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Abstract

The establishment and management of protected areas are costly, and nature conservation authorities especially
in developing countries face huge problems in financing these costs. While it is well established that effective
biodiversity conservation increases the attractiveness of a protected area for visitors, the management
effectiveness in many parks suffers from the lack of funds. This paper deals with the willingness to pay of
international visitors for an increase of admission fees in order to cover management costs in a prominent
national park in Nepal (Langtang national park). The results of the on-site survey indicate that international
visitors would be willing to pay entry fees that are much higher than those currently charged (local visitors are
currently exempt from paying entry fees). Compared to the existing entry fees of 30 USD, visitors would — on
average — be willing to pay about 64 USD per visit. An econometric estimation of the determinants of WTP
shows that visitors whose experience in the park is above average are also willing to pay higher entry fees. In
addition, visitors would also accept temporary or spatial restrictions of access if these policies would improve the
conservation of biodiversity. With respect to conclusions regarding the management of protected areas, the study
clearly shows that entry fees of international visitors may be significantly increased in order to broaden the
financial basis for effective and efficient biodiversity conservation with the ultimate goal of sharing the benefits
of conservation with the local population.
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1. Introduction

Establishing and managing protected areas is associated with substantial costs in terms of out-of-pocket expenses,
investments, and opportunity costs (foregone benefits of alternative developments). While the effective
management of protected areas is costly, it is crucial to provide (economic) benefits to local people, and to
maintain the diverse conservation values of protected areas at the same time (Allendorf, 2007; Kellert et al.,
2000). In general, the importance of sufficient funding of protected areas is emphasized by international
conventions and programs such as the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), the World Heritage
Convention (WHC), the RAMSAR Convention on Wetlands, the Man and the Biosphere (MAB) Program of the
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organisation (UNESCO), and the global program of the
World Commission on Protected Areas (WCPA). These frameworks also emphasize concepts such as benefit
and burden sharing, empowerment and stakeholder participation, recreation, and visitor information and
education (Getzner et al., 2010).

Especially in developing countries, sustainable financing of protected areas is limited which particularly leads to
inefficient conservation policies." It is estimated that sufficient funding of biodiversity conservation would
require financial resources of about USD 1.1 to 2.5 billion per year. However, current funding for protected areas
is limited to about USD 350 to 800 million, leading to substantial deficits with respect to funding protected areas
(Bruner, 2004; Eagles & Hillel, 2008). To make matters worse, there is an uneven distribution of conservation
funds between countries. The lack of funding for protected areas is much more pronounced in developing
countries which are especially rich in biodiversity (Baral et al., 2008). The financial gap in developing countries
is in permanent contradiction to the CBD’s program of work on protected areas which requires ensuring the
financial sustainability and the promotion of the regional and national systems of protected areas (IUCN, 2009).
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Furthermore, it is debated whether developing countries should fund biodiversity conservation on their own
since they provide global public goods. Therefore, the funding by the international community in the form of
international partnerships is central to biodiversity conservation (Emerton et al., 2006; UNDP, 2014). For
meeting the financial needs of protected areas, government budgets and, especially, international donor
assistance are thus the major financial sources of protected areas in developing countries (Emerton et al., 2006).

The financing mechanisms of protected areas can range from user fees at the local level to payments for
ecosystem services at the regional level up to the global level. Other options include grants and aid from
multilateral banks to bilateral development co-operation agencies (IUCN/WCPA, 2000; Athanas et al., 2001;
Emerton et al., 2006; Dlamini & Masuku, 2013; TUCN/WCPA, 2000). Among various forms of financing
mechanism in protected area management, tourism charges as user fees may be an important and promising
source of funding since they are connected to the apparent and direct benefits of protected areas (cf., Nepal,
2000). Revenues from nature-based tourism (ecotourism) may in general also constitute a country’s major source
of services export revenues and can thus effectively support the management of protected areas (IUCN, 1998;
CBD, 2008; Eagles & Hillel, 2008; Stronza & Gordillo, 2008).

Currently, about 23.23% of the Nepalese territory is legally protected (DNPWC, 2010, 2012); this large share of
land includes almost all ecological regions, including that of the World’s highest mountain peak, Mount Everest.
These prominent protected areas are also core ecotourism destinations with a constantly increasing number of
visitors. Currently (international) tourists partially contribute to the funding of biodiversity conservation since
Nepal’s protected areas are major destinations of nature-based tourism especially with respect to trekking,
mountaineering, wildlife viewing, bird watching. While it is generally acknowledged that effective biodiversity
conservation policies are the backbone of ecotourism (cf., e.g., Bednar-Friedl et al., 2011; Getzner et al., 2012)
sufficient funds for effective biodiversity conservation and ecotourism management inside the parks are
increasingly scarce.

