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Attitudes to entry fees to national parks: Results and policy implications from a 

Queensland case study 

 

Abstract 

Examines visitor attitudes and whether visitors are willing to pay to enter Lamington 

National Park and under what circumstances they would do so. First a sample of visitors 

is asked a general (normative) question as to whether visitors should pay to visit 

Lamington National Park and in another question (positive) they are asked whether they 

would be more willing to pay if the money collected would be invested in the park to 

improve visitor facilities and for conservation work.  The results show that visitors are 

more willing to accept the ‘user-pays’ principle if the money will be used for the benefit 

of the national park and its visitors. It was found that foreigners are more in support for a 

‘user-pay’ fee than Australians, and among Australians, those visitors from Queensland 

are the least willing to accept the idea of a user-pay fee to enter the park. The results 

indicate that if visitors can be shown the benefits (both for visitors and for conservation) 

of charging an entry fee, then visitors are more likely to support such a concept than 

when they are unaware of the benefits of a user-fee. The study shows that on average 

foreigners are willing to pay more than Australians. Finally, the regression results 

identify significant factors influencing visitors’ attitudes and suggested amounts to visit 

the national park.   

 

Keywords: Entry fees, national parks, overseas and Australian visitors, attitudes to ‘user- 

                   pays’ principle, Lamington National Park, policy implications, conservation  

                   benefits

  



Attitudes to entry fees to national parks: Results and policy implications from a 

Queensland case study 

 

 

1.  Introduction 

There has been much discussion, and it continues, about the introduction of charges to 

enter national parks in Australia and the possibility of charging entry fees to those that 

have free access at present (cf. ANZECC, 2000; Herath, 2000; Driml and Common, 

1995; Scoccimarro, 1992). This is especially so when ‘protected areas are under 

increasing pressure to provide economic justification for their existence’ (Walpole et al., 

2001) and to ‘reduce dependency on government funds’ (Azahari, 2001). Furthermore, 

public protests have arisen about the introduction of entry fees to some national parks (cf. 

The Daily Telegraph, 2000; Sydney Morning Herald, 1999; Sun Herald (Sydney), 1998). 

Australian public opinion remains divided on the desirability of user-fees (Herath, 2000).  

 

Australian national parks are unusual in the sense that many are free for visitors unlike 

those in some developed countries such as the USA and Canada3.  Even developing 

countries charge visitors to enter its national parks and the fees are often quite high. Entry 

fees are important sources of income in some developing countries (Peters, 1998) and 

some developing countries also discriminate between local and foreign visitors in their 

fees (cf. Shultz et al., 1998).  

 

In Australia, a single fee is charged for both Australian and overseas visitors if there is a 

fee. The extent of charging entry fees in Australia, where charges are in place, varies 

from State to State and also among different parks within the same State. Tasmania, for 

example, has some entry charge for almost all its national parks, while Queensland does 

not charge except for approximately five national parks/conservation parks, and that too 

for interpretive services (ANZECC, 2000). This, too, for certain parks, depends on the 
                                                 
3 It must be mentioned that in both developed and developing countries there are some national parks that 
do not charge an entry fee.  In Britain national parks only charge for facilities such as car parks and 
camping.  However, local government charges a fee for certain county parks and so does the Royal Society 
for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) to enter its nature reserves.  In New Zealand, entry to national parks is 
free (ANZECC, 2000). 
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time of day and season. A good example is the Mon Repos Conservation Park in 

Bundaberg.  During the sea turtle nesting season a fee is imposed for sea turtle viewing 

(entry is free during the day), the revenue used for sea turtle conservation work. All other 

States impose fees for several parks, and in the Australian Capital Territory a charge has 

been under consideration for its only national park (Hansard, 1997) and one nature 

reserve (Tidbinbilla) imposes a vehicle fee. Queensland also provides park information to 

the public free of charge (ANZECC, 2000).  

