {e.q.. scuba diving permits, hote! room laxes

HR
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2 FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT PHASE

21 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, typically the site wilt commission an
expert in ecotourism to conduct zn in-depth féasibility study, which often takes several months to
compilete, and can cost in the $25,000 range. More rapid, less expensive feasibility assessments can be
conduscted using the tools provided below, the resources iisted in this Guide, and limited technical
assistance. Below are generic terms of reference covering a comprehensive feasibility study of TUF
options, along with 5 worksheeat tools (TUF 1-5) for summarizing and analyzing data collected during the
feasibiity study. Depending on the level of detai of the feasibiiity study, some of these tools may be more
appropriate for use in an implemeantation Phase. These tocls emphasize entrance and concession fees,
given their recognition as the most broadly applicabie TUFs.

As indicated in the Stepwise Methodology Section above, befare proceeding with a feasibility study, the
planning process should begin by defining the purposes of the userfee program. The basic orientation
may be to adequately finance environmental protection; {o provide installations that promote user
gnjoyment of economic development; to imit use while increasing revenues: or seme combination of
these and other factors.

Feasibilty studies can then analyze key factors that may affect the success of the program and the
specific fée options to be used. Feasibility assessments n=ed to either be carnied out as part of targer
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

2.2 OVERVIEW OF TOR

“Fictitious” National Park (FNP) is 100,000 ha. in size and iocated in [FILL iN PROVINCE] of [FILL N
COUNTRY]. it has sxtensive attributes which make i attractive as an ecofowsism destination, including
IFILL IN ATTRIBUTES], in order to effectively protect and manage the biodiversity and other natural
resources of the park, a long<erm, sustainable financing system is required. Initial planning discussions
have idenfifiad tourism-basad user fees (TUFs) as an important potential element in such a system.
Alrezdy, 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
n-gepth [NAME OF CONTRACTING ENTITY] is commissioning a feasibility study of a range of TUF
optians far financing conservation of FNP.

The study will cotiect extensive information and evatuate key issues and conditions infiugnzing 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
extensiva inferviews with lourism operators and other local businesses, park staff, lourists, iocal
community igaders and other stakeholdars, the consultant will collect and analyze relavant information
and recommaend specific aptions for viable TUFs. in addition, the consultant will interview Televant
governmental officisis to assess opportunities for the generation of proprisfary income that is channeled
directly infc conservation activities at FNP,
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2.3  Generic terms of reference (TOR) for feasibility assessment

2.3.1 TERMS OF REFERENCE

Chijeciives:

To assess the feasibility of a tourlsm user fee program designed to generate long-term funding to
canservation of FNP. More specifically, the obiectives are to:
« Assess the current status of ecotourism and identify actiors required to improve the ecotourism
experience and visitor flows int support of @ TUF program;
» Assess specific issues regarding the feasibility of entrance fee and concession fee programs, and
recommend next steps; and,
*» Assess opportunities for implementing other types of TUFs.

Tasks:

1. General assessment of ecotourism conditions and issues

» [escribe the major ecotourism attractions {assels) and related recreational activities;

» Document current visitation volume and recent vigitor flow trends; provide detailed visitor
demographic data as available {e.g., % and total number of high end tourists, backpackers, other
categories; % ardd total number of foreign and domestic tourists; age group breakdowns; % and
total numbers of visitars paricipating in key recreational aclivities such as diving / snorkeling,
iking, birdwatching, eic.)

+ Document acceptable limits of change from visitor impacts, and assess major environmental impact
issues (e.q.. dentify major threats posed by ecatourism, and options for mitigating such threats); -

» Summarize tourism infrastructure issues, including reliability of and access by various modes of
transport, communications, accommuodations, efc,

s Describe the quality and breadth of axisting visitor servites, and recommend measures for
upgrading such services,

« identify major obstacies fo expanding visitation, and recommend measures for addressing such
cbstacles 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

Desecribe and analyze key conditions required to 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.

« Econcomic conditions: Potential to generate significant revenues; strong willingness of foreign and
domestic tourists to pay TUFs, existence or kelihood of funding for start-up of TUF Program and
needed infrastructure improvements; accounting systems to frack and monitor fee collection,

» Legal: Legal regime exists or could be put in place te support TUF Program {including specific fees
such as entrance and concession fees) and o support proprietary atfocation of income.

» Other: Organizationat capacity of government to execute TUF Program, business expertise to
operate concessiors, scotourism marketing expertise, overall potentiat for sustainable tourism o
be developed, trained staff.

3. Assess in-depth feasibility of an entrance fee program
» {f 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 anaklyze visitor
mmarkeling stralegies {e.g., raising visitor flow versus atiracting higher portions of high-end iourists),
= Asgsess the optimal number and location of entrance fee collection points, staffing rescurces and
squipmaent raquired, and other practical issues 1o consider in astablishing an entrance fee program.
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» Evaluate the apphcability and revenue polential over & 10-year periad of various pricing schemes
for determining entrance charges (e.q., peak load pricing, comparable pricing, marginal cost
pricing, multi-tiered pricing and différential pricing}, Document key assumptions.

+ Recommend an entrance fee pricing scheme and rates, and project 10-year revenue flows. Draw
on willingness to pay survey results and vary key parameters (e.g., visitation flows, prices, on-site
income retention rates, et¢, Document key assumptions.

4. Assess in-depth feasibility of a concession fee program

» If 2 concession fee program exists, summarize how the program is siruciured and document tne
rgvenue generation trends; assess the success of the program,

« Assess current business services being provided to visitors {e.g,, food, accommuodations,
aquipment rental equipment, etc.); determine which services would be most appropriate for
inclusion in @ concession fee program,

« Evaiuate applicability and revenue potential over a 10-year pericd of various concession fee
structures and prices (e.g. auction/bidding for licenses, fist fee, percent of gross receipts, percent
of net income}.

» Recommend a concession fee pricing scheme and ratefs), and project 10-year revenue flows.
Draw on chmparabie syslems in opération at other protected areas and vary key parameters.

5. Assess feasibiity of other TUFs
« Conduct a coarse assessment of the feasibility of other TUFs {e.g., licenses, permils, recreational
fees) and recommend which, if any, deserve further in-depth assessment

& Financial projections and related issues
» Conduct a “wilingness-to-pay’ survey of visitors to help calculate optimai fee pricing.
» Based on the above, develop 10-year revenue profections drawing from aii fee mechanisms
determined to be viable or particularly promising.

7. Next steps
Recommend specific next steps for establishing an entrance fee program.
» Recommaend specific next steps for establishing a concession fee program.
» Recommend other specific next steps for implementing 2 TUF program, including sequencing of
steps.

Detiverabies:

1. Feasibility report. A preliminary report capturing all of the fask points oullined above will be submitted
to a "Review Team” for comments and discussion prior to the finalization of the report for submission
o the confractor. A final report will bé submitted in written and electronic form,

2. Contact ist.  Lis® of key contacts (name, title, address, email, phone number) will bs atiached o final
repon,

3. Brsfings. Concluding briefings will be provided in [LiST CITIES] fo summarize prefiminary resuits for
contractor and cther interested stakehoiders.

Staffing and iimetable:

The project will be implemented during the pericd [FILL IN]. & preliminary report will be due on [FILL IN
DATE] and a final report will be due on [FILL IN DATE]L The level of effort will require a total of [FILL IN #
consuliant days. [IF A TEAM OF CONSULTANTS:] The consulling feam will consist of, [FILL IN NAMES,
BREAKDOWN CF 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. instructions for how {o use these
tools, followad by the worksheets themselves, are provided below, These worksheets are intended as

generic toois to help summarize and analyze refevant information gathered during the feasibility stage.
They will nead to be customized to some degree for avery site.

instructions for TUF1: Summary of analysis of key conditions for successful TUF Program

TUF is gesigned to heip anaiyze the key conditions needed for a successful TUF Program.

{H Raview the general structure of the worksheet, including data input categories {(columns and
rows) provided as defaulls; modify as needed.
{i) Column 1 fists a variely of conditions under the general headings: political, economic, fegal and

pther. For each candition, assign a relative ranking score {1 -~ § scale, with 5 being the highest) in the
approprigte column to the righf.

in analyzing these conditions for success, the following key analysis questions shouid 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 thera a sufficient number of medium {2} or higher scores, suggesting a good likelihood of
success?

instructions for TUF2: Worksheet for cakulating revendes from g TUF Program
TUF2 is designed to help cakulate potential revenues from a comprehensive TUF Program.,
{0 Review the data input categories {rows) provided as defaults: modify as needed.

{ify In the first two rows, inpuf 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, efc.)

(i Based on feasibility study resagrch and pricing recommendations, input revenye estimatas
covering Years 1 ~ 10 for those user fees that could be included in a TUF Program: e.g., enfrance fees,
concession fees, permits/icenses and other fees. Leave the "total” rows biank for now. Formulas are
ermbedded in the worksheet to automatically calcuiate total revenues from the various fee mechanisms
{e.q.. total entrance fees). Also, formuias are embedded to automaticaily cakouiate the % of total revenues
gensrated 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 nearterm?
= What portion of total prolected area funding needs could be met through a TUF Frogram?

instructions for TUFZ: Worksheet for supporting concession fee pricing and structure decisions

TUF 3 is degigned fo help calculate pofential revenues from a concession fes program {comparing 4
priving schemes} and to help decide on the most appropriate schems

{1 Review the general schemes and data input categories {rows) under each scheme provided as
defaults; modify 2s needed.
(it} Under the auction / bidding scheme, input the estimated winning bid for the conzession and enter

that figure in Year 1in the corresponding row. An embedded formula will sutomatically caiculate 3%
annual increases in this fee for each of the next 9 years to account for inflation. You can change this
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caicuiation as needed. For example, you may wanti to build in higher fees for license renewal in fuiure

years.
Ly Under the flat fee schame. input {he three fee rates in the Year 1 column {low, medium and high
rate), An embedded formmula will sutomatically calculate 3% annual increases in this fee for gach 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 receipis scheme, input the estimated totail gross income in the
appropriate row, Embedded formuias will automatically caiculate 3% annual increases in gross receipts
for each of the next § years, and will automatically cafculate revenues based on 2%, 5% and 7% of gross
in the three rows below this. If you decide to change these percentages. make coresponding changes in
the forrmulas built into each celis for these rows.

(v) tnder the percent of net income scheme, input the estimated total gross income and operational
costs in the appropriate row under Year 1. Embedded formulas will automatically caiculate total net
income, and 3% annual increases for each of the next § years, Also, formulas will automatically calculate
revenues based on 2%, 5% and 7% of nét in the three rows below this. If vou decide to change these
percentages, make corresponding changes built into each cells for these rows.

ivi) Dacument key assumptions behind your data,

in anzlyzing this information, key questions to consider include;
« Which pricing schemes offer the greatest revenue potential over time?
« Which schemes offer the greatest revenue potantial in the near-term?
= How might revenueas fluctuate as concessionaires grow their businesses?

Instructions for TUF4: Worksheet far supporting entrance fee pricing shemes

TUF4 is designed fo help caiculate potential revenues from an entrance fee program {comparing 3 pricing
schemes) and to help dacide on the most apgrapriate scheme.

i Review the general schemes and data inpui categories {rows) under each scheme provided as
defaults; modify as needed.

{it) Under the peak ioad pricing scheme, input the starting peak rate fee and non-peak rate fee in the
sppropriate rows under the column marked price.

(i) Under the comparable pricing scheme, input the fixed fee rates for the three protected areas mast
analogous to the site under consideration. If one or more of these PAs have varfable pricing schemes, the
various fee rates could be shown under the other schemas in this worksheet for comparison purposes.

{iv} Under the marginal cost pricing scheme, input [TC BE COMPLETED].
fvl Linder the muli-tiered pricing scheme, input the various rates for the different visitor groups.

iy Undér the differential pricing scheme, inpui the various rates {or the different levels of service,
and specify the services upon park entry.

Linder the column marked # of visttors, input the estimated visitors for Year 1 of the program.

{whi} Embedded formulas will automatically calculate the total revenues based on the price multiclied
by the # of vigifors,

in analyzing this information, key questions to consider include:

« Which pricing schemes offer the grealest revenue patential 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
visitnr flow targets?

« |n addition to pure revenue comparisons, what other key issues should be fsctored into such
gntrance fee decisions? Which pricing schemes would be most acceptable to foreign and domestic
fourists, based on visitor surveys and ather information?
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instructions for TUFS: Worksheet for supporting entrance fee pricing decisions

TUFS5 is designed t¢ help calculate and analyze potentizl revenues from an entrance fee program
{varying 3 key parameters: visitor flows, pricing options and retention rates). and help decide on the most
appropriate fee rates.

) Review the general schemes and data input categories {rows) provided as defaults; modify as
needed,
{i} Based on willingness to pay surveys, input the range and average entrance fees for foreign and

domestic {ourists under the Year 1 column.

(i) in the Scenaric 1 {ow visitation) row, input a starting visitor flow number in the Year 1 column.
Embedded formulas 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
carresponding changes in the formulas built into each cells of the row. As 2 next step, under Scenario 1,
in the Year 1 column, enter vaiues for Pricing Options #1, #2 and #3. These values can be based on
willingness o pay survey data. Embedded formulas wilt automaticatly calculate the pricing vatues for
Years 2 - 10, based on an annual 3% increase. You may want to change this 3% growth rate. Embedded
formutas will automatically caiculate the total annual income retained for on-site conservation programs
based on the 4 retention rates: 25%, 50%, 75% and 100%.

{iv) Repeat step 2 for Scenarics #2 and #3.

v} Analyze the data for the three scenarics; enter the optimal entrance fee price in the row so
marked.

In analyzing this information. key questions and principals to consider inciude:

There are three principat factors to consider in determining entrance fee levels:

+ Willingness to pay for access to a managed area by the visitor. This is determined by surveving
visitors to the site. if an entrance fee is currently being charged that is not based on willingness to
pay, visiters can be asked i it is the right amount and what the maximum s 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 aliow
for differences in natural / cultural attractions, infrastructure development, etc.

s The need to cover costs associated with provision and maintenance of recreational opporiunities. A
rinimum level of revenue to be generated from entrance fees and other user fees should be at
teast enough to propery finance costs incurred by area management in providing ecotourism
opportunities,

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 io meet revenue targets, how shouid pricing and
retention rates be adjusted, imcluding over time, 1o take into account vistor flows?
+ How will the opbimal entrance fee change over time?

Click here fo link to TUF Worksheets
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Political Soriditions
Support for TUF Program wi
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‘Poliical stability (to support ecotourism) -
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.Existing or potential tourism demand can generale

‘Viable oprhons exist for capturing more of the net econarﬁsc _ : :
‘benefits of ecotourism o l § - L i
‘Forgign tourists indicate strong wilingness fo pa’g Aew or ‘ : : ‘

higher TUFs L SO0 T SO R
‘Funding exists {or can be secured) for starkup of TUF | . : ,
Program § - ‘ - B
‘Funding exisls (or can be secured) for needed o § - ; _~
infrastructwre improvements 0 A S SRR T
Accounting systems exist of cold be put in place to frack | : ’
and monitor fes coflection " e ]

l#galCandtions. -~ -
Legal regime exists, or could be put in place quickly, to C : : : :
supporienvancefee program 0 8 SO ORI SO W DTN S
Legal regime ex/sis, o could be put in place quickly. o :
support concession fee pragram SR SO SV S NI B SRR
Legal regime exists, or could be ;’Jm in place quicky. to ‘ i — { '

Gther conditions |

;legarzaza%gcmal capacity of governmant fo execute entrance fee Lo ; : :

program :

Organizational capacty of governmeant to execuse concession e

program 5

‘Busmass expertse exisls for operating concessions
Emﬁwrsm marka‘r}g expertise oan be accessed
".’a%ﬁ»t{ameci siqf‘ exist or ooukd be de\faf'pad au

:Susta'sabie tourism canbedevafoped (based s&carrymg b
capacy, bestmanagement praclices. efc )
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WORKSHEET TUFZ, WORKSHEET FOR CALCULATING REVENLES FROM A TOURISM USER FEE PROGRAM

Corcasson 3 (G shep)
Tt perevits andlfoenses

Seubn i fees

lopgEptee
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""""" STRUCTLREDECISIONS

WORKSHEET TUF3: WORKSHEET FOR SUPPORTING CONCESSION FEE PRICING AND: . S
i ; : : ;
. " . rY ! . — wym.f«* O

o

(FDAX! Sr7ey fon, Gortiad from (rUSS rocois, cpmmboni toNs o)
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Peak oad pricing

{Different prices for diffevent tmes, depernding on demand) §
Peak rate fee (Decermber - Marchy , ) -
Nor-pesk rate (April - Novernoery R e ; ; .
Goraparable pricing
:Erfrance fees ot Protected Area 1 [FILL 1M B |
Entrarce feos of Protected Area 1 [FILL IN] o
Enfrance fees af Profected Avea 1 [FILLIN] o
Marginal cost pricing
(intersection of marginal costs and marginal berefitcure) 1 H

Net profiss (i sunoly less than demand) G B o

_Subsidy needed {if supply greater than demand)

Mt tiered pricing
[(Different orices pased on residency, age location. ety
:Fareign fourists (non-residerd
Foretgn tourlsts under 12

_— e
Pesidentundert2 .
O unger B e - i}

Dfer tier

‘Differantial pricing
‘Lenel of senvice 1 {specify)
Lewsl of serdce 2 (specify)
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3 IMPLEMENTATION

If the feasibility assessment conciudes that TUFs are indeed viable, then the major actors gnter into an
implementation phase, which can take several months to complete. The key implementation steps are
outlined in the Stepwise Mathodology (Steps 4 — 33 above. Worksheets TUF3-5 provide some practicat
tools for pricing and structural decisions for entrance and concessions fees. TUFS below provides a
practical tool for organizing the major steps in a TUF Frogram.

instructions for TUFS: Worksheet for organizing TUF Action Plan

TUFS s designad to assist a methodical approach to implerrenting a TUF Action Plan, organized around
key actions, assignments, geadiines, slalus and other information.