Unfortunately, the lack of sufficient funds leads to limitations of the parks’ management authorities in Nepal to
perform important conservation policies such as boundary delineation, law enforcement, species conservation,
and environmental education (Baral et al., 2008; Worboys et al., 2005). The Langtang National Park (LNP),
situated in Central North Nepal is the third most visited mountain parks in Nepal (DNPWC, 2012). Visitors to
LNP currently pay an entry fee collected by public authorities. However, previous studies in Nepal’s Annapurna
Conservation Area (ACA) and in the Chitwan National Park (CNP) show that the entry fees currently charged
may be significantly lower than the tourists’ willingness to pay for their recreation activities and experiences
(Baral et al., 2008; Cook, 2011; Baradecki & Cook, 2011; Wrobel & Kozlowski, 2011).

Against this background, the aim of this paper is to shed more light on the visitors’ perspectives and perceptions
with respect to conservation and ecotourism, as well as their willingness to pay an increased entry fee to the
Langtang national park. In particular, the purpose of this paper is to find answers to the following questions:

- Would visitors be willing to pay an increased entry fee to the Langtang national park?
-How do they perceive the Langtang national park in terms of ecotourism and conservation management?
- Which factors determine the amount of willingness-to-pay?

While these questions have been asked before for several other protected areas, the current paper is innovative in
several aspects. First, a study dealing specifically with the Langtang national park has not yet been published.
Second, the paper jointly deals with the visitors’ willingness to pay (WTP) an increased entry fee, the perception
and preferences for ecotourism, and the influence of these preferences with respect to WTP. Third, the study also
puts the debate on the sustainable funding of Langtang national park in the context with a WTP survey, and
provides a potential new solution to covering the financial gap between government funding and revenues, and
(operational) expenses for the management of the park. However, it is not the aim of the paper to review the
literature on the pros and cons of environmental valuation, especially regarding the validity and/or reliability of
WTP figures.

The structure of the paper is as follows: In Section 2 there is a brief overview of the literature on the problems of
financing national parks in Nepal. In Section 3 the Langtang national park, the site selected for this study, the
research hypotheses, and the survey are described. In Section 4.1 the descriptive results of the study are
discussed, and in Section 4.2 the econometric results with respect to the determinants of the respondents’
willingness-to-pay are presented. Finally, in Section 5, the results are summarized, and conclusions are drawn.
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2. Financing Protected Areas in Nepal by Entry Fees

Protected areas are certainly major and growing destinations of ecotourism (park tourism) in Nepal. As described
in the introduction, entry fees may thus capture a certain share of recreation benefits of international tourists, and
may also serve as a financial basis for biodiversity conservation. Every protected area in Nepal currently charges
an entry fee for tourists within a three tier fee system for international, South Asian (SAARC), and (in some
parks) Nepalese visitors. Nepalese citizens do not pay any fees in mountain parks (for example, Sagarmatha
National Park and Langtang National Park) and conservation areas.

Unfortunately, admission fees in Nepalese protected areas currently charged are inconsistent in relation to each
other. Recently, the government of Nepal has increased park entry fees in all protected areas managed by
government authorities. During the last years, mountain national parks in Nepal such as the Sagarmatha (also
World Heritage Site), Langtang (also Ramsar Site), Makalu Barun, Shey Phoksundo (also Ramsar Site), Rara
(also Ramsar Site), and Khaptad national parks increased the entry fees from NPR 1,500 (USD 15) to NPR 3,000
(USD 30) per entry for international tourists, and NPR 100 (USD 1) to NPR 1,500 (USD 15) for SAARC tourists.
Similarly, lowland parks and reserves that include the Bardia, and Banke national parks, the Shukla Phanta,
Parsa, and Koshi Tappu wildlife reserve also increased the fee which is currently set at NPR 1,000 (USD 10) per
day for international tourists, and NPR 500 (USD 5) for SAARC tourists; Nepalese visitors pay a substantially
reduced admission fee of NPR 50. The intensively visited lowland Chitwan national park (World Heritage Site)
faces an increased fee from NPR 500 to 1,500 (USD 15) for international visitors, and from NPR 200 to NPR
750 (USD 7.5) for SAARC tourists. Nepalese visitors have to pay NPR 100 (USD 1). Although the visit to the
mountain parks for Nepalese visitors is free, teams of Nepalese trekking porters have to pay the nominal fee of
NRs 25 per entry per person. There are different rates for jungle drives and helicopter landings as well (TAAN,
2014). Protected areas, managed by the National Trust for Nature Conservation (NTNC) — including the
Annapurna (ACA), Manaslu, and Gauri Shankar conservation areas —, charge an entry fee of NPR 2,000 (USD
20) for international visitors, and NPR 200 (USD 2) for SAARC tourists. The entry fee to Api Nampa
conservation area amounts to NPR 1,000 (USD 10) for international tourists, and NPR 100 (USD 1) for SAARC
visitors. Kanchenjunga conservation area charges NPR 2,000 (USD 20) for international tourists, and NPR 500
(USD 5) for SAARC tourists.