 

In the light of the debate about the introduction of at least a minimal entry fee to national 

parks in Australia, it is important to determine visitors’ attitudes and whether they 

support a user fee or not, especially since there are many potential conservation benefits 

to be derived from money collected from entry fees (Walpole et al., 2001; Machado, 

2000). This is especially important when current funding for national parks is inadequate 

and where necessary conservation work remains under funded by the respective State and 

Federal Governments and nature-based tourism is rapidly expanding (cf. Scoccimarro, 

1992). Protected areas are also under pressure to provide economic justification for their 

existence (Walpole et al., 2001).  Furthermore, it is also necessary to examine factors 

influencing visitors’ attitudes towards entry fees at national parks to see under what 

conditions they would find a user-fee acceptable. It is also useful from a policy 

perspective to determine factors influencing visitors’ suggested amounts to visit LNP 

since equity issues are involved. To answer some of these issues, a study was conducted 

in the Green Mountains section of Lamington National Park (LNP), Queensland, and 

responses from 622 Australian and foreign visitors were obtained. 

 

In the study, we examined whether visitors think that visitors should pay to visit LNP.  

The results reveal that the majority of visitors are willing to pay if they can be assured 

that their payments would be reinvested in the park to improve visitor facilities and 

undertake conservation activities. On the other hand, if there is no such scheme, fewer 

visitors feel that visitors should pay to visit the park. We also examined various factors 

influencing visitors’ attitudes to entry fees and suggested amounts to visit LNP. One of 

the interesting findings is that Australians are less willing to support the idea of a ‘user-
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fee’ to visit LNP and the largest relative percentage is from Queensland. The average 

amount Australians are willing to pay, especially Queenslanders, is also less than the 

amount overseas visitors are willing to pay.  

The paper discusses the survey findings, the results of the regression analyses and the 

policy implications stemming from it especially the potential conservation benefits if the 

extra money collected from an entrance fee could be utilized for conservation work ( 

Machado, 2000).  The results from the study indicate that imposition of entry fees to visit 

national parks are more acceptable to visitors if revenue collected is dedicated for 

improvement of visitor facilities and for conservation work in the park charging fees. In 

such cases, visitors are more likely to support an entry fee and are more willing to 

suggest larger amounts than otherwise for park entry (cf. Walpole et al., 2001). Enhanced 

wildlife research and conservation projects, purchasing land to establish corridors 

between fragmented national parks and increased visitor education in wildlife and nature 

conservation could be some of the work that could be financed from revenue raised from 

such fees which could supplement current QPWS funding. Public funding may still be 

necessary because in many instances park management costs cannot be recovered from 

entrance fees alone (cf. Walpole et al., 2001). It must be mentioned here that the question 

of whether national parks should be self-financing and the appropriate fees to be charged 

is a complex issue because national parks provide mixed goods and not just private 

goods. The welfare economics involved in determining an optimal fee for visitors may 

also be very complicated. Although charging a ‘monopoly price’ should result in 

maximizing net revenue, it may also not be socially optimal. Furthermore, it is financially 

unattractive to introduce an entrance fee to all national parks because of the overhead 

costs involved in collecting such a fee. The purpose of this paper is not to determine an 

optimal price for visitors or to examine the welfare effects of such a price.  Such an 

exercise is beyond the scope of this paper. The paper only examines visitors’ attitudes 

and suggested entry fees to visit LNP in order to examine the factors that influence 

visitors’ suggested amounts to visit LNP. 
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2.  Background to Lamington National Park and its tourism activities 

LNP is located approximately 110 km south of Brisbane and overlooks the country’s 

busiest holiday coast (Readers Digest, 2000).  It is located in the hinterland mountains of 

the Gold Coast in southeast, Queensland, Australia. The park was World Heritage listed 

in 1994 as part of the Central Eastern Rainforest Reserves of Australia (CERRA)4. LNP 

is approximately 20,600ha in size and is the heart of the CEERA World Heritage area 

(Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service, 2001). The CEERA World Heritage Area 

consists of 44 disjointed national parks and reserves (Pugh, 2001) straddling both 

Queensland and New South Wales. LNP was declared a national park in 1915 (Jarrot, 