{iy Review the general data input categories (rows and columns) provided as defaults; modity as
needed.

(it} Under each action {row) for entrance and concession fees, fill in information for the deadline, the lead
personfentity assigned to the action, the current status and any cther relevant notes.

{iiiy Update the information on a regudar basis and use the worksheet as an agenda for planning meetings.

(v} 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 intemiet, click on the URLs showing download focations. In addiion some

hyperiinked document names point 1o files available on this T

Benitez, 8.7, Visfor Use Fees in Profecfed Areas; Galapagos National Fark Case Study. Adington: The
Nature Conservancy, 2001, hitp /inaturs org/international/specialiniiatives/ecotourism/

Brandon, K. Ecofourism and Jonservation: A Review of Key Issues. Waorld Bank Environment
Department Papers No, 33, 1996,

Brown, C.R. Vistfor Use Fees in Protected Areas: Synthesis of the North American Experience and
Recommendations for Developing Nations. Ariington: The Nafure Conservancy, 2001,

Corporacion Nacionat Forestal, 1897, Reglamento de concesiones ecoluristicas en areas silvestres
protegidas del estado. Ministerio de Agricultura, Santiago, Chile,

Day, B. A Recreational Demand Model of Wildiife- Viewing Visits to the Game Reserves of Kwazufu-
Natal Province of South Africa. Working Paper GEC 2000-08. Londen: Centre for Speial
and Economic Research on the Giobal Environment, 2000.
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Drumm, A. and Moore A. Eccliourism: A Manual Series for Conservation Flanners and Managers. The
Mature Conservancy (2001}, hitp/inafure org/infernationalispecialinttistives/ecotourism/

Laarman, J.G. and H.M. Gregersen. 1998, Pricing policy in nature-based tounsm, Toursm Management,
17{45, 247-254.

Leclerc, A, User Fees in Nafural Parks: lssues and Management. Paper presented at IV World Congress
on Mational Parks and Protected Areas. Caracas, Venezuela, February 1992, {femail
leclerc@dis. mg)

Lindberg. K. and D. Hawkins {eds.}. 1983 Ecofounsm: A guide for planners and managers, Volumes 1
ard 2., N. Benningion, Vermont: The Ecotourism Society, 1998, (See *Economic issues in
Ecotourism Management,” Volume 1; and "Economic Aspects of Ecotourism.” Volume 2},

Solane, P. 2001 Concessianes Para Ecofurismo: Econegocios para el Usvo Mufenio - Alcances Legales
y Propuestas. Sociedad Peruana de Derecho Ambiental (www spda.org.pe}

{This is a deliberately short list of key resources, but suggestions are welcome.]

3.2 Websites

Ecotaurism CC- the Ecotourism Portal hftn:/iwww.ecotourism,

Comprehensive search engine ang links for ecotourism information.

The tnternational Ecctourism Society hitp:/iwww.ecotourism.org/

Infarmation for prospective ecotourists and professionals in the field, with information for the lalter
categorized according io résearch, conservation. and busiress

The inter-Sectoral Unit for Tourism, Organisation of American States
hite: e 0as, org/ TOUR ISM/home it

Information in Spanigh on fouriam issues in the Americas.

The Nature Conservancy hitpi/inature grgfirternationalispeciatinfiatives/ecotounsmy/

Information about The Nature Conservancy's ecolourism program, including publications on visitor use
fzes.

Planeta.com: Eco-lravels in Lafin Ametica hitp/www2. planeta.com/mader/ecotravel/ecotravet htmi

Clearinghouse for practical ecotourism, with schotarly reports. enlfine forums. and conferences.

Kerya Wilglife Service. 2001, www kws . org/fees. hitm

Information about Kenya's system of park erirance ang other tourism uger fees Contacls
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Tec:hmsai ass;stance

Andy Dfumm, Es@muﬂsm F’r&gram Diraétor, The Natz;;e Conservancy. Phong +1.703.541.8177; Emait:
agrﬂmm@tﬁc org

C:iw&r Hil fiel, Ecaioamsm Pr-:zgfam Manager, UN Envnraﬂm&ni Proegram (U?’s&EF’} Deparimenf of
L Tec?maiagy Induistry and Enmronmarﬁ Ph{me +331.4437 1450, Email: oliver hillet@

Antome LeCl ere; §nde;:renéam ccn&uitam ﬁmaﬁ lecire@dts ma;
Barry Sgarg@i, Ce ?e: fer C&n : watmn anance wmﬁ Wildlife Fund-US; Phone: +1.202. 778. 9655,

3.3 'caséf‘s&dy ;éfémmés

11 Afriﬁan countries Cﬁ:mparsson of pﬁci?zg and antransa fee policies in Krug (20003, Comparison of

Costa R,rza Pnce e,astlmty for aniematt@rza% v:szfofs dem onst?‘ateé for severa pa?ks in iﬂdbgl;g 20061,
Tabie 1.

Perii - ﬁ'z’icing an“:f Gther issues in Machu Pichu in Andrade 2000,

Austrafia - A receai: {20{}&‘!} rav;ew of entr’ame zamping, and other fees conducted as part of the Nature
' Ttmrzsm Naﬁona Rmew [33‘”0}5(1 is summarised | in ingberg §2§§ 1, Annex 3}

New Zealand - Natsnna system of concession fees, facility & setvice chargés: fiUCN»-WCPA 2000: 48

51
U.S., Canada, Costa Rica, Belize - A study of visitor fee experience in thess countriss: Brown (20013,
Canada - Thorough analysis of user fee policy issues in Eagies 1889). '

South Africa - The Natal Parks Bca*d sysiem of income generafmﬁ frorm visitor acmmmodanons
. sonirust himi |, see a’so Eagies

3.4 Case study summaries

Nepal = entrance fees: Sagarmpatha National Park (which contains ML Everest and is @ World Hertage
site} has setup a system w*aerehy 30% of hé money collested by the park fram mcuntameanng
expeditions into the Everest is re-invested info the protection of the park. Since the mountaineering fees
cafs be m&&t@ﬁ?mi {tcz:sm about $50,000 per expeﬁstm with a total of about 5 expeditions per year) this
‘ ip 'r'zgmt& $sme Us %éﬁ%i%»fﬁﬁﬁ ﬁﬁ{} per year ?br* actmt;es za gonserve the park

spema e io tms e%’?ect) that the money wéected frcm aniry fm& %& t?ze C:ansewataarz Arca will be
channeled diréctly to the sonservation of the area via a local NGO, the King Mahendra Conservation
Trust, Every visitor to the Arhapurtia Conhssrvation Arés pays ah antry fee of US 12 which, in 1896,
genera!ad some $400,000 for the conservation of the Annapurna, more than sriough to cover the costs of
migintaining the site. As a result of these experiences, the Nepal government is re-evaliating how it uses
the éntry fees collacted at other parks (Mountain Institute, 1897, For more information: [FiLL INJ.

Ecuador: Entry fees and donations in Galapages National Pafk The Galanagos islands in Ecuador
are one of the most visited and recognized World Herltage sites in the world. Because of the islands’
popularity as & taurist destination, the Galapagos National Park finds it relatively easy to finance 2 large
part of its cperations by tharging & high entry fee and abiaining donations from visitors fe the islands. The
Galapagos isiands attract arcund 200,000 foreign tourists per year, each of whom pays a US $100 park
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entry fee, thereby generating about US $20 million per year. In addition, tourists soend around LIS 3700
to fly to the Galapagos from mainland Ecuador, and a minimum of US 37,000 for a typical S-day hoat trip
to visit the islands. There are very few hotels on the istands where tourisis can stay, st maost are forced o
stay on a gruise ship or rent live-aboard boats. in addition, each of the two main tour boat operators now
guarantees a minimym of US $100,000 in tourist donations per year from their passengers to support
Galapagos conservation projects. i the tounsts do not make ihe donations themselves, tour companies
pay the difference. In the Galapagos, the law which raised park enfry 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; "i requires that 40% of the revenues collected from enlry fees must be used to pay for
salaries and other direct expenses of operating the park; 30% must go to iocal government authoriies for
consirugtion of sewage treatment faciiities, 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 farces for
patrofling the park; 5% for establishing a new Galapagos marine reserve; and 5% to the nationat parks
agency for expenses of managing the natianal park system as a whole.” {For more information:  [FILL
IND}.

Bonaire: Marine park scuba diving fee. The sconomic mainstay for Bonaire in the Caribbean is
tourism, particularty scuba diving. The island welcomes some 50,000 tourists per year, half of them scuba
divers. Bonaire Marine Park was created in 1879 to protect the nationa! resources upon which tourism
depends. The main atiraction 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 jevel of diving might be twice that number. When the park was established, administration
was contracted by the Government of Bonaire to the National Parks Foundation of the Netherlands
Antifles, an NGG. This arrangement worked for a few years, but the NGO eventually ran out of funding
and was unahie to continue managing the area. {n 1891, 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 the park seif-financing. The
fee system established a US $10 annual fee for divers, collected by the marine park through the dive
operators. Cperators are required fo participate in annual courses. The park is now considering other
fees, for guided snorkeling, windsurfing, and yacht visits, as well as a US $350 fes for private moorings.
Fees may be used only for management of the park — general administrative expense, maintenance of
buoys and other ingtaliations, survelllance, education and information, research and foliow-up, and
generation of revenue. {For mare information:  [FILL IN]}.
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1 UNDERSTANDING THE MECHANISM - HOW DOES IT WORK?

1.1 Overview

Worldwide, tourism is the largest industry, with ecotourism
being an important segment of the market. Every vear,
millions of tourists around the worid visit protected areas
{PAg) or trave! to desfinations for nature-based recreation,
While PAs often supply the most important part of such
recreational experiences, they typically capture very litfle of
the total economic benefits derived from scotourism.

A number of relatively simple, market-based machanisms -
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 efforts (see Tahle 1 and Figure 13, The
fees partialiy reflect the cost of supplying recreational
services, the demand for natural resources, and the vaile
that visitors piace on their experience at the site. The direct
link between maintaining naiural areas and income from
user fees is a strong economic inceantive for conservation.

Most TUFs are site-level mechanisms {i.e. specific fees for
specific activities are collected at PA sites). These site-
based finance mechaniams are broadly referred to as
visitor use fees. A few other types of fees are nativnal
lsve/ mechanisms. This chapter focuses primarily on site-
isvel fees,

TUFs can be structured around many activities. For
exampie:

s Entrance fees. Visitors can be charged (o enter PAs.

« Concession fees. Companies {"concessionaires”
oroviding services within PAs ~ such as lodging and food
- can be charged fees o operale such business
CONCessions.

« Licenses and permits. Private firms operafing within or
outside PAs {(e.q. tour operators, guides, cruise ships)
and individuals participating in specific recreatioral
activities {e.g. diving, fishing, camping; can be charged
for licensas or permits.

» Tourism-based taxes. Taxes can be leviad at holels,
airports and other collection points, and channeled into
conservation

With ecotourism growing so rapidly, and with the wide
range of fees available, TUFs provide a conservation

Glossary of Terms

Collection mechanism:; Logistical
arrangement for coilecting user fees
{e.g persannetl i8sUing entrance
passes, voiuniary “drop boxes” at
entrance gatel.

Concessionaire: Company or
individual granted the right to

undertake and profit from a specified
activity on the site, such as a restaurant
or eco-lndge.

Concession fee: Feechargedioa
business providing & service {8.9.
lodging) within a protected area (PA}.
Day use: Recreatona; suting where
the visitor arrives and departs the same
day.

Ecotourism: Environmenially
respansible trave! and visdation to
natural areas that promoles
canservation, has a low visitor impact
and provides for active socin-economic
invalvement of local peoples,

Entrance fee: Fee {0 enter a park or
PA, tysically higher for foreign tourists,

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

Fee areas: Aress where a fee s
charged upon entening and reliable
counts of visits can be made.

Fee differential; Scale of different
fees charged, based upon residential
and other criteria; designed {o promote
equily between disparate visitor income
levels, and maximize revenue of PAs.

Licenses/ permits. Ceriificates that
are soid, affowing users in participate in
a specific activity (e 9. scuba diving}.

Overnight use An outing that
involves an overnight stay as a
sanctioned part of the recreations!
exparience.

Proprietary income: income from
user fees that is tegally restricted for
use at the area of collection, rather
than ioining the government's general
treasury.
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finarice mechanism with perhaps the broadest application Tourism user fees (TUFs): Fees on
and highest overali revenue poteniial woridwide. Under tourism-pased activities designed to
certain conditions, TUFs have the potential to generate generate revenues to support
significant revenues for conservation, particilarly in countries conservation.

znd specific PAs developed as ecotourism destinations. [Eco]tourism development!

management plan, Strategy to atfract
apprapriate volume and type of
tourists, and manage tourism impacts
ana visiior use fegs.

In such areas, the right combination of user fees cften can
provide a significant portion of operating costs — but still
typically not the total cost of protecting the resource. in

particular, enfrance fees ~ the most common type of TUF - Visitor use fees. Generic term

have the potential to generate a iarge portion of the operating | covering a range of TUFs charged to

costs of a PA in locations where tourism volume is high and visitors to PAs.

entry fees are also reiatively high. Willingness-to-Pay. Amount users
L. are willing to pay for benefits derived

1.2 Key Actors and Key Motivations from a site, relative to other competing

uses of their income.

Visitor use fees invelve four particularly relevant stakeholder

groups. General motivations for each of these groups are
outlined below.

1.2.1  Protected area managers

FPA managers are typically governmantal staff but can be NGOs or community-based organizations or
their members. Managers generally seek to maximize propristary 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
iodging; airlines; sport fishing, snorkeling, scuba diving and other water-based recreation; souvenirs and
other retails sales. Geherally, these businesses seek to maximize their profit and minimize the r fees they
are reguired fo pay.

1.2.3 Local communities and local governments

Local communities and governments seek income benefits from TUFs, Local community members
provide significant tabor for tourism-retated businesses, and can bengfit at ieast indirectly when these
businesses maximize their profits. On the other hard, farge-soafe businesses, in particular, can have
harmful impacts on local community cultural values and traditions, especially if tocal participation or
coflaboration in management is diminished. Therefore, many local community members will seek to
ensure that any business concession or permit schemss around PAS requirs that businesses be sensitive
tc and supportive of such cultural values and traditions. Local and national governments are often the
primary authority responsible for PA management, ang therefore are also, as with protected area
managers, motivated to maxirnize propristary Income from usar fees that can directly support the
operating costs of PA management. in addition. some local government cofficials are resistant to any
taxes that would be earmarked for conservation, diverting potential tax revenues from other priorities.
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Figure 1: Schematic depiction of tourism user fee flows
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1.2.4 Tourists

Tourtsts generatiy fall into two categories: foreign and domestic. In developing countries, there are
generaily large income disparities between these two groups. Fee differentials are applied: foreign
tourists pay significantly higher user fee rates. Both calegories of tourists generally are motivated o pay
at least rmodest user fees if thay are sarmarked toward maintaining the PA attributes that have inspired
thair visit, Many higherincome tourists are motivated (willing) fo pay significanty mors than existing TUF

raies,

1.3

There are many ways o categorize TUFs. Several broad categories are delineated below.

Types of Tourism User Fees

ounsen_
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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 directly to the visitor or, altematively, tour operator companies may purchase tickets in
advance so that visitors on organized tours have the fes included in the totai 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 coliection of entrance fess 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. |n addition to purchasing entrance tickets through tour
operators, MPAs can require visitors to carry their tickets at aii times. For example, at Bonaire Marine
Park {Bonaire) and Bunaken National Park (Indonesia), visitors are given a waterproof tag which ¢an be
easily affixed to diving or snorkeiing gear or backpacks. Enforcement is conducted through spot checks
by park rangers beth on land and at sea.

Differentiai fees are widely viewed as essential for the fellowing reasons:

« Residents of a destination country are aiready paying, through taxes, for PA conservation, as well as
encountering opportunity costs (e.g. reduced use of resources from the iand now protected);

» Environmental education and recreation abjectives of PAs will normaily seek to encourage visits by
locai peaple, which would be discouraged with higher user fes rates; and

» Foreign tourists from deveioped countries are generally willing and able to pay more for access to PAs.

Fee type Description Exampies

Entrance fees Charge for entering a PA. Fees coliected at entry gates,

Concession fees Charges or shares of revenue paid by Feas to aperate restaurants, hoteis,
businesses operating within PAs, providing eco-lodge faciiities and souvenir
services to visitors. shops.

(General user fees Fees paid by visitors to use facilities within Fees to use parking lots, campsites,
the PA. visitor centers, boats, shelters.

Royalties and sales  Monies from sales of consumar goods. Fees on recreational aquipment,

revenue SOLVENITS.

Licenses and permits  instruments required for private firms {or Permits for tour operators and
individuals) to conduct activities on PA guides for scubafsnorkel, kayaking,
property. sport fishing, mountain

climbing/hiking permits; licenses for
cruise ship visits.

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),
| _earmarked for conservation.

Some examples of diferentiated entrance fee structures are provided below. Tabie 2 shows how public
PAs managed by an NGO in Belize differentiate their entrance fees between local citizens and foreigners.
Tabie 3 shows the differentiated entrance fees in effect in Galapagos National Park in Ecuador. n this
case, fees are differentiatad 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 leveis 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 studemts who are usually charged an even lower fee, as is done at Galapagos.