This short overview shows that policies towards charging entry fees are very diverse in the system of Nepal’s
protected areas. Currently, the highest entry fee for international tourists amounts to about USD 30. Reports
show that the funds collected from tourists are not sufficient to cover costs of biodiversity conservation and park
management.

In the past, some studies on the visitors’ willingness-to-pay (WTP) an admission fee to protected areas were
carried out; these studies reveal that the entry fees currently paid would be significantly lower than the tourists’
willingness to pay such fees (Baral et al., 2008; Cook, 2011; Wrobel and Kozlowski, 2011). In the Annapurna
Conservation Area (ACA), mean WTP amounted to USD 69 with a median WTP of USD 74 in a survey of
visitors (Baral et al., 2008). Another study by Wrobel and Kozlowski (2011) found that visitors” WTP for
admission to ACA amounted to USD 72 (median WTP: USD 60). In Chitwan National Park (CNP), visitors
were willing to pay USD 22 on average which was more than three times the existing admission fee (Cook,
2011). Determinants and predictors of WTP were different across protected areas. In the logit regression
estimation of WTP, Baral et al. (2008) found that five variables — bid amount, family size, visitors’ satisfaction,
use of a guide, and group size — were significant predictors of WTP. In the study of Cook (2011), age was the
only significant predictor. The study by Wrobel and Kozlowski (2011) found no significant relationship between
eight different variables and WTP.

Besides the problems of estimating the acceptable level of admission fees, the stated willingness-to-pay of
international visitors might nevertheless be taken as a starting point for designing an efficient entry fee scheme.
However, setting new entry fees also has to take into account that (potential) visitors may react to increases of
admission fees by reducing the number of visits. While this potential reaction has to be taken into consideration,
the current paper specifically concentrates on presenting a study ascertaining the willingness of visitors of the
Langtang national park to pay an increased admission fee. The next section thus includes a description of the
study site and of the survey.

3. The Study Site and the Empirical Survey
3.1 Langtang National Park (Nepal)

Langtang National Park (LNP) was established in 1976 as the first mountain national park in Nepal covering an
area of 1,710 sq km. The park was extended in 1998 by the inclusion of a buffer zone of 420 sq km. The park
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is — at its closest border — about 32 km North of the Nepalese capital city, Kathmandu, and this is thus also
nearest mountain national park to the capital city. It is spread over three administrative districts including
Rasuwa (57%), Sindhupalchowk (36%), and Nuwakot (7%), and has an international border with Tibet (China)
to the North (LNP, 2012). Two major river systems drain the park, one to the east, Sunkoshi, and another to the
west, Trisuli. The park is in the converging point of indo-Malayan and Palearctic realms (DNPWC, 2014) and
thus includes important ecosystems of both realms defining diverse conservation priorities. 18 different types of
ecological zones are found in its territory. It is one of the protected areas of the Sacred Himalayan Landscape
(SHL) and evolved with the concept of trans-boundary conservation that aims to link the Eastern mountain
protected areas of Nepal to those of Sikkim and Darjeeling (India), and the Qomolangma national nature
preserve in Tibet (China) (see Figure 1 and Figure 2). LNP lies in the Eastern Himalayas global eco-region with
overall conservation status as ‘vulnerable’ as classified by World Wide Fund for Nature (WWF, 2014).

80°00E 82°00E 4°00E 86°00°E 8300E
1 1 1 1 L

W PROTECTED AREAS OF NEPAL

WwWF

>z

Sl

e 4 s Homta SR L
STl Apifampa GA S il
il .

¢ Sahera -
/f Rara NP Mugu -

.

Khaptad NP

S Sﬁey@r&sundu NP
v 3=
! Dedsianu = Balgs =
Shuklaphanm WR'S Atan e VR
4

CHINA

Manas\u CA :

| i Langt}ang NP o MeEverest

i S B
Shivapuri,NP fleaides -2 P
. Gaurishankar CA"

28°00N-] P |-23:00M

*
S;\narmalha NP ooty

““Makalu Barun NP 7
SarkROw gaathe Taplejung F

Kangchenjunga CA

hansita

INDIA

20| Legend -2s00m

—-—- International Boundary NP = National Park

[ pistrict Boundary CA = Conservation Area
Protected Areas wg‘: 'ml'::i';e F::esse;r":e 0 375 75 150 225 300
Buffer Zones 9 e ess—— Kilometers

T T T T T
80°TUE 82°00°E B4°TOE 86°00°E 88°00E

Figure 1. Location of Langtang national park (Nepal)
Source: WWF Nepal (reprinted with kind permission).

Other important features of the park include a range of high mountain lakes such as Gosaikunda and associated
lakes which are enlisted as a Ramsar Site in 2007. The site has religious significance for Hindus and Buddhists,
and celebrations take place during Gangadashara and Janaipurnima festivals. There is a religious ban with
respect to killing (hunting) of wildlife (RAMSAR Convention, 2014). The current land use system is
characterized by forests (29.87%), by pastures and meadows (4.94%), shrubs (2.76%), and agricultural land
(1.7%). Open land, lakes, and ponds comprise 60.73%. (LNP 2012).
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Figure 1. Core and buffer zones of Langtang national park (Nepal)
Source: WWF Nepal (reprinted with kind permission).