1990) and is one of Australia’s oldest national parks5. LNP comprises of a wide range of 

vegetation and habitats including large tracts of subtropical rainforest, stands of Antarctic 

beech (a temperate rainforest species), wet eucalypt forest, dry heaths surrounded by 

malee eucalypts, grass-tree and other dry vegetation (QPWS, 2001; Moon and Moon, 

2000). This vegetation provides an important habitat for a diverse range of wildlife, 

including rare species. Birdlife is abundant and some threatened species such as the 

Albert’s lyrebird, rufous scrub bird, eastern bristlebird and the Coxen’s fig parrot are 

found in the park. The uncommon mammals include the endangered southern tiger quoll 

(Moon and Moon, 2000). The park is also an important habitat for a wide range of 

reptiles, insects and fishes. 

 

The rainforest setting, abundant wildlife, especially birds, walking tracks/picnic facilities 

and the panoramic views attract a wide range of visitors to the park. Tourists visit the 

national park for a wide variety of reasons including family outings, entertaining visitors 

and viewing wildlife, including birds, mammals, frogs and insects (e.g. glowworms). 

Bush-walking is also a popular activity and some visitors are attracted by the park’s 

World Heritage values. It is the most popular national park in Queensland (Moon and 

Moon, 2000) and is visited by close to a half a million visitors a year judging by the 

                                                 
4 The national parks that come under CERRA on the NSW-side were World Heritage listed in 1986.  
5 The first established national park in Australia is the Royal National Park which was established in 1879 
and Queensland’s first national park was Witches Falls which was declared in 1908 which now comes 
under Tamborine National Park. 
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recorded number of vehicles entering the park6. The majority of the visitors are, basically 

attracted to two sections of the park, namely the Binna Burra and the Green Mountains 

sections. This subtropical rainforest property is unusual in that two private properties, 

namely, O’Reilly’s Guesthouse (in the Green Mountains section) and Binna Burra 

Mountain Lodge (in the Binna Burra section) provide accommodation facilities within 

the boundaries of the park and are well advertised in the media and the internet.  The 

location of the two private accommodation lodges inside the LNP is shown in Figure 1.  

 

Figure 1 

Map showing Lamington National Park and its environs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Source: Based on Moon and Moon (2000) and based on the Joint Tourism Committee (2000) regional map 
of Southeast Queensland published in ‘The Guide’.  Location of marked national parks on the map are only 
approximate. 
 

The emphasis of both the private operators of the lodges is on ecotourism (cf. Weaver 

and Lawton, 2001) and their properties are heavily complemented by the attributes of the 

                                                 
6 According to QPWS statistics, 108,551 vehicles entered Binna Burra in 2001 and 77, 209 entered Green  
   Mountains. 
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national park for their business operations.  Picnic facilities are also provided by the two 

private lodge operators and Queensland Parks and Wildlife Service (QPWS). Visitors to 

LNP are both day and overnight visitors.  Overnight visitors may stay within the park in 

the lodges provided by the two private operators or at the camping sites maintained by 

QPWS and a private operator in the case of Binna Burra or in limited private 

accommodation available within a short driving distance of the national park. 

 

3.  Current charges and fees for entry to National Parks in Australia 

Although national parks in Australia are often free to visitors, many impose entry 

charges, apart from the charges for the use of camping sites.  However, entrance fees to 

national parks vary a great deal from State to State and also depend on the mode of 

transport. While Tasmania charges a fee to enter almost all of its national parks, 

Queensland does not charge any fees except for five national/conservation parks and that 

too for interpretive services (ANZECC, 2000). Here, too, there are some exemptions. A 

good example is Mon Repos Conservation Park. At Mon Repos, charges apply only at 

certain times of the day during the sea turtle nesting season. In certain cases, tour 

operators pay QPWS to bring large groups of tourists to view attractions of national parks 

such as glowworms at Springbrook National Park (Natural Bridge section). The money 

enables the park to employ extra rangers and improve facilities. New South Wales 

charges entry fees to at least 10 percent of its national parks (NSW National Parks and 

Wildlife Service, 2002) and Victoria charges entry fees to national parks as well. South 

Australia and Western Australia also have charges. Northern Territory charges for its 

wildlife parks (e.g. Kakadu and Uluru) while the rest of its national parks are free.  Even 

Australian Capital Territory has discussed the possibility of introducing a fee for the 

entry to its only national park (cf. Hansard, 1997). It is interesting to note that national 

parks bordering Queensland charge a fee (e.g. Border Rangers National Park) while those 

on the Queensland side (e.g. Lamington National Park) do not have an entry fee (see 

Figure 1).    