Protected area Hectares Entrance fees {US$)

Belizean Citizens Faoreigners
Guanacaste National Park 20 .50 2.55
Blue Hole Nationai Park 232 1.00 4.00
Crooked Tree Wildlife Sanctuary B475 1.00 4.00
Cockscomb Basin Wiidlife 41278 1.25 5.00
Sanctuary
Haif Moon Caye National 3,825 1.25 5.00
Monument
Tapir Mountain Nature Reserve 2,728 no access N access
Shipstern Nature Reserve 8,903 1,00 5.00

Category

Amount in US$
Foreign tourist (non-resident) 100
Forgign tourist under 12 vears of age 50
Foreign tourist of a member country of the Andean Community or Mercosur 50
Foreign tourist of a member country of the Andean Community or Mercosur under | 25
12 years of age
Citizen or resident of Ecuador 8
Cilizen or resident of Ecuador under 12 years of age 3
Foreign tourist non-resident attending a national academic institution 25
Mo fee

National or foreign children under 2 years of age

source; Govemment of Ecuador, 1948

el ool ok
CATEGORY A (very high usej

Aberdares, Ambosedi, & Lake Nakury B

Aduits 27 500 100

Children (from 3 to 18 years) 10 50 50

Student and organized groups” 10 50 50

CATEGORY B (high use}

Tsave East & Tsavo West

fowriem
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Adults 23 200 100 %
Children {from 3 to 18 years} & 50 _ 50

Student and organized groups* 10 50 50

CATEGORY C (moderate use)

Naircbi, Shimba Mills & Meru 3

Adults 20 150 100

Childrers {from 3 io 18 years) ] 50 &0

Student and organized groups* 10 50 590 s
CATEGORY D {low use}). Al other parks

Adults 15 100 106 g
Children (frem 3 to 18 years) 5 50 50

Student and organized groups 5 50 50

©includes students aver 1B years and agdulls from educational, conservation and chic institutions

P 70 Ksh = US$1

gBouwrce: Kenya Wildlife Servies, 2001

Entrance fees to PAs in developing countries vary widely. The Galapagos charges foreign visitors a
US5100 eniry fee, while national parks in Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda and Boiswana charge foreign
tourists USE20-30 per day. Such relatively high fees are typically only found at internationaily well-known
parks, or at sites that have large numbers of “charismatic” terrestrial wildlife species such as lions,
eiephanis and primates. A few marine protected areas that have outstanding and accessibie corai reef
and other maning life attractions are also abie to charge relatively high fees. Traditionally, éntrance fees
provide the greatest revenue coniributions fo ecotourism siles, primarily because they are the easiest fee
to coilect,

Entrance fees are primarily designed o increase funding availabie for the area’s canservation activities.
However, the pricing of entrance fees can also be a mechanism far faciitating or limiting vistfor access. |f
managers of a PA identify the need to limit visits because of the adverse impacts, raising the entrance fee
is one too! ta achieve this objective.

There is 2 need to communicate changes in fees In advance to tour operators, guide book authors, etc.,
in urder avoid surprises to foreign visitors at the gate. Such changes require a thorough knowledge of the
demand for a site’s aftractions before the effect of changing the fee can be reasonably predicted

1.3.2 Concession fees

Thase fees are typically collected from companies ("concessionaires”) that are granted “concessions” for
providing a service o visitors within an ecotourism site. Concession contracts between the
concessionaire and appropriate legat authority include specific provisions specifying the pricing of the fes,
the coliection mechanism and other togistical, financial and legai details. Drepending on the legal
framework of the couniry, any function — including the management of the entire PA or operation of
specific facilities -~ can potentially be contracted lo a concessionaire. The most commaon services
provided through concession contracts include: lodging, food and beverage services, horse renials,
recreational equipment rentals, guided tours and boat transporiation, and gift / souvenir shops. At some
gcotourism sites, the PA administration may choose to carry out all of these services in-house without
involving outside concessionaires. On the other hand, most ecotourism site managers find that they
sither do not have the experlise or the investment capital needed to provide these services in a
professional manner. This s typicatly a decision made by the management on a site-by-site basis.
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Selection of concessicnaires is usually done through a competitive bidding process in which the site’s
adrminisiration deveiops the terms of reference and interested companies appiy, 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
employess of the concessipnaire. 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 imited demand for the
service. In some cases, there may be demand but not the entrepreneurs with suffictent capital, interest
and risk-taking ability. A concession should not be undertaken uniess a marketing study and business
plan are prepared (in Resources Section below, see Volume 2 of Ecofourism Development: A Manual
Series for Conservation Planners and Managers ).

One particuiarly ditficult aspect of concessions is artiving 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 peopie a concession serves during a given yaar
» fess based on a percentage of the gross or nef income of the concessionaire
« an annual fixed fee, or

» a combination of the above

in many situations. & can be difficult for the concessionaire to track and calculate profits, income and
number of peopie served. A tixed annual fee provides a simpler way to charge a congessionaire, but
lacks flexibiiity: the concession may be steadily increasing its business while the annual fee remains the
same. iiis not unusual for concessionaires to make huge profils while site administrations receive very
little in fees. |tis important to be creative in setting concession fees at appropriate levels for ali parties
and using fee incorme methods that are easiiy calcuiated.

i is particularly important for the site administration to retain control over the concessionaire's operations
to assure that resources are not over-exploitad or damaged, and that protection ang management
functions are net neglecied in favor of profit-making functions. As such, along with fee rates, the contract
for concession operations should also require adnerence to best practices pertaining to ecotourism
infrastructure development and management. The ecotourism site’s manager is uitimately responsible for
ensuring that ali standards and contract conditions are monifored periodically and complied with. Such
responsibilities entall costs, which shoutd be factored info user-fee systems.

1.3.3 Licenses or parmits

These are typically fees charged to allow the individual visitor or 2 company to carry out a specific activity
that requires special supervision ! managernent because {) it is infrequently exercised; (ii) demand for
this activify must be managed; and, (i} controlling activity is necessary 1o minimize resource damage.
Examnles of activities include: backcountry camping, sport fishing, rock climbing, boat launching,
anchoring of boats, hiking, and cruise ship visits. It is commaon for some of these types of activities to be
rationed in order to reduce human impact andfor provide for a particular visitor experience such as
solitude. it is a useful mechanism for monitaring how many visitors actually carry out ceriain activities.
Guides and tour operators may aiso need special permits to work within the site, for which a fee is usually
charged Trophy hunting licenses, although controversial in some quarters, can be another source of
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income for conservation, as is the case in a number of African countries (e.g. the CAMPFIRE initative}
hitofivwew campfire-zimbabwe grgf

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 rovalties en corsumer tems soid 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 royaity oh such
sales presents another potential source of income for conservation. However, third parties must make a
prafit before the site's administration receives a percentage.

Airport departure tax. National4evel airpert departure taxes are in piace in many countries. A portion of
thase funds can be earmarked for environmental protection. For example, Belize (Central Ametica) has a
taw that requires all foreign tourists to pay a US$3.75 "conservation fee” at the airport, in addition to the
normal US$11.25 alrport departure tax. Tourists are given an explanatory brochure and a separate
receipt when paying the conservation fee. Revenues go directly to the “Protected Area Conservation
Trust” (FACT) 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 1589 the
Republic of the Seychelles proposed charging alf foreign tourists a US$100 fee on arrivat at the airport,
for the world's first "environmental tourtsm visa,” called the Seychelles Gold Card. This woukd grant free
lifetime admission to all state-run PAs, inciuding two World Heritage Sites. Depending on tax code
regulations, it may also be possible to institute such departure taxes af specific airports only, or for
specitic provinces.

Road Tolls. Road folis zan be put in place for special scenic drives jocated in or near PAs. For example,
Florida charges a USS3 foll to all motarists on a highway called "Alligator Alley,” just north of the
Everglades National Park, where it is often possibie fo see alligators from the road. This ol raises
LUS360 miilion annuaily, all of which is earmarked for conservation of the greater Everglades ecosystem.

Cruise Ship Passenger Fees. Fees from cruise-ship visits to PAs or nearby gateways can gererats
significant income in high tourist visitaticn 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 US51.50 per passenger “cruise ship waste
disposai fes” to fnance environmental ciean-up and conservation. The Belize “conservation fee”
described above i3 also collecied from ail cruise ship passengers, and goes to support the countiy's PAs.
With fees such as the Eastern Caribbean example above, it is important 1o recognize the need for
requiring the private sector to take responsibility for hest management practices — to reduce and manage
s own waste,

Scuba Diving Fees, Scuba diving typicatly involves high-spending tourists and has the potentiai to
generate significant income. The two Caribbean istands of Bonaire and Saba in the Netherlands Antilles
use revenue from diving fees (o finance 100% of the operaiing costs of their marire 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 isiand Repubiic of Paisu charges a U8§15 per person diving fee to the 0,000 to
80,000 divers who go there each year. Diving fees now generate about US%1,600,000 per year, which is
used for maintaining Falau's PAs. Tubbataha Reefs National Park (a World Heritage site) in the
Philippines just began charging divers a USS50 per person "reef conservation fee," after surveys showed
that divers would bea willing to pay such fees i the money would only be used for protecting Tubbataha's
coral reefs, instead of geing info the general freasury.
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Hotel Room Taxes, Surcharges on hotel rooms have been used in various places around the world as a
way of raising funds for conservation. For example, in the US, 10% of the money raised by the state of
Delaware's 8% tax on hotet rooms is earmarked (by {aw) to finance the state’s "Beach Preservation
Program.” In the Turks and Caicos island {in the eastern Caribbean), hote! room taxes were increased
from 8% to 9%, and the additional 1% goes directly into a PA conservation trust fund that is modeted on
the one in Belize. In other places, a small, voluntary “nature conservation surcharge” of one or two
doltars is added to all visitors” hotel bills, with an explanation on the bill staling that the hotel will delete the
conservation surcharge, if a guest so requests (which very few guests will daj.

Taxes on Huniing, Fishing and Other Recreational Eguinment. Taxes on hunting and fishing equipment
can be used to help conserve and manage habitat for species of game and sports fish, and for ather
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 mitkon 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 sates of sport fishing eauipment and motorboat fuel, which is used {o finance the US
Aguatic Resources Trust Fund. National and sub-national governments could impose a similar tax on
sales of camiping and hiking equipment, and earmark the resuliing revenues to finance conservation.

Voluntary Donations.  Visitors to protected areas are often prepared to contribute more to conservation
than they are asked fo do through established tourism user fees. Hotel and tour operators can play a
very valuable role in soliciting voluntary contributions for profected area conservation through. for
example, per mght add-on feas and simply by soliciting and gathering denations {e.¢. Galapagos). in
some cases, where other fees are difficuli 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 enirance fee. Examples include: parking fees,
feas for visttor center use or for camping in organized camping or primitive areas, and admission fees for
the use of a faciity or special activity such as a nature museum or educational exhibit. However, site
admmistration must be mindful that a profiferation of many small visitor fees could discourage visitors and
uitimately lower revenues. In this case, a smail number of coordinated farger fees may be better than
many small fezs. Some PAs oblain revenues by charging "publicity fees” to corporations using the PA as
a ipcation or backdrop far advertising, films, and posters. Some charge for installaton / use of such
facifities as transmission towers, marine platforms, or research stations.
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14
Strengths 5
» Equitable “user pays” system. Consumers of the
recreation who highly value a site pay for its
conservation and the cost of their activilies.
Financia! self sufficiency. if fee-based income is
proprietary ‘i.e. earmarked for conservation activities
at the site of coliection), it could offset a portion of
operational costs of a PA, making it more self-
sufficient and independent from the politics of a
naticnal budget ailocation.

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. Fes collection provides an
opportunity for information exchange hetween
visitors and park persohng.

Service and innovation incentives, Greater PA
setf-sufficiency from fee revenues gives managers
incentives to provide attractive services i the public
and maintain PAs and their natural resources in
good candition. Also, fess encourage managers to
he 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 by PAs.

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

Public perception and external funding. Seif-
generation of income enhances public perception of
a site's value and its administration's competence,
which ¢an be used as pofitical leverage and to attract
national, infernational, and private donors to invest in |
iarger conservation projects.

Commercial professionalism. Privatization of
concession servicés can increase commercial
orafessionalism and reduces the site manager’s
business responsibilities and the associated
aperating costs.

Engaging stakeholders. Concession rights include
the private secior and their local staff, and
sametimes NGOS, as service providers and site
pariners, helping io engage them more actively in PA
management and o increass incal suppart for the
site.

Emnloyment. TUFs can create additiona! local
employment as collectors, guards and
concessionaire staff.

t

Strengths and Weaknesses of Tourism User Fees

Weaknesses

» Unstable revenue. Visitatior rates, and thus

income from fees, can be subject tc seasonai
and annual fluctuation. Revenues can
therefore be unstable.

Alienating constituents. Can alienate
constituents, especially local communities that
have {raditionally enjoyed freg 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 visitar experience can be
changed adversely (e.g. more structured and
commaercialized).

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 soms of its uhjectives, and
tend toward facilities designead to produce
income rather than protect natural resources.
it is particularly important to refain control gver
the concessionaire’s operations to assure that
resources are not over-expiotted or damaged.
Personnel diversion. Iniial diversion of
personnel resources 10 fee collection instead
of site protection and conservation. {However,
additional fee-based revenues should scon 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,
Liabilities. With more tourists, increased
exposure to lega! Eabilittes for on-site
accidenis,

Double taxation. A weakness identified by
critics in a developed country cordext when
Iocal residents must pay 2 user fee as well as
local taxes that support the FA system. In
devaioping countries however, fees are
charged pre¢isely hecause taxes are not
adequate to cover PA management.
Enforcement. Tourism user fees can be
difficult fo collect and enforce in MPAsS where
eniry is difficult to restrict to specific locations.

o



Taurism User Fees

1.5

Success Factors

A variety of factors witl influence the likelihood of success, including:

Taourist volume. Sufficient numbers of tourists to generate revenue levels that offset a significant
partion 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 adsting fees as rieeded.

Poiitical acceptability of charging fees. Acceptance by iocal stakehoiders and domestic tourists
of the advantages of and need for TUFs.

Proprietary use of income for conservation. income generated oy TUFs s channeled to
support consarvalion at the sife of coffection, rather than channeled info national or provincial
general treasuries.

Accounting and audit systems. Well-organized ascounting systems o help in tracking and
analyzing financial data. Periodic, independent gudits.

Marketing experience. Adequate marketing expertise to develop marketing campaigns that can
attract sufficient tourism volume if it does not aiready exist.

Well-trained staff for entrance fee pragram. Well-trained staff who can effectively collect fees
{inciuding differential rates for various fourist profiles) at reasonable administrative costs and
provide sufficient information at the enfrance gale to help enhance the tourist expearienca.
Professional concessionaire aperations drawing upon local employee pool. Professional
commercial operation for delivering services and collecting revenues. Local communily members
hired to staff concession operations,
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1.6  Step-By-Step Methodology

This methodology outiines general steps for implementing a comprehensive Tourism User Fee Program.
in this Hlustrative 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 later phases of the Program. |t
is important to note that precise sequencing angd implementation of these steps will vary considerably,
depending oh many circumslances specific to the locality. itis also important to note that the steps
oytlined below (e.g. conducting an ir-depth feasibility study) should be integrated into a broader tourism
management plan and tinked to management strategies including protected area tourism use zoning and
tourism impact monitoring. Steps 1-5 are more general in nature and apphcabie 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 5b-10b.

Step 1: Site administration {i.e_management guthorify) in consultation with other stakehaolders,
determines the gensral 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 alfocated, ways to evaluale 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:  Site administration congucts feasibility assessment (ses Assessment Section below for defailed
TOR).

» Profile current tourists through existing data and tourist surveys {se2 sample price
responsivensss /[ "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 waichers, white-water rafters), countries of
origin, etc. This is done for entrance fee only.

» {n conjunction with local tour operators, estimate current visitation rate and project future trends.

« Estimate the impact capacity at the site {i.e., what are “limis of acceptable change"?)

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

» Building on any existing zoning, identify specific steps to develop / implement & visitor zone
designation scheme, with varying levels of visitation and other use rastrictions.

=  Assess feasibility {e.g. revenue potential, consistency with PA oblectives, legal and regulatory
issues, implementation feasibility, etc.) of a range of TUFs, starting with entrance and
congession fees {see section b below).

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

IF TUF PROGRAN DETERMINED FEASIBLE:

Step 3:  Site administration meets with government officials. fegal counse! and key stakeholder groups
to agree on the framework for 2 TUF Proaram.

» issues {0 be discussed include: types of user f2es {o be employed, along with priontization and
sequencing of such faes and fee differentials; the need for any changes to the existing
legat/reguiatory framework; principies for implementing the TUF program: allocation of income,
ete.

Step 4: Site administration creates a detailed TUF Action Pian, consistent with Ecatourism
Management or public-use pian.
s ldentify key areas of achcn major services o be provided, allowed activities; fee rates and
cotlection methods, necessary equipment, supples, personnel, and instaliation efforts:
administration policies; control systems; and evaluation methods.
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entify specific steps to develop 7 implement an ecolourism marketing campaign to attract more
visitars, if consistent with imits of acceptable change.

identify specific steps to ascertain appropriate fee prices, including:

s Calculate the cost of providing and maintaining recreational opportunifies for vistors.

« Determine whether fees should be tiered (i e. different rates on differant visitor profiles).