Culturally, the region of LNP is very rich. Tamang ethnic groups live in the Rasuwa district, whereas the
Hyolmoare residents live in the Eastern parts of the park, especially in the Sindhupalchowk district. In the
Langtang Valley, people of Tibetan origin retain their culture and traditional practices. Kharel (1996) reported
that 30,000 people depended on park’s resources for (fuel) wood and pasture. In the past, economic activities
were mainly based on traditional agricultural practices and on ancient farming systems. 7,000 to 13,000 livestock
units were dependent on the park’s resources for grazing and fodder with an annual demand of 686,100 to
1,314,700 tons of green fodder (Duhe, 1977, cited in Kharel, 1996). Livestock herding cannot be underestimated
because this is one of the major economic activities of local residents. Two cheese factories, one in Kyanjin and
the other one in Sing Gumpa, are in operation since 1953 as the main processing plants of yak milk. Along with
farming, livestock rearing and sheep/goat herding are the major sources of households’ livelihoods. Since a few
years, tourism in LNP has experienced high growth rates resulting in about 17,000 international visitors
(2013/2014) with slight fluctuations over the years (DNPWC, 2012; LNP, 2013 and 2014). Both culture- and
nature-based tourism (trekking tourism, mountain climbing, wildlife viewing, birds watching) can be
experienced in the region. Therefore, (eco-) tourism in the region may support local income generation but it is
seasonal with most of the tourists visiting the park in autumn and spring.

3.1 Testable Hypotheses and the Empirical Survey

Based on the theoretical background, the research questions of the current paper presented in section 1, and the
existing empirical results of willingness-to-pay-studies discussed in section 2, the main hypotheses of this paper
to be tested are:

H;: The majority of visitors are willing to pay an additional entry fee on top of the current fees.

H,: The general (principal) willingness to pay (visitors being in favor of or being against an additional fee)

70



www.ccsenet.org/entr Environment and Natural Resources Research Vol. 5, No. 2; 2015

primarily depends on income and on the experience of the past and current visits.

H;: The amount of willingness-to-pay (WTP) depends on a larger variety of determinants including
socio-economic variables, preferences and attitudes towards conservation and eco-tourism, and on total
travel costs.

H,: Visitors who saw Langtang national park before express a lower willingness-to-pay than first-time visitors.

In order to explore and answer the research questions, and to test the hypotheses of this paper presented above,
an empirical survey of visitors to Langtang national park was conducted from Oct. 3 to Nov. 25, 2013. By means
of a questionnaire, visitors were surveyed regarding their preferences for ecotourism and conservation, and were
asked regarding their willingness to pay an additional contribution for conservation on top of the current user and
entry fees. Of 312 visitors contacted, 187 visitors filled in the (self-administered) questionnaire. Respondents
were contacted during their stay in local hotels in order to have a similar environment and enough time for
fillingin the questionnaire. The questionnaire was pretested (n=20) prior to the survey, leading to an adaption and
clarification of some questions, especially regarding a more concrete formulation of the willingness-to-pay
(WTP) elicitation.

The size of the sample was determined by the resources of the current project in terms of time and available
budgets; however, while the statistical fit and representativeness of a sample might increase with sample size, the
total number of respondents was clearly sufficient to answer the research questions and test the hypotheses
presented below.

The questionnaire consisted of five different sections: 1) purpose, motivations and activities of the current visit; 2)
respondent’s perception of LNP ecotourism; 3) attitudes towards conservation and ecotourism; 4) willingness to
pay for an additional park entry fee; and 5) socio-economic information about the respondent. In order to enable a
comparison to the survey of Baral et al. (2008), the questionnaire used similar approaches (see also Cook, 2011).

Besides the descriptive survey results, the research questions are explored by means of two econometric models.
The first model to be tested is a binary logit model exploring determinants of the principal willingness of visitors
to pay a positive amount (equation (1)). The following model is estimated:

Prob(WTPYES)={(S; P, E; T)) (0

The variables of the econometric models are presented and described in Table 1. The second model consists of a
maximum-likelihood Tobit model exploring determinants of WTP of visitors with the following empirical model
(equation (2)):

WTP:g(Sl’ Pi} E[: E) (2)

For both equations, S; denotes a set of socio-economic variables including income and education; the reasoning
for including these variables rests on economic theory. Income is generally considered a major explanatory
variable for willingness-to-pay (WTP) with an expectedly positive influence on WTP. In addition, many studies
show that with an increasing level of education, respondents — ceteris paribus — might increase their WTP as
well. Furthermore, an NGO membership may be considered as a proxy for knowledge and information about
environmental issues which can also be hypothesized to increase WTP.