 

Introduction of fees is always a controversial issue (cf. The Daily Telegraph, 2000; 

Sydney Morning Herald, 1999) since there is a belief among some Australians that entry 
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to national parks should be free because they already pay taxes and that nature should be 

freely accessible to all (Herath, 2000).  On the other hand, some form of entry fees can 

raise money to undertake conservation work as well as improve visitor facilities. Funding 

available to most national parks has always been limited and hence, they remain under-

resourced and under-staffed especially at a time when nature-based tourism is growing 

rapidly in Australia.  The question of whether entry fees should be charged is especially 

important in the current context when park agencies are moving in the direction of greater 

commercialization of national parks (Figgis, 2000). 

 

It is widely believed that the introduction of a fee, unless large, will not significantly 

reduce visitor numbers, especially in the long-term since the demand for visits is 

relatively inelastic (cf. Herath, 2000; Shultz et al., 1998). This may, however, vary from 

park to park and entry fee increases could lead to substitution effects. However, many 

studies support the view that the demand for national parks in general is inelastic (cf. 

Azahari, 2001; Bennett, 1996; Knapman and Stoeckl, 1995; Beal 1995).  Furthermore, a 

cursory look at visitor numbers in Victoria (cf. Parks Victoria, 2002) where a fee has 

been in place for some time suggests that fees have not had a major impact on visitor 

numbers. Visitor numbers continued to increase in Victoria’s national parks even after 

the introduction of fees. However, the composition of visitors (e.g. more foreign than 

Australian visitors, higher income visitors than low income visitors or older visitors than 

younger visitors) may have changed. Shultz et al. (1998) point out that demand by 

foreigners for visiting national parks in Costa Rica is less elastic or less sensitive to price 

than is demand among residents.  In Malaysia, a study in the Bako national park found 

that a large majority (72 percent) of visitors interviewed would return to the park even if 

the entrance fee is increased from RM3 to RM10 (Azahari, 2001). If the demand for 

visits to national parks is inelastic then it follows that charging fees, unless substantial, 

will be ineffective in controlling visitor numbers and would limit its use as a ‘visitor 

control’ instrument. On the other hand, if entrance fees are increased substantially, then 

in all probability foreigners and high income groups will be the main visitors and there is 

the danger that national parks would become luxury or snobbish goods. 
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According to many authors (cf. Azahari, 2001; Herath, 2000; ANZECC, 2000; Shultz et 

al., 1998; Cullen, 1985) the use of entrance fees for national parks and protected areas is 

often felt to be justified on grounds of: (a) providing better visitor facilities (b) reducing 

visitor numbers and hence reducing environmental effects (c) removing subsidized 

competition with privately owned protected areas (d) achieving efficiency in revenue 

collection (d) creating positive attitudes towards protected areas (e) and helping recover 

costs some of the parks maintenance costs and reduce dependency on government funds. 

 

On the other hand, the imposition of fees could have major implications for political 

support from the public for nature conservation. Herath (2000) argues that entry fees 

could create adverse distributional consequences, that public resources should allow 

equal access to all socio-economic groups, conservation of natural resources is a 

community service obligation and that such entrance fees amount to a double tax. 

However, increasing funding for national parks is important to improve visitor facilities 

as well as to undertake necessary conservation work for which these parks were created.  