« Gatherinformation on fees charged at other similar sites nationally and internationally,

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

s Prepare a revehue allocation pian, designating the use of revenues from TUFs for vanous
conservation projects or to cover more generai costs (see Business Planning for Protected
Areas chapter)

Step 5 [niiate the TUF Action Plan,
» Determine how and where the fee will be coliected (entrance gate, through fourist operators,
gte)
= Redistribute existing personnel or tiire new personnel for fee coliection. Purchase any
recessary equipment and supplies. If needed, construct / instalf any new facilities needed for
entrance fee collection, such as turnstiles and boaths. (Locate coliection facifities, special
altractions, and infrastructure to minimize impact on naturat resources. ).
« Establish an accounting system to track and anaiyze fees being coliected.
» Hire an independant firm o audit the site's accounts pericdically.
« lLed by appropriate tourism agencies, { appropriate, begin or expand ecolourism markefing
campaign, in coordination with private sector.
» Be transparent about how the revenues will be allocated.
Entrance Fees Concession Fees
Step 6a: Site administrators conduct a pilot | Step 6b: Develop detailed Concessian Fee Action
implementation (.9, 3-8 months) of the Plan
entrance fee o {est the market, . g <
Beqin & " . . « Based on tourism zoning of protected
+ Begin cantroiling access points to PA. area draft parameters for sustainable
start collecting fees and data on visitation. | operation
The test could invalve collection at just | ' )
one or two sites, and simple fee » Consuit iocal stakehoiders
differential scales {e.g. only 2 rates} » Protected area defines services to be
« Evaluate the price responsiveness promated. o .
{visitors’ willingness {o pay) and visitors” | = Develop concessionaire application form,
reactions o the fee mechanisms and + Advertise for concessionaires, requesting
ievels. bids autlining acceptable fee rates, and
« Evaluate effectiveness of collestion requesting mnformation about their
systems and performance of enirance fee operations, such as’ energy sources
staff. : used, waste management systems,
: « Recommend and put in piace any : environmental interpretation programs,
: required changes based on this ﬂamb!ar of ws;torg lo be serviced, gse of
evaluation. local laber, supplies, natural resources,
etc.
Assuming success of ciot implement Z Step 7h: Private sectgr hids for c&mgsa%an n-_qhts
‘ and concession agreement is negoliated

full-spale entrance fees,

Far entrance fees, this could entall, for - : :
example, opening multiple caollection site administration, covering the

peints and charging several rates for ; infermation requested.

different visitor profiles. ‘ « Site administration reviews appfications

Begin allocation of revenues to agreed and selects concessionzire based on

= Concessionaires submit appiications to
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conservalion activiies,

§ Step 8a: Site managers monitor ang evaluate
entrance fes svstem.

= Maonitor visitor numbers through park
entrance information cards, etc.

» Monitor perfarmance of entrance fee staff
through management performance
evaluations, independent evaluations,
visitor surveys, etc,

« Monitor revenue flows through annual
audits, and conduct further visitor
wiilingness-io-pay studies to determing if
higher fees can be charged.

o Monitor and assess fourists’ overall
experiences of the site.

*  Assess the ecological condition of and
changes to sites that have been made
newly accassible by the fee system.

» Evaluate data from the above maonitaring
aclivities.

o mplement needed changes bassad on
svalyations. Consider: {I) increasing or
decreasing the fees according io visitor
responses / patterns and price
responsiveness (willingness to pay
studies); {if) improving matenais provided
at entrance fee collection points; (&)
taking measures to prevent visilor
congestion that will harm the environment
and deifract from visitors' experience; and
{iv} taking measures o imprave financial

i accounting systems,

As appropriate, implement other elements of a TUF
system {e_.g. scuba diving permits, hotet room
taxes, elc).

merits of application.

+ Site administratior and concessionaine
nagoliate concession agreement,
including spacific terms of current / future
fee payments, specific provisions
restricting concessionaire activity, etc.

Step 8b: Pilot implementation

o Carry out 2 fimited test application of the
concession fee.

» Evaluate effectiveness of collection
systems and performance of concession
fae staff,

e HRecommend and put in place any
required changes based on this
evaiuation.

i Step 9b: Assuming success of pilot, implement full-

scale concession fees,

» For concession fees, this couvld entail, for
example, an expansion of concessionaire
services.

= Beagin allocation of revenues to agreed
canservation activities.

Step 10b: Site managers monitor and evalyate
concessian fee system,

+  Monitor visitor numbers through
concessicnaire receipts, efe.

o Monitor perfarmance concession staff
through management performance
svzluations, independent evaluations,
etc.

» [Monitor concessionaire fees and revenue
flows through annual audits to determing
whether higher or lower fees should be
charged.

s Monitor and assess tourists’ overall
experiences 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 above moniforing
actvilies,

» Implement needed changes based on
evaluations, Consider; {i) increasing of
decreasing the fees according to visitor
responses / patterns ana price
responsiveness (willingness ta pay
siudies), concession busginess profits,
et (#) improving materials provided at
entrance fee collection points and
concession businesses; (i) taking
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measures to prevenrt visitor congestion
that will harm the environment and
detract from visitors’ experience; and (i)
taking measures to improve financial
accounting systems.

AS appropriate, Implement other elements of a TUF
system {e.g. scuba diving permils, hotel room
iaxes etc}

2 FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT PHASE

2.1  Overview of Feasibility Assessment

A feasibility study can be desighed to cover anywhere from one specific TUF {e.g. entrance fee) tc a
comprehensive system of TUFs. In the case of site-based TUFs, typically the site will commission an
expert in ecotourism to conduct an in-depth feasibility study, which often takes several months o
compiete, and can cost in the US$28 000 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 feasibifty study of TUF
aptions, along with 5 worksheet tools {TUF1-5) for summarizing and analyzing data collected during the
feasibility study. Depending on the tevel of detall of the feasibility study, some of these tools may be
mare appropriate for use in an Implemantation Phase. These tools emphasize entrance and concession
fees, given their recognition 8s 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 origntation
may be to adequately finance environmental protection; finance fourism management in the protected
area, to provide instaltations that promaote user enjoyment or economic develiopment, o mit use while
increasing revenues, or some combination of these and other factors,

Feasibility studies can then analyze key factors that may affect the success of the program and the
specific fes options to be used. Feasibility assessments need to either be carried out as pan of farger
efforts t¢ develop ecotourism management plans, or need to ircorporate key elements of existing plans.

2.2  Generic Terms of Reference {TOR] for Feasibility Assessment: Qverview

IFILL IN NAME] National Park {FNP) is [FILL IN NAME] ha. in size and located in [FILL IN PROVINCE] of
[FILL IN COUNTRY]. I has extensive attributes which make it attractive as an ecotaurism destination,
including [FiLL IN ATTRIBUTES] In order to effectively protect and manage the biodiversity and other
natural resources of the park, a long-term, sustainable financing system is required. [nitial planning
discussions have identified tourism-basad user fees (TUFs) as an important potential element in such a
system. Already, modest revenues are being gererated through park entrance fees  Opportunities seem
to exist for ralsing entrance fees and putting in place a variety of other user fees. To examine these
apportunities in-gepth [NAME OF CONTRACTING ENTITY] is commissioning a feasibiiity study of a
range of TUF options for financing conservation of FNP.

The study will collect extensive information and evaluate key issues and condifions influencing the
feasibifity of TUFs in FNP. Through on-site intenviews, collection and analysis of existing data and other
actvities, the consultant will conduct an overall analysis of the current status of ecotouriem in the area,
Through extensive interviews with tourism operators and other focal businesses, park staff, fourists, local
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cammunity leaders and other stakeholders, the consultant will collect and analyze refevant information
and recommend specific options for viabie TUFs. In addition, the consultant will interview refevant
governmental officials to assess opportunities for the generation of propriefary income that is channeled
directly into conservation activities at FNP. There may be a need for Iobbying various govemment
agencies for allocation of these funds. This shouid be identified in the eariy 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 {o generate long-term funding o
canservation of FNF. Mare specifically, the objectives ara to:
» Agsess the current status of ecotourism and identify actions required to improve the ecofourism
experiznce 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 opporiunities for implementing other types of TUFs.

TASKS:

1. _General assessment of ecotourism conditions ang issues

+ Describe the major ecotourism attractions {assets) and refated recreational activities.

» Document current visitation volume and recent visitor flow trends, provide detaifled visitor
demographic data as available {e.Q. % and total number of high end tourists, backpackers, other
categones; % and tolai number of foreign and domestic tourists; age group breakdowns; % and
total numbers of visitors participating in key recreational activities such as diving / snorkeling,
hiking, birdwatching, etc.)

s Dacument acceptable limits of change from visitar impacts, and assess major environmental impact
issues {e.q. 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, accommaodations, elc.

+ [escribe the guality and breadth of exisiing visitor services, and recommend measures for
upgrading such services,

» |dertify major obstacles to expanding visitation. and recommend measures for addressing such
obstacies as appropriate {e.g. more trained guides, expansion of accormmodations).

« Describe any existing TUF mechanisms, and summarize the success of such mechanisms,

« Describe support for TUFs from current iourism operafors.

2. Assessment of general conditions for a TUF Program

Describe and analyze key conditions required to put in place an effective TUF Program, including:

« Pobitical conditions; Suppaort for TUF Program of key national govermment ministries and incal
government agencies, local communities, domestic tourisis, and other important stakeholder
groups; suppor for proprietary income, support for needed infrastructure improvements.

» Economic conditions: 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 impravemenis, accounting systems to frack and monitor fee coliection.

» Legal Legal regime exists ar could be put in place to support TUF Pragram (including specific fees
such a8 enfrance and concession feas) and to support proprietary aliocation of income

» Other Organizational capacity of government to execute TUF Program, business expertise {o
operate concessions, ecofourism marketing expertise, overall potentiat for sustainable tourism io
be developed, potential of tourism cperators to support TUF s, required staff training.
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3. Assess in-depth feasibility of an entrance fee program

» f an existing enfrance fee is charged, summarize how the program is structured and document the
tevenue generation trends; assess the success of the program.

» Assess visitor demographic Issues correiated with revenue profections and analyze visitor-
marketing strategies {e.q. raising visitor flow versus atfracting higher portions of high-end tourists),

s Conduct a "wiliingness-to-pay” survey of visitors to help calcuiate oplimal fee pricing.

s Assess the optima! number and location of entrance-fee collection paints, staffing resources and
equipment required, and other practical issues o consider in estabiishing an entrance fee program.

» Assess appropriate mechanisms of enfrance 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.q. peak load pricing, comparabie pricing, marginal-cost pricing,
mufti-tiered pricing and differential pricing}. Document key assumptions.

= Outline an entrence 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-fes program to test the fee-pricing schams over 1 year, following by a
process for adjusting the fee to the appropriate level

4. Assess in-depth feasibility of 2 concession fee program

« |f 2 concessiun fee program exists, summarize how the program is structured and document the
revenue generafion trends; assess the success of the program.

» Assass current business services being provided fo visitars {e.g. food, accommodations,
equipment rental equipment, etc.}. determine which services woutd 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 cancession fee
structures and prices (e.g. auction/bidding for licenses, fiat fee, percent of gross receipts, percent
of net income),

s Recommend a pilot concession fee pricing scheme and rate(s), and project 10-year revenue flows.
Draw on comparable systems in operation at other profected areas and vary key parameters.

5 Assess feasibility of other TUF s
» Conduct a coarse assessment of the feasibility of other TUF s {e.g. licenses, permits, recreational
fees) and recommend which, if any, deserve further in-depth assessment.

6 Financial projections and refated issues
» Onthe basis of 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, inctuding sequencing of
steps.

DELIVERABLES:

1. Feasibility report. A prelimirary report capturing ati of the task points outlined above will be submitted
o a "Review Team” for comments and discussion prior to the finalization of the report for submission to
the contracior. A final report wilf be submitted in written and electronic form.

2. Contact list, List of key contacts {(name, fitle, address, email, phone number: will be attached to final
repart.

3. Briefings. Concluding briefings will be provided in [LIST CITIES] to summarize preliminary resuits for
contracior and ather 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 on [FILL IN
DATE] and a {inal report wilt be due on [FILL IN DATE]L The leve! of effort will require a total of [FILL IN
#] consuttant days. {{F A TEAM OF CONSULTANTS:] The consulting team will consist of {FILL IN
NAMES, BREAKDOWN OF DAYS AND ROLES]

2.4 Worksheet Tools for Carrying Cut Feasibility Assessment

Six worksheels have been developed to assist the feasibility stage. Instructions for how o use these
tocts, followed by images of the worksheets, are provided below. These warksheets are intended as
generic tools to help summarize and analyze relevant information gathered during the feasibiiity stage.
They will need to be cusfomized o some degree for every site.

The worksheets file is in Microsoff Excel format. To edil and change them for your use, it is
recommended to first save the file to your hard drive.

Click here fo link to TUF Worksheets (this will open Microsoft Excel. Click "Enable Macros® when
srompted. To edit and change the workshset 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 anaivze the key conditions needed for & successful TUF Program.

1. Review the general structure of the worksheet, including data input categories {columns and
rows) provided as defauits; modify as needed.
2. Column 1 lists a variety of conditions under the general headings: political, econemic, legal and

other. For each condition, assign a refative ranking score {1-5 scale, with 5 being the highest) in
the appropriate column o the right.

In analyzing these conditions for success, the following key analysis questions should be answered:
s Are there some conditions which are particufarly important in this local setling? What are their
scores? How could these conditions be imoroved if necessary?
« Are there a sufficient number of medium (3) or higher scores, suggesting a good tikelihcod of
success?
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instructions for TUF2 {"Total 10-year revenues"): Worksheet for calculating revenues from a TUF
Program

TUF2 is designed {o help calculate potential revenues over a 10-year period from a comprehensive TUF
Program

1.
2.

Review the data input categories {rows) provided as defaulis; modify as needed.

Total number of visitors and total revenues from various sources can be entered manuaily in the
appropriate cells for years 1410 However, the real power behind this workshest 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 calcutate the numbers of foreign and dormestic visitors
and entrance fee revenues for TUFZ2. Be aware that if you enter amounts directly into the
number of visitors and entrance fee cells, you will eliminate the underiying equations and
will need to download a new version of the worksheet to re-gain them.

Other revenue categories found in the first column of TUF2 such as concession fees and
permits and flcenses are not autvbmatically generated from other warksheets. You should enter
revenue estimates covering Years 1 — 10 directly into these cells based on feasibility study
research, pricing recommendations, and best estimates. Leave the "total” rows blank for now.
Farmulas are embedded in the worksheet to automatically calculate fotal 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?

BFY SUMMARY WORKSHEET FOR CALCULATIHG REVENUES FROM A TOURISH USER FEE PROGRARE
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instructions for TUF3: The “Entrance Fee Caiculator”

Worksheet TUF3 is a powerful "control panel” that enables users to calculate entrance-fee revenuss by
entering data for up to 10 key park visitation parameters. Highly detailed revenue scenario spreadsheets
are generzted hased on the user's best estimates of such variables as visitation tevels and entrance fees,
The resulting potential revenue streams can then be viewed in much greater detail (and further refined) in
worksheets TUF2 and TUF4. TUF3 in combination with TUF2 and TUF4 can be used to help calculate
and anaiyze potential revenues from an enfrance 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;

different levels of pricing for the four types of visitors {domestic vs. foreign; standard vs. student)
the rate of fee increase (for example 5% per year)

the time pericd between rate increases (for example the rate increase occurs once every 3 years)
thres alternative pricing options (Low, mid-range, and high-range}

seasonal price changes {high-season prices and low-season prices)

total number of years of revenue forecast (1-20 years}

number of visitors (separate estimates can be made for the four types of visitors)

rate of annuat increase of visitors (separate estimates can be made for the four types of visifors)

oTMmoD oo »

retention rate (the percentage of entrance fees that the park keeps)
three different visitation levels (high, medium, and low visitation levels)

f .

When you apen the tourism worksheets you will be directed to TUF3 (the spreadsheet tab at the bottom
of screen is named "Entrancefse—start”). Parameters A — J are set to defauit values at opening. You
can reset all parameters to zero, or reset them 1o the starting sample data using the gray shaded buftons
at the botiom right of the spreadsheet. Be aware that once you start entering your own data, ciicking
these gray sample data butions will reset all the parameter values and you may lose your input
datal It is highly recommended that you save a copy of the worksheets to your hard drive and save your
data frequently.

Start by familiarizing yourself with the layout of this spreadsheet. Users will note that there are many cells
with smazli red triangles in the top right comer. If you hover your meuse over these red triangles comment
boxes will opan that provide further explanations,

There are twn key areas where you can enter data; the "ENTRANCE FEE® levels on the left-center of the
scregn and the "VIBITATION LEVELS" an the right-center. You can begin exploring this too! by entering
new data in the orange colored fields. You will replace the default values which are entered only as
examples. Fale yellow fields for prices will change automatically according 10 a pre-set formula (e.g.
foreign students total 1/5 of standard visitors, domestic visitors account for 1/10 of the foreign), but these
paie yellow fizlds can aiso be averwritten by the user.

1. Enter new numbers for the entrance fee prices {A). ldeally these estimates would be basad on
price responsiveness {willingness to pay) surveys. Note that as you change the entrance fees
the "potential fotal revenue” amount in the box at the bottomn of the sheet will change accordingly.
{nole: you can change the category rames for the visifor types to sult your needs),

P

Next try changing the number of visifors per year for each of the four fypss of visitors {(GY. You
will see that the potential total revenue will again change as well as the “total visiter” displayed
above it. You can set an annual perceniage 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-down 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.

B, % fee mcrease G, fraouency of feeincrease I3, 3 pricing options  E. seasonal prices

A, visitor prices

ENTRANCE FEE ﬁleEiULHT%F‘?

" StepadRteriion Option:
% M Keterkion Owias
i
2 ol iligh
M Same Prioe ot yuw

T

I B3 Pidaing ptinex

s 7
F.number ofyears to calculate G/ number of visitors M. rate af wisitor increase 1. park retention rate J. 3 visitation 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), (I}, and (J) set to the more complex options. You
can experiment waorking with each of these options one at a time, or work on several at ance. 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.

TUF . " ENTRANCE FEE CALCULATOR
: Workshest for srtering data and displaying resufts

ENTRANCE FEE ] VISITATION LEVELS

" Hida Retantion Dpiion

7 Snnenne Lo Highy |
~ Same Price all yawr

[
 Show 3 Pricing (ymions
™ Ondy ahow Mic-range pricing

Shew 3 Visitation Scenarios
Show sniv 1 Scenarin

0]

Pricing Cption Low-rangs
Pricing Option Midrange  {¥)

Pricing Option High-range  {$}

B. 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.

a. Finally, radio button () 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%.