The vector P; consists of variables describing past and current visits which should correspond to the respondent’s
willingness to pay an increased entry fee. Demand theory suggests that the experience with the good in question,
the amount of goods already consumed, and the main characteristics of the good, are crucial factors for
determining the individual quantity demanded. In the current survey, the good in question was the visit to
Langtang national park; thus, it can reasonably be expected that the respondent’s WTP is influenced by past
visits to the park (with decreasing marginal WTP based on decreasing marginal utility), by the experience
(quality) of the current visit, and the expectations regarding the observation and appreciation of wilderness.

General preferences of visitors towards ecotourism are included in vector E;, for which no a priori expectations
regarding the influence on WTP may be formulated. In this sense, the current study is exploratory in order to
ascertain whether a determination of WTP with respect to perceptions and preferences for ecotourism exists.

Finally, T; details the current visit in terms of the duration of stay in the park, and travel time (travel costs) to the
area. As the respondent’s WTP for an entry fee is directly related to the visit to the park, respondents are
assumed to take travel costs and expenses during their stay (related to the length of stay in the park) into account.
These variables should thus correlate to and explain the respondent’s willingness-to-pay for an entry fee as a part
of their overall travel expenses.
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Table 1. Variables of the descriptive analysis and the empirical estimations

Variable name Description

Dependent variables

WTPYES =1 for respondents who would be willing to pay an admission fee exceeding the
current fee of 30 USD

WTP Willingness-to-pay of respondents for an ear-marked admission fee to the national
park (In USD)

Explanatory variables

Si

Income Household income (gross income before taxes), USD per year (In)

Education =1 for respondents with a college/university degree

NGOMember =1 for respondents stating that they would be member in an environmental
organization

P,

LNPbefore =1 for respondents visited the park in the past

Experience =1 for respondents who rated the experience of their current stay in the Langtang
national park with 8 to 10 points (on a 10 point scale ranging from Zero to 10)

Wilderness =1 for respondents who fully agreed to the statement that the primary purpose of
visiting the Langtang national park was to experience wilderness and natural areas

E;

Ecotourism =1 for respondents who stated that they would strongly abide the codes of ecotourism
even in the case of substantial difficulties

Awareness =1 for respondents who strongly perceived ecotourism as increasing the awareness of
cultural and natural systems of the national park

T;

Duration Duration of stay in the Langtang national park (In days)

Traveltime Hours travelled to the Langtang national park from the residents home (In hours)

4. Empirical Results
4.1 Descriptive Survey Results’

Visiting the Langtang national park was the sole purpose of the current trip for about 85% of all respondents;
only 15% of respondents visited the park in the course of a multinational round trip. Nepal as a tourist
destination of international tourists is certainly a remote destination which is indicated by the rather long travel
time from the home of the respondents to Nepal. Mean travel time amounted to about 22.5 hours (see Table 2)
which means that visitors to the park travel long distances from their home countries in Europe, America, and
other parts of Asia.

The most familiar way of traveling was with family and/or friends. About 70% of respondents traveled in such
groups; tour groups were less common (16%), the remaining share of the respondents traveled alone. However,
employing a private tour guide was very popular among visitors; 67% of respondents visited the area with a
private tour guide who was generally considered very knowledgeable.

As Table 2 also shows, being in a natural setting, and seeing wildlife and natural wilderness were the most
important motives to visit the park. It seems that respondents visited the Langtang national park mostly for such
reasons while those who wanted to tell others about their experience at the national park were certainly a
minority. Another important motive of visitors was to challenge himself/herself in terms of national park
activities such as long and strenuous hikes which are also the main activities for more than 80% of respondents.
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Table 2. Descriptive results: Traveling to Langtang national park, motives to visit the park, and activities inside
the park (n=187)

Traveling to Nepal is ...

% of respondents

... the sole purpose (target) of the whole travel experience
...part of a multinational round trip

Travel time

Mean travel time (hours)

Standard deviation of travel time

Traveling alone or in groups

84.9%
15.1%

21.53 hrs.
12.27 hrs.

% of respondents

Alone 7.5%

With family and/or friends 71.0%
Tour groups 15.6%
Trip to Langtang with a tour guide

Tour guide (%) 67%

Knowledge of the tour guide (mean points on a 4 point scale,

with 1=very good) 1.76

Mean points on a 5 point scale
Motives to visit the park p . p
(5=very important)

Be in a natural setting 4.54
To see wildlife and natural wilderness 4.49
To get away from the everyday routine of life 4.32
Opportunities to challenge myself 3.90
To do things with other people 3.54
For relaxation 3.37
Help keep me in shape 3.31
Opportunities for solitude 3.03
To tell others about it at home 2.70

Share of respondents enjoying

Activities inside the park L.
the activity

Trekking/Hiking 80.7%
Visiting ethnic museums 60.4%
Mountaineering 31.0%
Nature photography 7.5%
Wildlife viewing or bird watching 1.1%

Most popular activities inside the park were trekking and hiking for about 80% of visitors; however, it is
interesting to consider that respondents also had strong preferences for cultural activities such as visiting ethnic
museums (60%). Photography and wildlife viewing (including bird watching) were less popular activities.