If entry charges are one way of generating some of this funding which is in additional to 

current funding then, it is important to demonstrate the benefits of charging entry fees in 

terms of conservation work undertaken and improvement of public facilities in the parks 

where charges occur. A national parks policy statement could dent public antagonism 

towards the introduction of fees.  Some States (e.g. WA, NT, NSW) already do this as a 

part of justifying their decision to levy fees to enter some national parks.  The park entry 

fees could be used to purchase land to establish corridors between fragmented national 

parks and nature reserves (cf. Figure 1 showing disjointed national parks). Visitor 

educational programs could also be strengthened resulting in significant conservation 

benefits (Tisdell and Wilson 2000). It is clear from various arguments put forward that 

entrance fees, in addition to current funding, while generating revenue, should also at the 

same time maintain and improve the infrastructure, services and protection of parks. 

Therefore, it is necessary to obtain the views of park managers (Shultz et al., 1998) and 

most importantly those of visitors. This is because, if visitors are in favour of park 

entrance fees, it has been argued that such fees can raise money for park management and 

their conservation (cf. Machado, 2000; Bowker et al., 1999; Peter, 1998).  Furthermore, 
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several studies have shown that visitors are in favour of fees only if the money generated 

is used for park management and conservation work (cf. Walpole et al. 2001; Machado, 

2000; Peters, 1998).  

 

In order to determine the attitudes of visitors, a survey was conducted in LNP (Green 

Mountains section) to determine whether visitors are in favour of a fee to enter LNP. The 

first question asked visitors whether they think visitors should pay to visit LNP, which at 

present like most national parks in Queensland, is free of charge. This question was 

followed by asking whether they would be more willing to pay if money collected is 

spent to improve national park facilities and conservation at this site instead of the money 

going into government coffers. The visitors were also asked how much a visiting adult 

should be charged per visit and the maximum amount that they would pay per visit.  The 

latter questions were included to determine how much visitors think an adult visitor 

should be charged and the maximum amounts they would pay per visit. Before the results 

of the survey are reported and analysed, the manner in which the survey was conducted is 

explained and the profile of visitors is discussed. 

 
4.  Survey and profile of visitors 

Using our limited resources, we surveyed visitors to the O’Reilly’s/Green Mountains 

section of the LNP (see Figure 1) during the period October, 2001 to March, 2002 using a 

structured questionnaire to obtain an adequate sample size of, both overnight and day 

visitors. We were successful in obtaining 622 useable surveys from both the pilot and 

post-pilot surveys. The study, in addition to collecting a variety of different information 

from visitors to the Green Mountains/O’Reilly’s, also gathered socio-economic data to 

determine the profile of visitors and to determine whether visitors are in favour of an 

entry fee and if so under what conditions they would do so. Necessary data was also 

collected to determine the factors that influence visitors supporting entry fees to LNP and 

to determine how much they think an adult visitor should pay and the maximum amounts 

they think they should pay. 
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Visitors were given the structured questionnaire with a pre-paid self-addressed envelope 

randomly by the authors, a research assistant and O’Reilly’s guesthouse staff. Survey 

forms were distributed, both at the O’Reilly’s guesthouse (approximately 225 with a 34 

percent response rate) and among visitors at or close to the Green Mountains’ car park 

that is adjacent to the O’Reilly’s guesthouse.  The number distributed was 1,536 with a 

35 percent response rate. Hence, the random distribution covered visitors to 

O’Reilly’s/Green Mountains site. One survey form per family or individuals travelling on 

their own were distributed. The response rate which may seem low is not unusual for 

surveys of this nature (Jakobsson and Dragun, 1996). 

 
There were visitors from 17 countries and most of them apart from Australia were from 

UK, other European countries, USA and Canada with fewer visitors from Asia as can be 

seen from Table 1.  

Table 1 
 

Nationality of surveyed visitors and state of origin of Australians to 
O’Reilly’s/Green Mountains, LNP 

 
Overseas visitors No Relative frequency 

(%) 
Australian visitors No Relative frequency 

(%) 
UK 41 34 QLD 339 68 
USA 19 16 NSW 82 16 
Germany 18 15 VIC 29 06 
NZ 10 09 ACT 00 0 
Canada 09 07 SA 14 03 
Ireland 04 03 WA 09 02 
Japan 03 02 TAS 03 0.6 
Switzerland  03 02 NT 02 0.4 
Other 14 12 NR+ 21 04 

Total 121 100 Total 499 100 
* Nationalities included in the ‘other’ category were from Singapore, Belgium, France, New Jersey, Israel,  
   Norway, Netherlands and Sweden. + Did not indicate their State of origin. 
   Note:  Two respondents did not indicate their nationality. 
 