24 tourism_



Conservalion Finance Guits

instructions for TUF4 {"Entrance fee revenues”™): Worksheet for caleulating detalfled revenue
projections from a TUF Program

As noted, the values entered in TUF3 will be carried over into TUF4. TUF4 can show revenues at a much
greater level of detaf 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 on the values in the orange cells, but can be changed
manually, although this will overwrite the embedded formula for that cell.

1.

These worksheets will display enfrance fees, visitation levels and their corresponding 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.

in the open worksheet at the top of the screen entrance fee prices are broken down and
dispiayed for: the four categaries of visitors; low vs. high season; and the three pricing scenarios.
Towards the battom of the screen are three contro! buttons that will open up workshests that
display highly detailed revenue projections. These three coniral puttons correspond to the three
vigitation levels (low, mid-range and high-range}. You can open up these workshesls one ata
time to explore and work with them

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 autormatically calculete values for Years 2 — 10, You can input specific values of
your chaice in any given cell that represents a yearly figure. Doing s¢ will impact the values of
the years that follow. Again, overwriting the formula in a cell will remaove the embedded formula.
You can restore the formula by highlighting the cell io the left (assuming that cell's formula s still
intact) and dragging that celt from the BOTTOM RIGHT CORMER where a small klack 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.

Finally, notice that the revenue sheets also display the revenues that would result from four
possible entrance fee retention rates: 160%, 75%, 54%, and the retention rate that you have
defined on TUF3,

In analyzing this information, key guestions and principals o consider include:

Three principal factorsin determining enirance-fes levels:

» Price responsiveness {(wilingness fo pay) for access {o 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
hased on willingness 10 pay, visitors can be asked if it is the nght amount and what the maximum is
that they would pay. The survey format might provide a range of entrance fee options to choose
from.

s A comparisen of fees charged at other similar sites in similar circumstances. Remamber to allow
for differences in natural / cultural attractions, infrastructure development, etc.

» The need to cover costs associated with provision and maintenance of recreational opportunities.
A minimum level of revenue {o be generated from entrance fees and other user fees should be at
ieast enough 1o properly finance costs ncurred by area management in providing ecotourism
opportunities.

Queshons o consider include:

s How significant are the differentials in revenue generation between Scenarios # 1, #2, and #3.

+ Linder the different visitation scenarios, in order fo meet revenue targets, how should pricing and
retention rates be adjusted, including over time, 1o take into account visitor flows?

+ MHow will the optimal enfrance fee change over ime?
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Instructions for TUF5 {“"Concession fees"}: Worksheet for supporting concession fee pricing and
structure decisions

TUFS5 s designed to help calcutate potential revenues from a concession fee program {comparing four
pricing schemes: auction/bidding,; flat fee; percent of gross receipts; percent of net income) angd 10 help
decide on the most appropriate scheme,

1. Heview the general schemes and data input categories (rows) under each scheme provided as
defaults; modify as needed.

2. Under the suction / bidding scheme, input the estimated winning tid for the concession and enter
that figure in Year 1in 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 flat fee scheme, input the three fee rates in the Year 1 column dow, medium and high
rate). An embedded formula will automatically calcuiate 3% annual increases in this fee for each
of the next € years to account for inflation. You can change this calculation as needed. For
example, you may want to build in miuch higher flat fees in future years.

4. Under the percent of gross receipts scheme, input the estimated total gross income in the
appropriate row. Embedded formulas will automatically calculate 3% annual incresses in gross
receipts for each of the next 5 years, and will automatically caloulate 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. Linder the percent of net income scheme, input the estimated fotal gross income and operational
costs in the appropriate row under Year 1. Embedded formulas will automatically calculate total
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net income, and 3% annual increases for each of the next 8 years. Also, formulas will
automatically calculate revenues based on 2%, 5% and 7% of net in the three rows pelow this
you decide to change these percentages, make corresponding changes built into each celis for
these rows.

6. Document key assumptions behind your data.

In analyzing this information, key questions to consider include:
» Which pricing schemaes offer the greatest revenue potential over time?
» Which schemes offer the greatest revenue potential in the nearterm?
» How might revenues fluctuate as concessionaires grow thelr 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 is
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
imipiementation phase, which can take several months to complete. The key implementation steps are
outlined in the Stepwise Methodology {Steps 4 — 10) above. Worksheets TUF2-8 provide some practical
tools for pricing and structural decisions for entrance and concessions fees. TUFB below provides a
practical toc| for organizing the major steps in a TUF Program.

Note: There may be additicnal steps required prior to actual implementation of the TUFs, including major
stakeholder consultation (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 1o implement a pilot phase of TUF implemantiation to
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assist socialization of the process, as well 85 to test different assumptions and fine tune the
implementation process. In most instances it will be better to start with a stightly lower fee, not to raise
the expectations of those receiving revenue from the fees (in many instances govemment will require a
percentage of the revenues from the fees). This fee can be adjusted following the pilot phase of
implementation.

Instructions for TUFG: Worksheet for organtzing TUF Action Plan

TUF6 is designed to assist a methodicat approach to implementing a TUF Action Plan, organized around
key actions, assignments, deadiings, status and other information.

1. Review the genaral data input categornies (rows and columns) provided as defaults; modify as
needed.

2. Under each action {row) for entrance and concession fees, fill in inforraation for the deadline, the
lead personfentily assigned fo the action, the current status and any other relevant notfes.

3. Uipdate the information on a regular basis and use the worksheet as an agenda for planning
meelings.

4, Insert relevant actions {rows} for any other user fees being brought on stream, and follow similar
steps as those described above.

ORKSHEET TUFG: WORKSHEET FOR URGANIZING THF BCTION PLAR
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Soiang, P. 2001, Concessiongs Para Ecolurismo; Econegocios para el Uevo Mulenio — Alcances
Legales y Propuestas. Sociedad Peruana de Derecho Ambiental {www.spda.org.pe)

Steck. B. . Strasdas. V. and Gustedt, E. Tourism in Technicai Cooperaticn, 1999, A quide 1o the

conception. planning and impiementation of project-acoompanying measures in regignal

rural development and nature conservation. GTZ (1989},

Québec Declaration on Ecolourism, 2002

4.2 Web Sites

s Ecotourism Club CC- the Ecotourism Portal hitp.//www ecotourism.ce/ Comprehensive search
engine and hinks for ecotourism information.

» The International Ecotourism Society hitp:/Awww ecofourism org/ Ecotourism publications from
the international Ecotourism Society. information for prospective ecotourists and professionals in the
fieid, with information for the fatter categerized according to research, conservation, and ousiness.

e Documents specific to user fees can be found at: hitp//www ecotourism, orgiretiesseifr. himl

s The inter-Sectoral Unit for Tourism, Organisation of American States
http:/fanww, oas org/TOURISMhome hitm information in Spanish on tourism issues in the Americas.

» The Nature Conservancy hitp.//nature orgiecotouristry Information aoout The Nature
Conservancy’s ecotourism program, including publications on visitor use fees.

+ Planeta.com: Eco-travels in Latin America hitp fwww planeta.comy  Clearinghouse for praclical
acotourism, with scholarly reports, online forums, and conferences.

s Kenya Wildlife Service. hilp/fwww kws org/inewtariffs htm infermation about Kenya's system of
park entrance and other tourism user fees. You may have to cut and paste this Hnk 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 {2000). Comparison
of organised safars see page 12 in inamdarMerode (1899},

Malaysia —~ See Stecker (1998)

Belize/Mexico — See detailed analysis of tourism managemaent case studies in several protected
areas and recommendations in Strasdas (2000}

Costa Rica - Price elasticity for internationai visitors demonstrated for several parks in Lindberg
2001, Table 1.

Australia — A recent {2000) review of entrance, camping, and other fees conducted as part of the
Nature Tourism Nationa! Review project is summiarized in Lindberg {2001, Annex 3}

New Zealand ~ National system of concession fees, facility & service charges: {See pages 48-51;
Phillips. A, Financing Protected Areas: Guidelines for Protecied Area Managers. IUCN (20001,

S, Canada, Costa Rica, Belize — A study of visitor fee experience in these countries: Brown {2001),
Canada - Thorough analysis of user fee policy issues in Eagles 1998).

South Africa - The Natai Parks Board system of income generation from visitor accommadations;
hitp: /fwww wildnetafrica.co. za/kwazulunatalparks/profile/contrust. himl . see also Eagles 1999)

Ecuador — Visitor use fees and concession systems in protecied areas: Galdpagos Nationat Park
Gase Study - 04-2001

TNC Ecotourism Program Case Study Technical Reports;

E ]

Results of The Nature Conservancy's Members Ecotraveller Survey - 09-2000

ECOTOURISM IMPACTS MONITORING. A Review of Methedologies and Recommendations for
Develoging Moniiering Prodrams in Latin America - 05-1888
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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 sysiem whereby 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 systern has heiped generate some US3400-500,000 per year for activities 1o conserve the park.
Annapurna Conservation Area has gbtained agreement from the Nepal government (by means of a
special iaw 1o this effect) that the money collected from entry fees to the Conservation Area will be
channeled directly fo the conservation of the area via a local NGO, the King Mahendrz Conservation
Trust. Every visitor to the Annapurna Conservation Area pays an eniry fee of US$12 which, in 1886,
generated some US5400,000 for the conservation of the Annapurna, more than enough to cover the
costs of maintaining the site. As a resuit of these experiences, the Nepal government is re-evaiuating
how it uses the entry fees collected at other parks (Mountain [nstitute, 1887}

Ecuador: Entry fees and donations in Galapagos National Park. The Gaiapagos islands in Ecuador
are one of the most visited and recognized World Heritage sites in the world. Because of the islands’
popuiarity =8 a tourist destination, the Galaépagos National Park finds it refatively easy to finance a large
part of &5 operations by charging a high entry fee and obtaining donations from visifors to the islands, The
islands attract around 60,000 foreign fourists per year, each of whom pays a US$100 park entry fee,
thereby generating about US$5 million per year. In addition, tourists spend around USS380 to fly to the
Gaiapagos from mainiand Ecuador, and a minimum of US$1000 for a typical 8-day boat trip to visit the
islands. Maost vigitors stay on a cruise ship or charter ive-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 fram their
passengers to support Galapages conservation projecis. If the tourists do not make the donations
themseives, tour companies pay the difference. in the Galapagos, the iaw which raised park entry fees
aiso required that ait revenue from this fee be used to pay for costs associated with aperating the park.
The law is very specific on the use of the funds. It requires that “40% of the revenues collected from eniry
fees must be used to pay for salaries and other direct expenses of operating the park; 30% must go to
iocal government authorities for, e.g. construction of sewage treatment facilitiess; 10% must goto a
Galzgpagos development institute; 5% for operating an inspection and gquarantine system; §% 1o the nawvy
for patrotling the park; §% for the Gatapagos maring reserve; and 5% to the national parks agency for
expenses of managing the natinnal park system as a whole." {For more informaticn:. See Benitez, 2001 }.

Bonaire: Marine park scuba diving fee and WTP survey.

Banaire is 2 smat island {288 km?) situated in the Southerr Caribbean. !t is surrounded by fringing reefs
that are easily accessible and have provided the isiand with a valuable resource for the tounsm industry,
the island’s economic mainstay. About 50,000 tourists visit the istand each year, half of them scuba
divers. To protect these important resources for the tourism industry, Bonaire Marine Park (BMP) was
established iy 1878, The park covered the area from the high-water mark down to 80 meters, including
all 2700 hectares of coral reefs, mangroves and seagrass beds. It is a muitipie use park with fishing and
diving restricted in cerfain zones. The park was started with initial four-year funding and administration
assistance from National Parks Foundation of the Metheriands Antitles (an NGO), which enabled a
mooring system to be instalied. The park functioned until the NGO's funds ran out, when, although
suppaorted by dive operators, it became little more than a paper park. BMP was revitalized in 1981 with
bitateral assistance from the Dutch Government under the conditions that the park had to be seif-
financing within a new 3-year term of furding, Seif-financing was achieved by the end of 1882 when a
US$10 diver fee was infroduced following a wiflingness-to-pay survey (see below). This is the system
under with the park currently operaies. The fee is collected through the dive operators, who are required
to panticipate in annual courses, All revenues from fees collectad through the park are used only for the
management of the park. The incorme generated through the sale of the diver badges (tags) covers the
saiaries angd operational costs of the park. The BMP sta¥ inciudes a manager, four full ime rangers and
three shared administrative staff with the Washington-Siagbaai tefrestrial park. Operational costs inciude
boat and vehicle maintenance and running costs, the maintenance of the 70 public dive moorings,
research and monitoring programs and educstional activities for the local children and leachers, For
specific projects, the Park has to look to grant funding agencies for support. Income from divers has
gracdually increased as the number of divers has been increasing, white the US510 fee has remained in
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Fairness of prices, user fee policy and willingness to pay among visitors
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ABSTERACT

Imposing user fees in Nature-Based Tourism (NBT) contexts has been 3 coptroversial issye. Based on {he
notions of justice and fairness, this study extended previous work examining the refationship between
atitudes toward user fees and spending support. In a preposed structural moedel of price fairness, fee
spending support, and willingness to pay (W12 this paper identified the antecedents of WTP user fres,
and empirically examined to what extent the data fit the model. Furthermore, the moderating role of
place attachmént in the model was investigated by using multiple-grpup structural equation modeling,
Subjects {n = 582} were recreational tourists to a forest arés in the southeast US. Resuits revealed that
spending support partialiy played a médiating role in the relstionship between perczived price fairness
and WP user fees. A muittiple-group invatiance rest also demonsmated that while the degree of place
identity moderated the effect of price faireess on spending support, the degree of place depesdence did

not influénce the refationships among the antécedents of WTP.

£ 2010 Elsevier Lid, Al rights reserved.

1. Introduction

since the establishruent of the Fee Demonstration Program in
1886 and its replacement by the Pederal Lands Recreation
Enhancement Act (FLREA] in 2004, the legitimacy of charging fees
in Magure-Based Tourism (NBT} contexts has been a controveriial
issue in the US, (McCarville, Reffing, & White, 1996; Heynisdettir,
Song, & Agrisa, 2008, Imposing user fees for access to natural
resources has been considered an effective visitar management toot
in coping with séciat and/or erivironmental impacts (e.g. crowding,
poor quality of fcilities, or environmental concems) on protecied
aress {Cessford, 20080, Manning, 1999 On the other hand, it has
alsg been found that charges for using pubiic leisure services could
place constraints on some segments of prospective users {Mare &
Stevens, 2000; Sthnieidér & Hudruk, 1999). Therefore, while the
user fee policy of the national park and forest systern has been
justfied from an economic perspective {12, alternitive way to
supplement insufficient government budget]. the policy has been
griticized In terms of social justice {(Myaupane, Griefe, & Buins,
2009 This is one of the main reasons why numerous researchers
have studied user fees from social psychological perspectives
including fairness, equity, and willingness o pay.

* Coresponding aitthor, Tel: +1 STSBAS65I4; fax: +1 970845046,
Fomail addressess yOSid@tamweds (Y. Chung), gerdrd@anuedy (CT. Kyie),
jpenick®ramu.edy {LF Pewick), fabsher®@isfed.us 1.3, Absher),

Q2E1-517S - see Font matier @ 2010 Eizevier Ll All nights reserved,
dai 4. S L teurman 2010.08.016

Research has also shown that if individuals agree with the
purposes of fee spending {e.g. environmental protéction), they are
maore likely to support user fees policy {Kyle, Absher, & Graefe,
2003; Vogt & williang, 1999: Williamg, Vogt, & Vitterse, 1999).
Wilhiaris et al. {1999) argued that i peaple understand benéfits
from fee$ paid, they would be more willing to pay. However, Vogt
and Willlarms (1899} found that park users tended 1o support user
fees only when the revenues were used to maintain Cusrent service
provision rather than o develop new service programs. That is,
campers who weré given the ‘maintaining’ fée purpose condition
generally agreed with the fee purpose more than those given
improving condition in the experimenc

More recently, Kyle et al {2003} observed that place attachment
can alse piay a role in the way recreationists respond 1o fees for
public jand recreation. They ohserved that the place identity
dimension of place attachrent played a significant moderating rele
ir the relationship bétween visitors’ attitsides toward fee program
and spending support. For individuals who expressed an emotional
attachinént to the resource (Le. place idengey) there was
a stronger relationship between their afiftudes toward the fee
program and theis support for spending fee revenue on activities
refated to resource cornservation.

Although this previous work has contributed o bujlding
a conceptua! framework for understanding the effect of awritudes
toward fee program on fer spending suppont, it has also raised
additiopal research guestion such as using alternative potions
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related (o0 attitudes, [n thefr study, Kyde st all {20003) defined the
attitudes as overal] feeling about user fees, but did not deal with
4 fairness aspect, one of the meost challenging but important Tactors
influencing attitudes toward recreation fees (MeCarwille ot al,
Y88 Over the years, only a few researchers have attempted to
empirically test the effect of perceived falrmess on astitude toward
user fees (Afzer, Rosenthal, & Brows, 2000; MoCareille ot o], 1996,
Fark, Elfis, Kire, Roddel], & ric ¢}

Therefore, the main goal of this study is to extend previous
research on the moderating role of place artachment en the rela-
tionship between attitudes roward fees and spending support by
adopting the notions of justice and fairness. Different from previous
work, this study propases & model of price fairpess and Re
spending support by adding witlingness o pay {WTF) because only
a few researchers have examined WTE in the context of price
fairness @ spite of its mpormance (Ajzen et &, 2089 Schréder &
Mipg, 2008) This srudy also inveives festing of a conceptual
mudel in which three canstructs {price fxirness, spending sugport,
and place attachment] are predicters of WTP, Technically, structural
equation modeling (SEM} iz used in favor of advantages of SEM
which can acourately estimate latent variables by camirofling for
mESSUIement error in comparisot ¢ multiple regression i
previous studies. Accordingly. this study has three objectives: 1o
determine 8 mode! that hetter shows the relationships between the
proposed antecedents and WTP user fees, 2% fo examine the
mediating role of spending support on the relationship between
price falrness and WTE and 37 to investigate the moderating rode of
place attachment on the refationships tested in the model. Based on
the study shiectives and Herature réview in the following section,
four pypotheses in the conceptual model will be forrmdated.