A major emphasis of the survey was to explore the preferences of visitors with respect to ecotourism and
conservation (Table 3). Visitors generally believed that ecotourism would highly benefit local residents, and that
local communities would be empowered in participatory decision making processes. From the viewpoint of
visitors, ecotourism also increases the awareness for the area’s natural and cultural systems.
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Table 3. Descriptive results: Traveling to Langtang national park, motives to visit the park, and activities inside
the park (n=187)

Mean points on a 5 point scale
Ecotourism in Langtang national park... p ) P
(5=very important)

... directs economic and other benefits to local people 3.96

... increases the awareness of the area’s natural and cultural
systems 3.64

... promotes participation and empowerment of local people 3.56

... contributes to the conservation and management of
protected area 3.23

... minimizes negative impacts on the local population 3.14

... satisfies visitors’ expectations towards successful
ecotourism projects 3.14

... minimizes negative impacts to the mountain environment 3.03

... provides adequate information to visitors before and during
visits 2.98

. . Mean points on a 5 point scale
Statements with respect to conservation )
(5=very important)

I accept temporal or spatial bans of access to certain areas of
the park to avoid damages to habitats and animal and plant
species 4.46

I am always concerned about environmental issues 4.31

I think littering (especially solid waste) is a problem in
Langtang NP 4.30

I support stringent regulations for ecotourism activities that
require compliance with environmentally friendly behavior 4.16

I always abide a code of ecotourism ethics even if it results in
hardships 3.75

I do not buy bottled water but instead look for alternative ,,safe
drinking water" 3.64

I think it is rational to ask local people to forgo the
consumptive use of resources for ecotourism 3.61

I prefer to travel in natural areas in a group to minimize
impacts 3.37

I will not take showers if the water is heated by firewood 3.17
Overall satisfaction (experience) with the visit of Langtang national park

Mean at a 10 point scale; 10=optimal 8.30
Standard deviation 1.12

The acceptance of temporal and/or spatial access bans owing to biodiversity conservation was very high; almost
all respondents accepted such bans. Generally, visitors seemed to be aware of the potential negative
environmental effects of tourism and, therefore, they held strong preferences with respect to stringent regulations
and environmentally aware behavior when visiting the park.

The overall satisfaction with the visit to the park was valued at 8.30 points (mean value of points on a 10-point
Likert scale) by respondents which can be interpreted as an excellent visitor experience inside the park.

In total, about 70% of visitors stated a principal willingness-to-pay for an admission fee to the park. In order to
elicit the concrete amounts, respondents were presented a scenario that would increase visitors’ experience inside
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the park while at the same time effectively conserving biodiversity. Respondents were asked by means of a
payment card (with WTP amounts ranging from USD 10 to over USD 300) how much they would be willing to
pay on top of the current admission fee (about USD 30) (for the concrete wording, see Appendix 1 of this paper).

As Table 4 shows, mean WTP was about USD 60 (standard deviation of USD 48), with a median of USD 50.
Figure 3 presents the distribution of WTP bids emphasizing that most visitors would be willing to pay “round”
fees at USD 30, 50 and 100.

Table 4. Willingness-to-pay for an admission fee in Langtang national park (n=131)

. Lower Upper
M Std.dev. Med,
ean v CHAn 9sescr 959 CI
Willingness-to-pay (WTP, USD) 63.59 55.44 50.00 54.48 72.69
Share of respondents willing to pay
more than the current admission fee 69.2%
(WTPYES)
40 120%
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=]
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WTP bids of respondents for an admission fee to Langtang national park (USD)

Figure 1. Frequency and cumulated percent of WTP bids (in USD) of respondents
for an entry fee to the Langtang national park (n=131)

4.2 Preferences and Willingness-To-Pay of International Tourists

Based on the descriptive analysis, this paper also concentrates on the econometric evidence by estimating two
empirical models. As mentioned before, Table 1 describes the dependent and explanatory variables used in the
estimations in detail while the results of the estimations are presented in Table 5.

As mentioned above, a logit model explaining the respondents’ principal willingness to pay an additional
admission fee is first. The left half of Table 5 details the results of the estimation with respect to the dependent
variable “WTPYES’.

The estimations show that — besides a significant constant — the variable ‘Income’ (denoting the income of the
respondent’s household before taxes) is a variable exhibiting a significantly positive explanatory power for the
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respondent’s principal willingness to pay an additional entry fee. In general, economic theory assumes that
willingness-to-pay is — ceteris paribus — positively associated with household income. Thus, the coefficient
estimated by the current model nicely conforms to the theoretical expectations: The estimation shows that the
probability that respondents would be in favor of an additional admission fee increases with income.