The low number of Asians recorded may be due partly to Asian visitors not responding 

due to language barriers. The majority of surveyed visitors to the site were, as expected, 

from Australia (80.22 percent) with the largest number coming from Queensland (68 

percent), followed by New South Wales (16 percent). Most of the visitors were day 

visitors or did not stay at or close to the site (62 percent) while the rest (38 percent) did.  

10 



The largest number of the visitors were first time visitors followed by those who have 

visited O’Reilly’s more than thrice indicating a U-shaped relative frequency distribution. 

 

The educational attainment of the respondents was high with close to 70 percent having 

tertiary qualifications while more than 30 percent had an income of more than Aus 

$60,000. Most of the respondents belonged to the 50-60 years age group and more than 

80 percent of the respondents were over 30 years of age. More than half of the 

respondents were female (51 percent) while 46 percent were male and the rest 3 percent 

did not indicate their gender. 

 
 
The survey revealed that only 20 percent of the respondents were members of any nature 

conservation group, while 75 percent said they were not and 5 percent did not answer this 

question. However, a majority (59 percent) said that they were extremely or strong 

advocates of nature conservation, another 36 percent said they were moderate advocates 

and 4 percent said that they were neutral towards this subject. A small number (1 percent) 

said they are more oriented towards development and 5 percent did not answer this 

question. 

 

5.  Visitors’ attitudes and suggested entry fees to visit Lamington National Park 

Since there is much discussion regarding the imposition of entry fees to national parks 

and its effects, both positive and negative, in Australia and elsewhere, the study was 

partly designed to examine whether visitors are supportive of an entry fee to visit LNP 

and under what circumstances they would support such a scheme. The study also asked 

visitors how much an adult should be charged per visit, and the maximum amount they 

would be prepared to pay per visit.  The study was also designed to identify factors that 

influence visitors’ responses and the amounts they think visitors should pay and the 

maximum amounts that they are willing to pay per visit. 

 

In order to determine whether visitors should pay to visit LNP, we first asked visitors the 

following question: 
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Do you think that visitors should pay to visit Lamington 

National Park? 

Yes   No  
 

The sampled visitors were then asked to give one or two reasons for choosing ‘yes’ or 

‘no’. The majority of the visitors (67 percent) said that visitors should not pay to visit 

LNP while 29 percent said visitors should pay and the rest (4 percent) did not answer this 

question.  

 

The relative frequency with which foreigners thought that visitors should pay 

substantially exceeded that for Australians.  Only 27 percent of Australians thought that 

visitors should pay to visit LNP while it was 40 percent for foreigners (Table 2).  

Furthermore, the relative frequency of Queensland respondents in favour of payment for 

entry to LNP (25 percent) was considerably less than that of respondents from other 

States (32 percent), taking into account only the sample for which the State of origin of 

Australians is identifiable.  Reasons for the lowest relative responses of Queenslanders 

could include the fact that they already pay taxes that help to finance QPWS.  Because 

entry fees to national parks/conservation areas are infrequent in Queensland, this 

unfamiliarity may also have influenced responses.  

 

Table 2 

Responses by nationality and State to the question “do you think that visitors 
should pay to visit Lamington National Park?” 

 
 Yes % No % No Response % Total 

All (Australians and Foreigners) 184 29 412 67 26 04 622* 

Foreigners 48 40 63 52 10 08 121 

Australian 136 27 348 70 15 03 499 

(a)  Queenslanders 83 25 252 74 04 01 339 

(b)  Other States in Australia 45 32 86 62 08 06 139 

(c) Australian, but State not known 08 38 10 48 03 14 21 

*  Two respondents did not indicate their nationality or their State. 
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Visitors gave a variety of reasons why visitors should or should not pay to visit LNP.  