2. Literatore review
21 User fees

Entrance or user iees in a Nature-Based Tourism {(NBT) context
Iave heen wiilized as effective visitor management tnols. Fram
a park managerial perspective, Buckiey (2003 argued that user fees
generally can change visitors behavior by controiling overall visitor
nigwibers, diverting a particular recreatinn activity fo 2 specific arsa,
and/or encouraging visitors (o reduce individual per capite impacts
during particular activities, However, he pointed put that charging
fees is only one of the diverse eptional tools available to achieve
management goals. Whike, under some ¢ircumstances, a smail fee
can bave substantial influsnce on visitery bebavior, under other
circaunstances a jarge fee cap hardly have any influence on thelr
behaviey, This is also consistest with the contradiciory resules of
studies about the effect of entrancefuser lees on vigitors' behavior,
particuiariy, in low-income groups. While some researchers have
found that individuals lving in poverty are more sensitve to user
fees (More & Bevens, 20000 Schneider & Budrak, 19881 others have
reveaied that moderate fees do not influence iow-income peoples’
visitation as they are already under-represented {Baray & Gracfe,
2006, Cockrell & ‘Wellman, 198%; Ostergren, Solop, & Hagen,
28051, Some researchers, therefore, have suggested that charging
fees and the resultant impact should be considered in relation to
gther factors such as visitors’ characteristics, the way o which the
foes are paid, the degree of crowding, and the avaiability of aleer-
native sites [Buckley, 20037 Garrod & Feall 2000 Knspman &
Stoeckl, 199%: Lindberg & Aylward, 1599}

I spite of thelr managenst and coonognic benefits, entrandce ur
user feey for natural resctree rocreation aress have attracted debate
regarding their fegitineey and faimess. Reynisdottic er al. (2008
introduced a pudlic good view and user poys view [Ameworks o
acldress the justive and fairness fssues in NET contexts. The public

goad view suzgests that natural resources for leisure services shoold
be provided to all citizens only at the expense of {ax revenue
{Craredall & Driver, Y884 Scholars sharing this view argue that the
resources are part of public goods &y publc welfare, and accordingly
charging for user feey evokes perception of unfairness and reduce
visifation among economically disadvantaged groups (More &
Seewprss, JOULr Watsen & Herath, 18895 On the other band, the
user pavs view suggests that individuals are responsible for paying
the appropriate price for using the resources and services provided a
the sites. They argue that it i reasonable that following an equity
principle, only visitors who incur costs should pay the prices withaut
aon-visitors' subsidics, Thic view alss contends that the introdaction
of user fees will reduce the number of visitors, which in turp can
positively mitigate congestion and crowding in natural atfractions
{Repni tr et al, 2608,

Sirice the late 19803, guite a few tourism and isisure researchers
have revealed the predictors and consequences of user fees in KBT
contexts [Fix & Vaske 2007, Kim & Crompton, Z002. Laarmum &
Gregersen, 1956, MoCarville o1 ol 1996; Menkhaux & Lober, 1996,
Park et &l., 2008 Schrwartz & Lin, 2006}, For example, Laarman
arvd Gregersen {19967 proposed principles and criteria for user fee
policy, and argued (hat pricing i5 an influential (ool for efficiency,
falrness, and enviconmental sustainability in NBT. Menkbigus amt
Lober {1986) estimated the appropriate entrancefuser fee per park
haged on a travel cost madel for valuating price points ip protected
aregs of Costa Rica. MeCarville et al (1996 adapied fairniess
conce ps 10 examiine what determines visitors' responses to fees,
They abserved that the introduction of user fees i generalily
percedved unfair by these who have never pald user fees and can
also make them feel victimized. They also offered some theoretical
direction irvelving the use of sacial judgment theary and attribu-
tion theory for further research on user fee perceptions in NET, Kim
ard Croptpton (20023 investigated the impact of several behavioral
{e.g. namber of visits, level of involvement, degres of loyalty, and
owpership of an annuat pass) and economic factors [ perceived
value for the price amd importatice of the price) on park entrance fee
perceptions, and found that ecnnomic facters were more useful
predictors af price perceptions than behavioral factors.

Bore recently, Park et al (2008} condurted a scenario-hased
survey of campers and observed that public input fe.g. whether
public participation in the decision process of fee level is extensive
ar noth and fee level were e best predictors of two dependant
variables: perceived social equity and fee acceptability. Fix and
Vaske (2007) found that the beliefr aboist fees significantly
predict the evaluation of fees, that is, the more likely visitors are to
understand the reasons behind the foe program and approve of the
fge program, the more likely they are (o rate the fzes as about right,

2.2 Willingrwess to pav

Although willingness to pay {WTP) is distinguished from refer-
ence price {i.e, what consumers expect to pay! [MoCarville &
Crompton, 1987 1, it has often been used fo indicate the mastimum
amount that consumers intend o pay [Ryte, Graefe, & Absher, 2007;
Laarmaan & Gregersen, 1996 In Tounism and lesure Hteraiure, WTP
Bas Been used o estimate the value of pop-marke! gnods
{Reyrgsdottir et al, 2008 Accordingly, for non-market valuation
such as environmental impeovernent and natural atractions in KBT
contexts, some researchers have used the contingent valuatien
merhed to measure WTP {(Lee & Han, 2002; Mmopehan, Kgathi, &
Molefhe, 2007; Reynisdotthr ot al, 2008}

In user fee literature, WTP is one of the frequently used depen-
dent varizbles, and the varicus antegedents of WP have been
ientified: ey, ecovitonmental concern, past payment history,
ard some socio-demographic characteristics such as income,
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natienality, and education (Reyhisdottr et al, 2008). As noted
eariier, income fevel is one of the most widely used prediciors of
WTP, but the resuits have been mixed (Garrod & Fyall, 2000; More &
Stevens, 2000; Willlams et al., 19988 I addition, attitude toward
the environment has been found 1o be a significant aredictor of WP
{Carlson & Johafsson-Stenman, 2000, Laarman dnd Grepersén
(1895) also argoed that WTF significantly relies on the level of
a site’s attributes or qualities. For example, a place with special
attractions with bgh scarcity walue will result in higher levels of
WP than ordinary places. Dn the other hand, althongh attitwde
toward fee palicy or perceived fairness has been considered as one
of the important predictors of WTT (Mitcheli 8 Carsob, 1089), only
z few studies have attempted to réveal their relationships {Ajgen
et al., 2000; Schedder & Wieg, 2008

2.3, Perceived price fotrmess

Because fairness in a fze or prin:re contexi initially referred to
a psychological pérception of what is right or just in a particular
setting ($E5pEL, 1978, quite a few researchers, more recenthy have
delineated & percefved price faimess concept. Accordingly. price
fairness can be defined as “a consuhers assesstnent and usiecinted
entotions of whether the difference (or Jack of difference) hetween
gselfers price and the price of g comparative other pariy s réasonabis,
acceptable, or fustifiakle” (i, Morrse, & Cox, 2004, p. 35 In other
words, it is & price svalvation based on the comparimn between
actual price to reference price, competitors’ price, costs, and/er
other consamers’ price (Kalneran, Kidtsch, & Thaler, 1988; Thater,
1985}, ¥ is also noted thay price fairness or unfairness is derived 5y
the function of one's reference price and the actual price paid
{Monzde, 2003; Petrick, 2005,

McCariifle e a1, {1998) introducéd the falrnéss concept info
a NBT context Bajed on twp theoretical frameworks: exchange
thesry and adaptation level theory, They argued that while fair fees
teceive litté public attenton, uifair fees evoke dondiderable
hestility and dispiacement With reference to the relationisbip
befween fairmess angd WTE Ajzen et al. {20607 empirically tested
the effects of perceived fairness on WTP for public poods or services
including: & univeérsity lilrary fund, 2 community outreach
program, aat & campus beautification projert, Théy ohsarved that
thé perceived fairness of the requested payments s positively
yélatéd to WTP More recently, Schitdar and Mieg (2008 arpued
that when individuals are asked what aimount of money they would
be wiiling (o pay for a public good, their response may depend on
their perception of justice or fairmess (ie. should | pay far it or
should semeone else pay for it more than what § ought 1o pay?).
They also observed that perceived fairness significantly predicted
WTF and that equitv-based fairness led to higher WP than
eruality-based {Sehrtider & Mieg, 20083,

instead of the teyrs of perceived fairmess, 3 number of leisare
and tourism researchers have used the equity concépt to addréss
the issee of public leisure and park resources allocation {Buckiéy,
Zon3; Ceampton & Lami} 1884: Nyaupane, Grasfe, & Burns, 2007;
Wicks & Cromplorn, 1586, Based on the argument that distribo-
dive fairness chudes three principles such &g equity, equality, and
need (Detasch, 1975 Seiders & Berry, 15998), cquity and falrness
may not he conceprually identical, but according to the fact that the
concent of distriburive justice is overwhelmingly rouied in equity
theory [Adams, 1965}, it can be argued that equity and fairnass can
be used interchangeably. Crompten and Lamb {1986) also arzaed
that equity is substantially related to fairness and justice.

Thus, based on terature review on WTP and price fairness and
the study ohisctive 1, the foliowing hepathesis was formulated:

H1  Perceived price fairness is positively related to WTE

2.4, Spending support

Spending support refers to the extent individeals” support the usé

f fees, and has heen used in various ways: fee purpose | Veg‘i; &
leilams. 189, percsfved fee benefits {leiiams & 41, 1999), and
spending preferences (Kyle et al, 20031 Williams 4c 41, {1989} argaed
that awaréness of potential fee benefits {e g improving the natural
environment, maintaining the quality of the natural aractions, and
enhaneing the quatlity of service provided ) would positively increase
recreaticnists’ response o user fees. They found that perception of
fee benefits was the best prédictor of suppect for user fees. Addi-
rionally, Vgt afid $eiliams ( 1‘3%} feund that park visitors are more
likely te pay usérfees when the fee purpose is to maintain the current
level of sérvice rather thin develop new sérvice programs. Addi
tionaily, overnight campers expressed more support for using fees to
provide the current level of service than day users. With regard ©
spending preferences, they identified 12 porential expenditure iterns
and measured the respondents’ feve! of sepport for the sperding of
fee revenueé, The items were categorized into thrée dimensions:
faciiizies and services improvement, environmental protection, and
enviroamental education. The findings weré consistent with Vogt
and Wliarms® ( (19593 findings indicating rhat individials tend to be
more supportive of intended fee purpeses inclizding envirpameéntal
protection and educaton than they are of facllities improvement
Thus, baséd on Hterature review and the stidy objectives 1 amd 2, the
following hypotheses were formalated.

H2a Spending support is positively related to perceived price
fatrness.

H2b. Spending support 1§ positively related o WTE

H3, 3pending support partially mediates the relationship bétween
perceiverd price falmess and WTR

2.5, Place aftachment

The study of plave meanings, which originated in environmental
psychology and human gecgraphy, has been applied in the leisure
and towrism Jiterature (Witliams & Roggenbuck, 1989). while the
study of people’s attachments ta the physical world has driven the
developirient of 2 vardety of Concepts (Jorgénsen & Stedman, 2001,
Low & Afirian, 1992; Williafns, Patterson, Roggenbiek, & Watson,
1962 Wiliams & Roggenbuck, 1988), it is generally agréed that
these constructs are somewhat mutually ovedappead and the el
tonship betwéen their meanings still remiaing vague (Hammit &
Stewart, 1896} Nonetheless, three maer conecepts have been
frequently user: place attachment, place identity, and place depen-
denci (Rybe & Chick, 2007; $iokols & Shuimaker, 1981; Williams &
Vaske, 3653,

It has been arpued that pigee attachment is a complex and
miiit,fa{tmd coticept weorthy of systematic ana&ysm {Kyle & Chick,
2007 15w B Altehih, 1992), Low afid Althan {“@923 used the term
of place attachment to describe the afféctve sentiment people
expressed toward landscapes and settings of various scale. Although
they indicated thar an affectivefernotional dimension is central to
place attachmend, they also noted thatr place artachment involves
interactions with emotional, cognitive, and behavioral modes. Thus,
Low and Altman {31982 sugpested that place arachment not only
represents an affective dimension, bot alse nvolves cognition and
practice. Some researchers aiso argued that individuals interact with
places in erms of affective, cognitive, and behaviora! dimensions
{Kisnicka, Buchecker, Hunziker, & Muller-Boker, 2008). In addition,
they identified four processes associated with the development af
place attachment: biclogical, environmental, psychological and
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sociocoltural, which have been externded o major underlying
componedts of place attachrnent (Parmom, Hall, & Keouger, 20051

Williartes ared Roggenbuek [ 19897 explored the plare attachment
concept and considered the human~place bond in terms of two
components; place identity and place dependence. Proshansiy
{1578 suggested that place identity inveives “the dimensions of
seff thar define the individual's personal identity i relztion to the
physical environment by means of o camplex puttern of conscious and
unconscious tdeas, belief, preferences, feelings, values, goals, and
behovieral tenddencies and skills refevant t this enviramment® (p, 155%
A¥hough the affective dimension is included in the conceptuali-
zation, he emphasized that place identity Is an individual cognitive
structure  (Jorgensen & Stedmwn, 200 Proghandhy, WTE:
Proshansiy, Fabken, 8 Kaminoff, 19631,

0On the other hand, place dependence is assopiated with the
functions provided by the geographical seting due to 5 ahility 1o
facilitate a desired leisure experience (Willisms et ai, 1882 Stokols
ard Shurnaker (1981) definad place dependence as "ot occupant’s
perveived strength of association between him or herself ard specific
places™ {p. 457, For instance, from a lelsure and recreation perspes-
tive, place dependence pertains to how much an area s able to
piovide activities that individuais intend o use and experietice
{Farprurt et gl 2005). More recently, Kele, Graefe, amed Marming
{2005} tested the dimensionality of glace attachmens and revealed
that place attachment is composed of three reliable dimensions
including: place identity, place dependence, and socialt bonding.
Faltowing from Lemw aml Altwear's { 1982 suggestion that the mean-
ings ascribed to some setting may be an artiface of the relationships
shared in that setting. As such. the developed measures for a third
dimension titled social bonding {Kyle et al, 200%),

The study of place sttachment explores the meanings people
ascribe to the landscape (real or sbstract) and their semtiment
toward these meaning {Low & Allvean, 1992). While the construc-
tion of mesning mast often Involves the complex interaction
between the individual, the sefting i question, and social worlds of
varying scale, it also involves the consumption of place-related
media (Kyle & Chick, 2007; Stokowski, 2002} This media, often
generated by the host destination, portrays the destination in
a favorable manner in order to build sengiment. In this way, few
serdrists visit destinations without same pardally developed notion
af the type of setting they are visiting. Consequently, there is often
pre-developed attachment; an awtachment magnified by their
mvestment af tme and financial resoarees,

Recently, Kyle et al. (2003} testad the moderating effect of
Hace attachsment on the relationship bertween aititudes towayd
fees and fer spending suppory. They argued that in récreation and
Ipisure behavior leratures, little has been Rnown about the
relationship between place attachment and attivudes toward
recreation nser fees although it has Seen frequently reparted chac
peychologival attachment is positively correlated with price
acceptability in consumer behavior Hterarure, In erder to explain
the refationship between place attachment and atritudes oward
fews, Kyde of al, {2003) sdopted Shert? and Hovland's {18611 sodal
judgiment theory which postulates that individuals' prior atti-
toades influence the erwoding of attitude relevapt infuormation,
Based on the conceptual similarity, they regarded place dentity
as vidue-refevant informnation and place dependence as outtome
retevant information, and showed that only value-relevan:
mvoivement feg. place identity? significantly moderate the refa-
tianship between recreationists’ sttitudes toward the fee policy
gnd spending support. Thus, based on Hterature review and the
stady abjectdve 3, the folswing hypothesis was formulated.

H4. Piace sachment has a moderating effect on the relationship
hetween perceived price fatmmess, spending support. and WTR

3. Methods
3.1 Study purpose

As noted earfier, this study s in an extengion af previous
research examining the moderating role of place attachment on the
relationzhip between attitudes toward fees and spending prefer-
enves {(Kple ot 2L 200%). In contrast to this zarier work, we adopt
z coneeptual framewark ground in concepts related to justice and
falrness (Fig. 11

Based on literamure veview and previous empirical evidences,
three Iatent variables (Le., price fairness. spending support, and
place attachment) were proposed as the antecedents of WP, and
the relationships between the variables in the structural mopdet
were hypothesized.

3.7 Bt coflection

Fees were relatively a different way of providing recreation
opportunities to the Forest Service — oply being given permission
by the government since 1997, Consequently, the public was not
wied o paving for access even at the low rate, and the Forest
Servige arbitrarily set an initia) fee fe.g. $2 a vehicle) without any
resgarch 1o suppert the price point Thus, the current study
cellected data from the Chattahoochee National Forest [CNF} (o
explore public perceptions of fees and to determine the public'y
response o the new f2e program,

Components of several samphing protocels were utilized to
abtain the sample. First, sampling peints througheut the Chatta-
hoochee Kational Forest (UNF) ware stratified to reflect the diver-
sity of setiings and activities supported by these settings found
within the forest. Consequently, sampling cocurred at eight sites:
two visitor centers, two brattheads, two day-use {primarily picaic
and swimming! argas, and two off-rogd vehicle {ORV) use areas.
Sampling cccurred gver 60 days beginning Memetial Day weekend
2002 through tate Ociober 2002. Thus, seven to eight sampling
days were dedicated to ecach site, spread across weekdays and
weekends,

An onsite systematic sampling degign for sampling respondents
was ptilized, Sampling cccarred between 8:00 am ared 6:00 pm in
areas sitaated adjacent to the site’s parking lot Every third visitor
was approached to participate i a short interview, lasting
approxinmtely three minutes. For groups of more than one, the
individual with e most recent birthday was selected. At the
conclusion of the interdew, researchers requested the respondent’s
name and addresses 1o be yent & more extensive ail back survey
fnstrument. Consequently, 1353 useable names and addresses were
obtained with 68 refusals. OF this sample, 42 names and addresses
were meotrect, which finatly led €5 1317 valid nammes and addresses.