Two other explanatory variables out of the whole set of potentially useful variables are significant, and also
conform to theoretical expectations. On the one hand, the variable ‘LNPbefore’ — denoting former visits to the
Langtang national park — is significantly negative. Based on consumer utility theory, we can expect that with an
increasing number of visits, the marginal benefits (utility) derived from additional visits is smaller than that of
first-time visitors. Thus, respondents who had visited the park before are less likely to express a positive
willingness to pay.

On the other hand, the variable ‘Experience’ denotes respondents who perceived the quality of their experience
in the park as being excellent; this wvariable contributes positively to the respondent’s principal
willingness-to-pay. This also conforms to utility theory since, in general, goods and services of higher quality
lead to a higher willingness to pay. Other things being equal, respondents who gained more satisfaction from
their current visit are also more likely to express a principal willingness-to-pay.

Table 5. Willingness-to-pay for an admission fee in Langtang national park

Dependent variable

WTPYES WTP

Coefficient z-Statistic Significance Coefficient z-Statistic Significance
Constant -12.7147 -2.7689 ok 0.4920 0.5317
Income 1.0757 2.6977 ok 0.1418 1.7670 *
Education 0.9836 1.4480 0.2698 2.2063 woE
NGOMember 0.2902 0.4068 0.1975 1.7329 *
LNPbefore -3.9593 -2.1313 ok -0.4480 -2.2171 *x
Experience 2.5922 3.9267 ok 0.4089 3.0917 ok
Wilderness 0.5069 0.9028 0.1842 1.8200 *
Ecotourism 0.5541 0.7075 0.2724 2.3440 **
Awareness 1.5644 1.4273 0.2739 2.0430 Hx
Duration 0.3085 0.4910 0.3292 2.4336 ok
Traveltime -0.5597 -1.1307 0.1795 1.6874 *
S.E. ofregression 0.3734 0.5120
LR statistic 46.0292%** 48.85892%**
Log likelihood -74.5906 -46.95673
n 117 108

Notes: Significance levels: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

n in both estimations depends on the availability of full datasets of all variables, and may differ to the descriptive
statistics presented in section 4.1.

Estimation methods: Maximum likelihood estimation (Logit, Tobit).

The right part of Table 5 presents the results of the econometric estimations for the second dependent variable,
‘WTP’ denoting the respondent’s WTP bids for an additional admission fee (in In USD). Besides the principal
willingness-to-pay of respondents, the amount of an additional entry fee (variable “‘WTP”) depends on a broader
range of variables. While the variable ‘Income’ is also positively correlated with willingness-to-pay as expected,
the education of respondents seem to — ceteris paribus — determine the respondent’s willingness-to-pay as well.
Respondents who hold a university or college degree — corrected for differences in income — are willing to pay a
higher entry fee.
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General environmental preferences may also increase WTP. Respondents who are members of an environmental
NGO (non-governmental organization), denoted by the variable ‘NGOMember’, would be willing to pay more
than respondents who do not hold a NGO membership.

The experience of the current visits again influences the respondent’s willingness to pay an additional entry fee.
Conforming to the expectations discussed above, respondents who visited the LNP before state a lower WTP
(variable ‘LNPbefore”) while respondents with an above-average experience of their stay at LNP would be
willing to pay higher entry fees (variable ‘Experience’). The stated additional entry fee is also higher with
respondents whose visit to LNP is especially connected to experiencing wilderness and wildlife (variable
‘Wilderness”).

In addition, a range of variables describing preferences regarding ecotourism are significant. The variable
‘Ecotourism’ denoting respondents who are particularly sensitive to abiding codes of environmental behavior of
visitors contributes positively to respondent’s willingness-to-pay, as does the variable ‘Awareness’ as the
positive perception of ecotourism by respondents.

Finally, specifics of the current trip contribute to the explanation of respondent’s willingness-to-pay.
Respondents who enjoy longer stays at Langtang national park (variable ‘Duration’) also hold stronger
preferences for higher entry fees; the same holds for respondents who travelled longer than the average visitors
(variable ‘Traveltime’).

In all, the estimations indicate that visitors would accept strict conservation policies in terms of access bans, and
would be willing to pay an additional entry fee in order to promote wilderness and ecotourism policies. In
addition, respondents clearly show their awareness towards the effects (both challenges and opportunities) for
the local cultural systems of the national park. It can thus safely be assumed that the current entry fee might be
significantly increased based on the substantial willingness-to-pay of visitors, in order to provide a broader base
of funding the diverse management activities in Langtang national park. However, simply aggregating individual
willingness-to-pay to compute total revenues from an increased entry fee may not be warranted. Respondents
who stated that they already visited the park in the past showed a significantly smaller WTP for an increased
entry fee. This result suggests that an increased entry fee might decrease the total number of visitors depending
on the elasticity of demand for visits with respect to entry fees. On the other hand, the entry fee currently
charged is only a small fraction of total travel expenses to the area, thus the effect of increased entry fees on the
total number of visits might only be marginal.