The matl back questiconaire was administered using a medified
Dillman (2000) procedure; {a) subjects were frst sent a susvey
nstrument two weeks following thelr onsite coptact; (b twn
wieks following this, 2 reminderithank yvou posteard was sent: (g}
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a sersnd survey instrument was then sent fo non-respondents
approximateiy ane month foliowing the indtial contact: {d] & second
reminder/thank you postcard was also sent to none-resjiondents six
weeks {ollowing their ipitial contacy; and {e) a third survey
instrument was sent to non-respondents approximately fwo
morths following their onsite contact {Dflman, 2003). This
procedure vielded 582 comploted survey instroments {43%
response rate),

Althaugh the response rate was consistént with recent rends
{Comielly, Brown, & Décker, 2003} it was below the researchers’
expectations. Two procedures o explore issues refated @ pon-
response hiss were uged, First, there were several identical itermns (eg
previous visitation, time spent onsite, fee attitude gueéstions) that
wete usad in beth the pnsits and mall back surveys. The résponses of
nor-respondernts were compared to those of respondents for both
the ansite and mali back guestionnaires. Subsequently, no significant
differences  between respondents and  oon-respondents were
observed.

Second, a foBow-up telephone survey of non-respendents was
canducted in order  test for potential nen-response bias as well as
o further explore reasons why respondents had not returned their
sapvey  instruments. Respondents” teléphone numbess were
cotiected from an Internet-based search engine. Fifty telephone
interviews were completed {eight respondents refused o be
ingrviewed). The telephoné survey lasted approximately three
minutes. (Juestons on the telephone survey examined past visi-
tation, fee-related issues, and visiter démwographics Again, no
significant sdifferences between the telephone and mwll back
sampies were found.

When asked why they had not returned their survey Ipstri-
ment, most respondents indicated that they had no time and that
the survey instrument was ton long. Beyond the length of the
survey {12 pages}, there was also some redundancy in the survey
instrument that was nored by respondents in the spen-ended
romments at the conclusion of the mail back survey. The redun-
dancy was related to the use of multi-tem scales to measure
rejated constructs { ey, endonng involvement and fee issues Some
respondents may have grown impatient with the repetitive natire
of many of the survey {tems,

23 Measures

Perceived price fairness was measured using four items on
a S-point Likert-type scale where 1= strongly disagree through
5= strongly agree. The iterns reflected the notions of equity and
equality, and specifically, induded two reverse coded scales: fthink
that the Forest Service’s fee program is inapprapriate and Fees are
tnappropriate because they exclude some visitors, and also had pwo
other scales: Foes are o fair way of colleching reventue from those who
use the resource the most and Fees are fair

For spending support, suhiects were asked to indicate their level
of support for spending fee revenus for i items which were
atapted from prévicus Hterature [Kyle £ al, 2007 The irems were
masured usiing a 5-point scale where 1« strongly oppose through
e strongly sdpport. Hems measuring spending supfrort were
categoyizéd and parceled into three dimensions, facifities and
servides, enpvironmental profectinn, and environmental education
The items Tor facilities and services included improve visitor services
chrough the extension of visitor center hours and expansion of infor
mationa! resources, increase the maintenance of restrooms, exhibits,
faciticies and trafs to provide o Bigher quality visfor experience, and
pdate and exparnd writteny materials, handouts, and maps.

For environmengat protection, iterns included: incregse resource
provection through visible ranger patrols within the Forest, support
completion of ongoing foro end fauna restoration prejects, develop

additional ensite pravection fe.g, fencing, trayf definition, boartdwalks),
and impdement user-pnpact monitoring pregram for recrealiona ond
gifler aren uses.

Lastly, environmenta) education was measured using: mcredse
funding for National Forest interpretive and emvironmentzal education
programs, desigh and inseal interpretive exhibits throughout Charte-
hoochee Nafoaod Forest, and devefop inderprétive media, highlighting
habirat restaration and spegles reintraduction projects, ther Inciudes
videp, exhibits, and environmental education curdoda.

Willingness to pay {WTP was measured by asking respondents
their maximum WTE for 8 different types of user faes: parking fees at
visitor ceniers, porking fees ot ruiihéods, comping, program fees for
irterpretive taks and walks, swirming and mountain biking This WTP
guestion forrmat was drawn from previgus studies asing oontingent
valuation methods {Kyié et a1, 2002; Richér & Christerisen, 1999

Ploce artachment was concepraalized in terms of two dimen-
sions inciuding place identity and place dependence {Kyle et al,
2005, Face identity was messured using eight items and place
dependesice was measured with three iréms.

4, Resolts
4.3, Descriptive analysis

As showr in Table 1, more than half of respondents were
male {58.4%] Most respondents were middle-aged {(M =448,
S0 = 1329} White {8358} and educated with some college or
graduate school {65941 in terms of household inceme, over one hatf
of respandents indicated Bving In heuseholds with incomes ranging
from $20,000 to $79,599 (55.3%).

As displayed in Table 2, both dimensions measured displayed
high reliability coefificients {Cropbach’s alpha-= 527 and 873,
respectivelyy

To examine the moderating effect of the place attachment
dimensions on the relationships tested in our hypothesized maodel,
data were divided inte high and law groups for each factor using
their median (e, 312 for glace identity and 3.80 for ploce depen-
deace). As a result, high {0 = 273} and low (n < 265) place identity

Table t
Respondeids profiles.
Charactenists X 4
Gunder {n = 5303
Mair 30 S84
Fasale 228 EIR

Age {mcan =448, 80, 1335

Househiid foceme (1 4891

Less than $20.000 25 Al
SO0 598 7Y 16,2
$40.000- 855,008 108 AT
FAOG00--37R.006 BE 175
FRGODD- 455 B50 5 PEE
$100,000-F119,955 &0 123
$120.000--3130 509 in 5.
314055750 000G 31 4.3
LIG0,000 o more A 53
Educaton {#=- 528}
High scliool oy fess it} §941)
Somne college or graduste school 348 £5.4
st praduate school X i1
Erhiniviy (n 533
Glack or African American L 3
Asaan American g ?
White 454 855
American Indian or Alaskan Nalbve ¥
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Tatte 4
Summary of mode! resting,

Tabie 2
Place attachment.
ltems @ 8 S0
Flace identity (mean = 318, median = 3,12 f:red

{ ar very affached to this Forest 248 54
i fmel & strong sense of beloaging to 319 85
thic Forest

{ feel the Thatwhooches Natdonal Forest is 238 FE
a part ol me

{ have fitde,  amy, emotional sitachmen o the EN L £.07
Chatizheocbee Mational Forest

¢ identify strongly with is Forest 317 b2
The Chatizhopchee Nations] Forest means more 364 [Rex
0 me than any sther ferest | oan Ik of

This Forest mesang o ot toe me 357 &7
¥isiting the Chagahaochee National Fovest says 322 g%
alot about wha §am

Tace depandenge fmean = 323 median « 300 B2

For the yecrestion activitizs that ! eaioy, the 135 B5
Chattahoocher National Forest
is the best place

fean't imagihe 2 tetter place for what 1 ke to do 3.1 87
1 enjoy visiting the Chagahoochee National Forest 343 3

mars than any sther foregt

groups and high fnw 238) and low {n = 300) place dependence
groups were gensrated. Oue hypothiesized model was tested aimong
these place groops.

4.2. Two-step approach

The hypothesized model was tested vsing a two-step approach
beginning with the testing of the meassrement and then the
structural models asing the pooled sample (Anderson & Gerbing,
1988 The adeguacy of the measurement mode! was sxamined
using 3 confirmatory {actar analysis (CFAY in LISREL B.80, The
results of the CFA in Teble 3 demonstrate that all scale items were
sigrificant (-value ranging from 12.89 1o 1968} and had adeguate
factor loadings (& ranging from 56 1o B4).

Fallowing the testing of the measgrement moded, the structural
model was tested. As shown i1 Table £, while the two models ¢
(242868, df = 59, 277528, of = 60) were statistically significant,
other poodness of fit indices indicated a satisfactory model fit

Tatiie 3
Cotfirmatory facior akalysis.

Terns M S8 % t-ahue
Percejved fairhess®
i think thai the Forest Seyvice's fee prograt is 455 &3 7B
mappropiete {revese opdeds
Fees are inappropriate Serause they exciude 401 BE 55 147
somie visiprs freverse code
Fees are 2 f2ir way of collecting revenue rom  3.97 78 5Z (188
thise who nsg the resource the most
Yery are fair 138 8 82 1455

Spending suppors
Fatilies an

TRHEE 358 I

Envitonmental profuckion i N8 T
Environmenial education 343 EERS]

SNEE ¥h 08y IWTP)
Farking fees ab visior sonzerd T I £ S s
Farking fees a1 traitheads 282 PEDOE7 188D
Program fees for fuerpredve tafls and walks 384 244 78 i66%
famping F32 0 433 B2 148
Swelrniting 215 233 B4 ¥V ET
8Apntnin wking 434 17 371844

* The flems wees mmaasured op 2 5 peint ket scale whers 1= strangly disagres
through % = sirongly agree.

Mode! Fa df RMEEA HNF a5
aeasusement modei® 242868 54 Eirvs kit 87
Strueiural model ATRHE &8 2FF 85 k]

* According to imspection of the mudification indices, error letms (Lo 51 v €2,
&8 v 25, and £ o 212} with the observed measures were allowsetd i be correlated,

{RMSEA < .08} and a good model At (NNl and CFT > .85) { Brown &
Cudeck, 1983 Hu & Benther, 19997

The test of the styuctural model {using the pooled sample}
offered support for the hypothesized model To examine the
mederating effect of place identity and place dependence an the
relationships tested o the model multiple-group invariance
testing was used to compare two (high and fow) groups in cach
madet {(Model 1 ~ place identity, Model 2 — place depeadence}
{Botlen, T989: Bryne, 1998, As seen in Tatde 5, the invariance test
for Model 1 examined whether or not two groups [high place
identity vs. low place identity) had the same factor structure (A},
pattern of factor loadings {B), and structural path cocfficients ()

In sum, using the chi-square difference test o defect matrix
inegushity, we observed that one factor loading {ie., environmenio
education} varied amaong groups in addition to the structural path
fram fairness — spending support. The % difference test indicated
a significantly worse fit after hoiding factor loadings a5 invariant
acruss the groups. Therefore, equality constrainis were imposed on
each factor Joading, and subsequently, the final model (B,) was
obtained with 2 pood model £t {(RMSEA = 070, NNFi== 86,
CF1=.97). Finally, the nvariance test for structural paths of the
mode! (O indicated that the equality constraints significantly
impaired fiv {Ay* = 1086, Adf=3) Subsequent independent
testing of each element within the beta matrin produced the final
mode! {0, ) indicating that one structural path {Rirness - spending
support! needed to be [reely estimated across the high and low
nlace identity groups.

Thus, for Modei 1 which invelved the testing of place identiyy's
moderating  effect, perceived faimess (P34, 1= 8417 and
spending support {J =19, t= 378V were found 1o positively influ-
ence WTF for both groups. However, while the relagonship
hetween perceived airpess and spending support was not staas-
tically significant {p « .05} in the high place identity group {F == .03,
t= 42), it was significant in the low place identity group {f =38,
t=551% B walue in Model T was 136 in the hizh place identity
group and 235 in the low group, respectively.

The invariance test B Model 2 (Place dependence) was abso
conducted (Table 6} The results of the test differed from the testior
Moded 1, that is, the constrained madels (B and ) in Madel 2 did
not impair mede! it A parameters {Le, factor lvadings and beta/
garnrita cogfficients? were held comstant across the high and fow
place dependence groups. Additionally, all path coefficients in

Table 5

Summary of mvananag test - Model 1 - plase Wentily,
Modet iy 9 &y’ AdE RMYEA  NNF CF
A {Farter erructure’ 118 48 a7
B iFacr loading? 7 128 Za48 E 28] a6
B, Final? 647 187 Kiki) e 37
C{Stractural paths; 330504 130 108G LI Y P BE 86
[ {Ft’nai}" 310476 128 00 a8 &7

¢ The followwing parsmeter was perminted @ be freely estimared azrass both
toading ~ Ay fenvironmesisl sdugation)

fowing regression path was permisted Lo e freely estirpated goross both
groups: “falmess — spending support” {40
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Table 6
Surnmary of mvanasee lest {Model 7 — place dependence’,

Kodel 2 N ot df afsxz Adf RMSEA NNF W
AlRaetor structarel 308277 {18 T &5 95
B {Faciot frading: 3036 128 436 it 00 HE 85
CiStraczural pathsy  FI0466 13T 143 3 Reviil 58 Reli)

Mode! 2 were statistically significant {p < 558}, Perceived fairness
was found to positively influence spending support (D= 23,
1= 4407 and WP { = .32, t= 585 for both groups, and spending
support also was positively related to WTF {f .+ 16, t= 3,21} for
both groups. B value in Model 2 was 132 in the high place
dependence group and 171 in the {ow group, respectively.

4.3 ¢Tesr

In addition, dn independent-samples t-test was conducted to
compare spending support for the high and low place identity
zroups, There were significant differences in alf three dimensions of
spending support. Specifically, for faciliries and senvices, the high
plare identity group {mean = 3.73, S.10. = 59} was significantly rare
Hkely to support spending than the jow group [mean=356,
S, 83 t536)= 342, p< 01y for environmental protection,
the high group {mean==3.77% 50.=,57} significaptly tended tw
suppert spending more than the Iow group {mean = 3.64, 5.0, = 54;
#(536) = 254, p < 01} and for environmental educatien, the high
group {means= 346, SD.== 74} was significantly more Hiely to
support spending maore than the fow group (Tnéan = 134, 5.1, = .68,
{536} = 204, p<. .08 The results also showsd that, for both
egroups, spending support for environmental education was slightly
fower than othet supports fur facilites and environgental pidtec-
ton. However, regardless of the statissically significant resulzg, it
couid be argued that the small difference in the means needs to be
carefully examined because of the large sample size.

5. Dscossion armd conclusions

in this paper. we atfempted to identify the antecedenis of
willingness o pay (WTH user fees from faimess pérspectives
[AlzEn et 8L, 2008 McCarvitle ét al, 1996; Sehrtder & Miek, 20087
Accordingly, nur hypothesized madel was developed on the basis of
a previous work. Multiple-group invariance testing was conducted
to examine the moderating role of place atachment in the mla-
tionships tested in our madel. Gur findings offered supportt far ow
hypothesized meodel, We sbserved a positive and sign#icant linear
relationship botween perceived price fairness, sperding support,
and WTP {ie, Hi, HIa, and H2b were suppaorted), Because the
direct path [rom price fairness to WIP decreased after spending
support was incladed in the mode! from P 36 to $=.32 (both
were significant ar p < .03} {Baron & Kenry, 19865 H3 ways also
supported; e, spending support had 2 partisl mediating role in
relation o perceived prce fairmess and WTR In other words, as
individuals perceive that the user fees in the NBT context are fair,
they are more Hkely to support spending {ee revenus in targéted
areas, thereby improving Tacilities and visitor services, increasing
environmental protection, and developing nterpretive and envi-
ranmental education programs. Thus, perceived fairness and
spending in areas aligned with respondentds’ preferences were
found o increase the ikelthood of respondents” WTEF wser fees.

With reference to the maoderating effect of place attachment on
the relationships tested I our model, there were nmuxed fndings.
While place identity was found to have a sigoificant moderating
rofe on the relationships between perceived price fairmess and

spending sappart, place dependence bad no significant moderating
role in the relationships. Therefore, B4 resulted in mixed fnding.
Respondents’ perceptions of price fairness positively influenced
their suppart for spending fee revenue regardless of the degree of
place dépendence, whereas, falrness significantly and positively
influenced fze spending support only for people who had low place
wientity. For visitars scoring high on the place identity dimension,
there was no significant association between price falrness and
spending support. Thus, based oo the results showing that high
place deatity group were maore likely {o support fee spending than
tow group, it could be argued that those who were emoticrally
attached to the place tend to support fse sperwling regardiess of
their degrée of user {ees fairness.

People scoving high on the place idéntity dimension of place
ztyachment wene more inclined to censider the fee program ir
fmean = 4.07, 5.1, = 53} compared to those with low levels of place
identity {means 3.3, 5.D.=.69, t{538)= 2,54, p < .5%) This
result was not consistent with findings reported by McCarviite et al.
{1986) wheo shserved that visitors who lived closest to recreational
sites were more likely fo be disfressed by user fees. The discrepancy
between this and previaus work wis possibly a consequence of ONF
visitors with higher telerancé of user fees, whereas those in
MeCarviite et al s (1998) study were not. This argument is plausible
berause the context of ¥McCarville et al. 11996¥s study was first-
gme fees, and the findings were resorted in 1996 when the Fee
Bemonstration Program was initialiy established in the 118, The facy
that these scoring high on plate identity had visited the CNF
frmean = 13.18) significantly more often than those s&aring low on
the place identity {mean=83; ¥380)=-454, p<.01) alse
supports this interpretation,

As discussed earlier, while place identity examines peopié's
emotional ties to place {Proshinsky, 1978; Williams et al, 1993),
place dependence gxamines people’s functional oeanings {ie.
whether it ¢ a night place w undertake 3 particuiar activity}
{Farnum er ak, 2005; Stokols & Shaomaiker, 1981; willlams et 2,
15982} It counld be therefore argued that affectivesbased place
iendity influences respondents’ perceived faimess regarding user
fees, whgreas place dependence does not In sddition, t-teésis
shiowed that the degree of place identity magnifies the spending
support {or fees gaid, The high place idenity group was more likely
to support spending than the ow place identity group in terms of
ali three dimensions: envirsnmental protection, eavironmental
education, and facilities/services developmént.

The results related o the effect of place attachment is also
consistent with Kple &t al's {20033 work examining the relationship
betwesn attitudes toward usér fees and spending prefarences based
on sorial judgment theary (Shefil & Heddand, 19817 Their findings
supported the hypotheses that decisions falling within individuals’
fatitude of acceptance are likely to be supported, and decisions
falling beyond their latitude of noa-commirment or rejection are
fikeely 10 be denied. They observed that place jdentity miagnifies the
reltaticnship between national park visitors' attituges toward the fee
program and spending Support, whereas place dependence, does nog
have a significant moderaiing effect oa the relationship bétween
attitudes and spending suppart (Kyle et al, 2003

Arguably, charging aser fees in 4 NBT hay been implemented as
an efficlent revenue source for public leisure services ang as an
effective visitnr management ioal. Although some research has
argued that the introduction of fzes has reduced the numbers of
NBY visitors (Schwartz & Lin, 2008 it iz 2lso tue thar many
researchers have ohserved the benefirs of user fees from manage-
rial andjor emwvironmentai perspectives {Garrod & Fyall, 2000;
Laarman & Gregersen, 1996),

This sindy also provides some practical implications for
managers and policymakers in the NET field. Ay iHustrated in these
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findings, individuals with high price firness are inclined to supmornt
fee spending, which in tusn increases their WTPR Therefore, it is
important to make 1 user fees policy fair and wansparent based on
the notions of justice and equity, Addidonally. the clarification of
fee charging purposes andjor the disclosure of fee revenue
expenditures should enhance fee-payers’ trust in the pregram and
increase their willingness 1o support fee nrograms. Accordingly, the
efforts £ clearly deliver the purposes and spending precedures of
user fees should be made op information and communication
channel to tourists {e.g., brochure, visitor guide, website, andfar
newsietter This study alsn investigated the relationship between
mdividualy' peyrholagical dmmensions {e.g. faimess, spending
preferences, place attachment) and thelr intentions instead aof
relying on socis-demographic variables {e.g. income level} for
understanding WP user fess. Thus, rather than examiniog the
relationshis between income level and visitaton, an understanding
of nature-based tourists” psycholegical respenses m user fees is
helfeved te contribute NET sites to designing and managing
constmer-centtic fee policy. Laarman snd Gregereen (1996) noted
that “priving is ¢ poteatially powerful foof to move wards grealer
efficiency, fuirness, and environmentally sustainabie NBT” (o, 2535

However, this study 15 not without iBnitations. Despite that
# siratified and onsite systematic sampling was conducted, the
genemiization of the results from one nattonal forest w athers needs
to be varefully done. Particularly, the amtitude of visitors fo a national
forest may be changed if they are aware of or even get used to the
prive struciure snd podicy overthe given period A a cortaln site, Thus,
when the current scudy results are applied in the fees policy, it may be
comsidered the fact that the data were collected a couple of vears ago,
i addition, coverage errer could be another Emitation in this study.
That is, this study used ondy users of Gattahoochee National Foress,
ang it could be pessible that non-users, who may be significantly
impacted by user [ees and also may have compeiling views on
perceived price fairness and spending support, show different results.
A priority for future research iz to cxamine relationships among these
variables among non-user populations.

Finally, these findings point to several additional areas for
further research, First, the concept of price lairmess could be more
delineated. Although this sty eperationally defined the fairness
concept as a unk-dimensional variable, 2 multi-dimensional
conceptualization of fairness could aiso be used. For example, a5 the
definition implies, price falmess could be divided inte distributive
and procedural price fairness (Xis 21 al., 2004, While disrributive
fairness represents the perception of fee outcomes based an enquity,
ecquality, and/or need {Adams, Y965, Wicks % Crompton, 1888,
procedural fairness emphasizes the fee setting process {Lind & Tyler
1988, Also, in addition to willingness to pay, appropriate price (AP}
couldd he studied. AP refers o the ameount visitors consider appro-
priate for experiences and services. Previous studies have revealed
that althpugh ndividatals tend o provide WTP estimates that are
greater than their AP estimates, the two concepis are strongly
correiated with each other {Kyde ef al.. 2087, Richer & Christensen,
19992 Thus, it is believed that the applicaticn of AP cencept
instead of WTP for user fee research could provide further theo-
retical and practical impiications. 1t is alse expected that the further
resparch adding other factors (eg. age, ncome level, visitation
frequency, and user typesk which were bevond the scope and
purroses of this study, could bring anether meaningful findings.
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Bureau of Budget & Management Research
Fiscal Note of Bill No. 160-33 (COR)

NACT TOADD ANEW ARTICLESTO € 63, TITLE 5, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO THE GUAM
DCEAN ARD FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015, TO ADD A4 NEW SUBSECTION (4} TO § 30181 T CHAPTER 30,
(FITLE 11, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF MARINE CONSERVATION FEE, AND TO
ANTENTD § 30187 OF CHAPTER 30, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE ANNOTATER, RELATIVE TO DEPOSIT OF FEES INTO THE GUAM
FOCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT FUND.

Dept iAgency SAffecied: Depuriment of Apricuiture 'I}ef;ii.ngmcy Head: Matthew LG Sablan, Acting Ihrector

!f}eparfmeni“s Generzl Fund {GF) appropriation(s) to date: 1424312

!De;;artm&m's Cither Fund (Specily) sppropriatinnds) to date: . 40,131
N T

Total DepartmenyAgency Appropriation(s) ia date: _ $3.514 443

on 6 Proposed Appropriation

General Fund: {qlm?;i;:l ectal Tutal:

Y 014 Unressread Fond Balance ~ €4 . %"J’
EY 2017 Adopted Revermes 46 ol sof
FY 2018 Appro. (0L 3218 thes 2387 3 § %4 5

Sub-tosak: st s} sof

{i.e5¢ appropriation in Bill 3&}1 %)! $ﬂ!

Total: _ 54 Sﬁl $U!

v

A nalyst: -
aymunfRive, BMA |

N For Remainder of
Ome FulB } o . .
. KY 2015 EY 206 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019
Fiscal Year \ )
£if upplicaide)
fGeneral Fund 0] 364 b2} gali | ki | L |
Special Fund 1/ 0f 50 50 0§ L |
Total sof 59] ;sg} %6 st
1. Does the bill comtain “rovenue generating” provisions? /XD Yes {f Ne
If Yes, so¢ attachment
L. Is amsount apprepriated edequate 1o fund the intent of the appropristion’ X N/A {7 Yes $ ! No
il no, what iz the sdditional simennt regdired? § %P N/A
X DProes the Bill establish o new program/sgency? X Yes /4 No
If yes, will the program doplicate cxsting programs/agencies? I f NA f i Yes i Ne
fs there a federal maminte to establish the program/agency? i1 ¥es X No
4. Will the enactmend of this BE} require new physical facilities” i Yes X/ No
S. Was Fiscal Note coordinaied with the affecied depifagency? If no, indicate reason: X! Yes / / o
.( 7 # Beguested agency comrpentts nol received by due date { F (Hher;
Ty »

Emem:
1/ See attached comments.




Bureawn of Budget & Management Research
Attachment to Fiscal Note No. 168-33 {COR)

(for revenue generating provisions)

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year £
£ .
General Faad $ai _ S0 £0 s0f Sﬁ"
GOF Cons, And o - e P $2 t
Dyev. Fand 1/ $26,821 $26.421 26821 526,821 26421
Total 326,821 $26,821 $26.821 $26,821 $26,521}
Camuments:

1/ See attached comments,




COMMENTS TO BILL No. 160-33{COR}

AN ACT TO ADD A NEW ARTICLE 9 TOr CHAPTER €3, TITLE 5, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO THE GUAM
QUCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015; TO ADD A NEW SURSECTION {d] 7O § 30101 TG CHAPTER 38,
TITLE 11, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TO THE ES?AEL‘SH%&%?@T OF MARINE CONSERVATION FEE, AND T

AREND § 30107 OF CHAPTER 30, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE ANNQOTATED, RELATIVE TO DEPQSIT OF FEES INTD THE
GUAM OCDAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT FUND.

Tha Dill serves 1o perform three {3} functions. The first part of the bill which adds a new article 9 to Chanter 63,
5

Title 5, Guam Code Annotated is to establish the Guorms Oceon ong Fisheries Monagement Council undsr the Guom
Degan ond Fisherdes Conservition Act of 20158, The Councils powers and duties shall Inctude, but not i i

rnowith the conservation and developmant of Guam's ocesn,

coordinating and promoting activities i cohnect
fisharies, and marine resources; develpping, imposing. and issuing permit reguirerpents for the general pubiic
sstahlishing a schedule of fees In commestion therewith, relative to the conduct of commerdal marine oparations
and the harvesting of Beh and other marine e in the waters of Guam and overseeing the sxpengiiure and
management of hunds 7 the Gusm Ocean and Fsheries Conservation and Development Fund estabfished. The
fiseal impact of this portion of the bill involves the compensation for the seven {71 voting members of the Council

1o be appointed by the Governor, the fines imposed for il viclations of the permit and fee acheduie not o

excead S50 for each viclation, and the sstablishment of the Guam Ucean and Fisheties {GOF) Conservation snd
Developmiernt Fusd, which will inchude ;:ss‘n::sr:we‘j,s from fees collected pursuant to the permit and fee scheduls
astablished from article 9 and shall not be commingled with the Genersi Fund. A% par the bill, the voting membars
shall be compensated at 5350 per meeting, not to exceed 5100 per calendar month and shall meet regulany at least

avery ather month, cafoubating to ahout 52100 per vear. {558 x 7 members £ 6 months = $2200).

The second part of this bill is to add a new subsection id) to § 30101 of Chepter 30, Title 11, GUA which invoives

the establishment of the Maring Conservation Fee which shiall be levied, imposed and assessed at & fixed amount
of two dollars {$2.00) per occupancy par stay, and shall not be ievied or imposed against transient occupants who
tion of the bl may be estimated oo how often this

ate bong fide residents of Guam.  The fiscal impact of this po
fee s levied, imposed and assessed by using the total visitor arrivals in Fiscal Year 2004 {1,347,054% as obiained
from the Guam Visitors Bureau. i this fee wes to be levied an 1% of that toral it would have potersially generated
5% rch a5 $27.000 per vear, {1 341 054 visitors x 15 = 13,210 % 32.090 per occupancy per stay = SI6,8211

The third part of this Bill i to deposit all procesds collected from the Marine Conservation Fee into the GOF
iz fer from the Towist Aftraction Fund. As per the

Congervation and Development Fund and 1o separaste

the agenty supports this bill in its form as it will "increase the

the Guoam Departmient of Agricutiure

y of the Law Enforcement section for consanvation officers 1o ensure that the law is enforced with regards

o
£

to maring activities”  in WS present form however, the potential fiscal impact of this bifl cannot be completaly

determined as the required estimated foes pursuant 1o the permit and fee schegules are not readily availabie fram

the Department of Revenues & Taxation o provide a revenue gstimats.
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5 £ Mine Frentad Tres no Liteslotoran Gudbay v The 33rd Cuarn Legislature

August 13, 2015
MEMORANDUM
To: Rennae Meno

Clerk of the Legislature

Attorney Therese M. Terlaje
Legistative Legal Counsel

From Senator Rory |. Respicio
Chairperson, Commitfee on Rules

Subject: Referral of Bill No. 160-33(COR)

As the Chairperson 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
commitiee, as shown on the attachment. I also reguest that the same be
forwarded to all members of | Mina'trental Tres Na Likeslaturan Gudhan.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office at 472~
7679,

5 Yu'os Ma'ise!
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Date:

Print
First Notice: Fublic Hearing on Tuesday, November 10, 2015

Bemice Rivera (bermnice@tinamunabarnes.com}

annabelle_dancel@yahoo.com; marie.pdelarosa@gmal.com; mjduenas@ghura.org;
david.sablan@gmail.com; bjackson@hotelsantafeguam.com; mbaidyga@baldyga.com;
n.nakajma@mhiguam.com; monnaga@kona.net; car.delacruz @noaa.gov; ich_96932@yahoc.com;
gfca@ite.net; pink.guam@gmait.com; bina@ghra.org; president@ghra.org;
nathan.denight@wvisitguam.org; joseph.cameron@dca.guam.gov; john.calo@noaa.gov;
warrenhan01@gmaii.com; mikitaxi@hotmail.com; matt.sablan12{@yahoo.com;
melissa.savares@gmail.com; anghet@hotmail.com; mayar.mcdonald&71@gmail.com;
mayoricrivera.tatuha@gmail.com; agatmayorsofice@hotmall.com; rudyinarte@gmail.com;

phnotice@guamiegisiature.org; senator@tinamunabarnes.com; jean@tinamunabarnes.com;
alan@tinamunabames.com; millie@tinamunabames.com;

Tuesday, Nowember 3, 2015 4,25 FM

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 TO ADD A NEW ARTICLE

9 TG CHAPTER 63, TITLE 5, GUAM CODE ANNOTATED, RELATIVE TG
THE GUAM OCEAN AND FISHERIES CONSERVATION ACT OF 2015; TC
ADD A NEW SUBSECTION (dj TO § 30101 TO CHAPTER 30, TITLE 11,
GUAM CODE ANNOTATED RELATIVE TO THE ESTABLISHMENT OF
MARINE CONSERVATION FEE; AND TO AMEND § 30107 OF CHAPTER

13
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Print
30, TITLE 11 GUAM CODE ANNOTATEL, 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 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 (HOTD
SURPLUS FUND TO THE GUAM VISITORS BUREAU FOR A PILOT
PROGRAM TO SUPPORT THE NEEDS OF THE GROWING KOREAN
VISITOR MARKET- sponsors: T.R. Muia Bames, Frank F. Blas, Jr.

Bill No. 203-33 {COR) - AN ACTTO ADD A
NEW § 849.10 TO ARTICLE 1 OF CHAPTER 8, 1 GCA TO DEDICATE AND
NAME THE FARMER’S MARKET FACILITY, QOPERATED 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 |

TAOTAQ’- sponsars: D.G. Rodriguez, Jr., R.J. Respicio, JT. Won Pat,
Ed.D., T.R. Muna Barnes, V.A. Ada, B.M. McCreadie, F.B. Aguon, Jr., T.A.
Mormison, B.JF. Cruz, N.B. Undervood, 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 submitied on the day of, prior to, or up o ten days after the public hearing to the Office of

Senstor Tina Heose Mufia Harnes, 1585 Hesler Place, Hogatia Guam 96910, via facsimile to 472-3400 or via emsil to

senatorgtinamunabarnes. com.  We comply with Title I of the Americams with [dsabilitfes Act {ADA]  Should you

require assistance or accommodations please contact Jeanenne Cordere, Burnice Rivera or Alan Cepeda from our office

at 472-345858/6 or via emal sl pan@finamunabarnes.com, bernice@tinamunabarnes com oF alandbinamunabarnes . com.
i look forward to your attendance and participation.

Si Yu'os Ma’ase’

L

bt blark

Sergeant-At-Arms/ Protocol/ AV Clerk of the Legislature
MIS All Media
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melissa.savares @gmail.com; anghet@hatmall.com; mayor.mcdonald871@amail.com;
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Thursday, November 5, 2015 5:32 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

abouk hiank

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 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

i3
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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. McCreadie

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 (HOT)
SURPLUS FUND TO THE GUAM VISITORS BUREAU FOR A PILOT
PROGRAM TO SUPPORT THE NEEDS OF THE GROWING KOREAN
VISITOR MARKET- sponsors: T.R. Muria Bames, Frank F. Blas, Jr.

Bill No. 203-33 [COR] - AN ACTTO ADD A
NEW § 849,10 TO ARTICLE 1 QF CHAPTER 8, 1 GCA TO DEDICATE AND
NAME THE FARMER'S MARKET 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, JT. Won Pat
Ed.D., T.R. Muria Bames, V.A. Ada, B.M. McCreadie, F.B. Aguon, Jr., T.A.
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I Mina'Trentai Tres Na Liheslaturan Guahan
Office ot 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- sponser: 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
ESTABLISHING THE GUAM LIBERATION FISHING EVENTS- sponsor:
Brant T. McCreadie

Chairperson, Committee on Municpal Affairs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Preservation
155 Hesler Place Hagatia, Guam 96910 [Tel: 671-472-3455/6 Fax: 671-472-3400] www tinamunabarnes.com




I Mina'Trentai Tres Na Liheslaturan Guahan
Office of The Legislative Secretary
Tina Rose Muna Bames

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 VISITOR
MARKET- sponsors: TR, Mutia 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 AND NAME THE FARMER’S
MARKET FACILITY, OPERATED BY THE FARMER’S COOPERATIVE
ASSOCIATION OF GUAM, INC, AFTER TS CHAMPIONING
ADVOCATE AND LEADING LEGISLATIVE SUPPORTER FOR ITS
ESTABLISHMENT, THE SPEAKER VICENTE (ben) C. PANGELINAN
GUAM FARMERS MARKET: "METKAON LANCHERON [ TAQTAO"-
sponsors: DG, Redriguez, Jr., R.J. Respicio, ] T. Won Pat, Ed.D., T.R. Mufia
Barnes, V.A. Ada, B.M. McCreadie, F.B. Aguon, [r., T.A. Morrison, B.J.F. Cruz,
N.B. Underwood, Ph.D.

Chairperson, Comunittee on Murnicipat Affalrs, Tourism, Housing and Historic Peeservation
155 Hesler Place Hagatfia, Guam 96910 [Tel: 671-472-3485/6 Fex: 671-472.3400) www.linamunsbarmes.com
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Existing Boat Ram at Agfajhan
and Proposed Boat Ram at
Talofofo Ba y

Composite representation of Talofofo
Bav of a proposal for a boat ram and
r along side a man made jetty.