5. Discussion, Summary and Conclusions

Not only in Nepal, but also in many other developing countries around the globe, protected areas charge
relatively low entry fees which are generally insufficient to provide the necessary funds to cover the operating
costs of biodiversity conservation (Krug et al., 2002; Mmopelwa et al., 2007). This might be owing to the lack of
understanding of the values of goods and services provided by the protected areas to the (international) visitors,
and to the fear of reducing the number of visitors to the areas if fees would be substantially increased
(Dharmaratne et al., 2000).

The survey presented in this paper has — contrary to these fears — highlighted the significant willingness of
respondents at Langtang national park (LNP) to pay substantially higher entry fees to the park. LNP is the third
most visited mountain national park in Nepal, and it is thus important to review the current entry fee policies in
order to capture the “optimum value” of tourism and recreation that the park offers. Capturing the full value of
the economic potential of the park may therefore support the funding of the management costs both with respect
to biodiversity conservation and ecotourism. At the moment, LNP management is especially struggling with the
funding required for an effective buffer zone development program. The funding gap increases every year
because the estimated budget (costs) for the buffer zone management program increases year by year whereas
the available budget provided by the central government is decreasing. It is projected that the financial gap will
be equivalent to USD 110,000 in the year 2016 (in 2012, the funding gap was just USD 10,000; see LNP, 2012).
While these figures might seem small, the limitation of funds of the Langtang national park still emphasizes the
importance of contributions from the international community, and from international tourists. One may assume
that an increased entry fee might reduce the number of visits to the area depending on the elasticity of demand.
However, since international visitors specifically visit the Langtang national park for which basically no
substitutes exist, the reaction to an increased admission fee might be small. In addition, entry fees only amount to
a small fraction of total travel costs, and might thus not be considered as a barrier to visit the national park. Even
if some visitors might refrain from entering the park, the financial gap might well be covered by a (small)
increase of the entry fee.
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From the perspective of this paper, ecotourism could thus be a good option for income generation in this region
by means of increasing entry and user fees paid by international visitors in order to close this funding gap for
effective biodiversity management. The survey at Langtang national park revealed that visitors would be willing
to pay about twice the current entry fee, taking into account the experience of their stay and their long travel to
the area. While respondents in the survey were willing to pay up to USD 60 on top of the current entry fee, even
a small increase of the entry by USD 10 could close the funding gap, taking 14,000 international visitors per year
as the base for calculation.

However, increasing the entry fee would not solve the problem of (long-term) sustainable financing of all parks
in Nepal because not all these parks are visited by a satisfactory number of tourists. If governmental and
international funding is not sufficient, there is still a substantial willingness-to-pay of international visitors for
entry fees to Nepalese protected areas. A nation-wide entry fee policy might thus increase entry fees at those
sites most prominent and most visited, and could therefore — through adequate distribution of funds — close the
financial gaps in order to secure effective biodiversity conservation which can certainly be considered as the
very base of ecotourism in Nepal.
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Notes

Note 1. Protected Area (PA) financial sustainability can be defined as the “ability to secure sufficient, stable and
long-term financial resources, and to allocate them in a timely manner and in an appropriate form, to cover the
full costs of PAs and to ensure that PAs are managed effectively and efficiently with respect to conservation and
other objectives” (Emerton et al., 2006).

Note 2. The entire questionnaire and more data can be obtained from the authors on request but have to be left
out owing to limits of space. Thus, only the most important results will be presented. Some more descriptive
analysis can be found in Thapa (2014).

Appendix A

Question 21 of the questionnaire eliciting WTP of respondents for an increase of the entry fees to

Langtang national park

21. The lack of financial resources is a major challenge for protected area

management in NEPAL. At present, ecotourism seems to be a viable option
to generate revenues through tourist entry fees. Although ecotourism has
high prospects in financing of Langtang National Park, it relies on
government funding.
Increment in the current entry fee means more budget for buffer zone
development because 30% to 50% of the park income has to be channelized
back to the conservation and development activities of buffer zone areas and
local people. This can lead to reduction in poaching and illegal activities in
Langtang NP, encourage local participation to achieve better nature
conservation, increment in wildlife population so that chances of wildlife
viewing also increases. Sufficient budget to government means it can
manage Langtang NP in par with international standard to achieve
sustainable PA management, helps in improving visitors’ infrastructure and
more.
If the management authorities increase the current entry fee (NPR 3000 =
abt USS 30) in order to have more funds to enhance visitors' experience,
conserve biodiversity and promote economic development, how much would
you be willing to pay (more or less) as a new entry fee for the experience you
had?
in US § (please circle): Zero, 10, 20, 30, 40, 50, 60, 70, 80, 90, 100, 150,
200, 250, 300, >300

Copyrights
Copyright for this article is retained by the author(s), with first publication rights granted to the journal.

This is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/).
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