Many who did not favour a payment said that the park should be open to all, nature 

should not be charged and that they already pay taxes and hence government should pay 

for its maintenance. Some respondents also mentioned that they were unable to pay 

because their incomes were low or they were pensioners. The reasons for supporting 

payment included the need to pay for park maintenance and for conservation work, the 

need to pay in order to make improvements to the national park, the view that patrons 

care more if a payment has to be made and that would be useful to reduce numbers of 

visitors.  

 

In addition to asking visitors about whether visitors should pay to visit LNP, we asked the 

visitors how much they think a visiting adult should be charged per visit. The question 

was framed as follows: 

 

How much do you think a visiting adult should 

be charged per visit?   

Aus $……………... 

 

The majority of the respondents answered this question, out of which 20 percent said they 

would pay a zero (0) amount or gave a protest bid such as ‘we don’t want to pay anything 

since it is the responsibility of the State to provide it free of charge’. Interestingly, the 

largest relative percentage of visitors who said visitors should pay a zero amount or gave 

a protest bid were Australian (22.6 percent) compared to 10 percent for foreigners. Of 

those who suggested there should be a payment, the majority of the visitors (17 percent) 

suggested Aus $2 and most of them were Australians. The average entry charge 

suggested by Australians was Aus $2.62 while foreigners suggested an average charge of 

Aus $6.00 which is more than twice the amount suggested by Australians. One of the 

reasons for this could be due to the favourable exchange rates enjoyed by visitors and the 

higher incomes of those visitors from North America and Europe, especially Britain. The 

breakdown of payments is shown in Table 3. Of the Australians, the largest relative 

percentage who suggested a zero amount or a protest bid were once again from 
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Queensland (see Table 3). The average entry fee suggested by Queenslanders was Aus 

$2.29 while those from other States suggested an average charge of Aus $3.13. 

 

Table 3 

Normative entry fees as suggested by sampled visitors from various States in 
Australia per adult to visit LNP – frequency and relative frequency in 

percentages in brackets 
 

Fee  
(Aus $) QLD Other States 

Australian, but 
State not known 

Australians 
(Total) 

Foreigners 

0 86 (25.4) 26 (18.7) 1 (4.8) 113 (22.6) 12 (9.9) 
1 18 (5.3) 12 (8.6) 1 (4.8) 31 (6.2) 3 (2.4) 
2 65 (19.2) 25 (18.0) 5 (23.8) 95 (19.0) 9 (7.4) 
3 15 (4.4) 4 (2.9) 1 (4.8) 20 (4.0) 8 (6.6) 
4 4 (1.2) 1 (0.7) 1 (4.8) 6 (1.2) 1 (0.8) 
5 46 (13.6) 26 (18.7) 1 (4.8) 73 (14.6) 24 (19.8) 
6 1 (0.3) 1 (0.7) 1 (4.8) 3 (0.6) 0 (0.0) 
7 3 (0.9) 5 (3.6) 1 (4.8) 9 (1.8) 3 (2.4) 
8 1 (0.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.2) 2 (1.6) 
9 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 

10 8 (2.4) 7 (5.0) 3 (14.3) 18 (3.6) 18 (14.8) 
15 1 (0.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.2) 3 (2.4) 
20 0 (0.0) 1 (0.7) 0 (0.0) 1 (0.2) 5 (4.1) 

Other* 91 (26.8) 31 (22.3) 6 (28.6) 128 (25.6) 33 (27.2) 
Total 339 (100) 139 (100) 21 (100) 499 100 121 100 

Average 
Aus $ 2.29 

 
- 
 

3.13 
 
- 

 
4.4 - 2.62 

 
- 

 
6.03 

 
- 

Note:   * Includes non responses and non numerical responses. Percentages are in parenthesis 
            + There were two respondents who did not state their nationality.  
                 
 

One of the reasons that could be given for many Queenslanders suggesting that visitors 

should not pay anything compared to those from other States is that national parks in 

Queensland are at present free of charge and they want them to remain that way for 

visitors. Some of the reasons cited by respondents for objecting to an entry fee for visitors 

are based mainly on grounds that nature should be free.  Furthermore, many were of the 

view that they already pay taxes and hence government should pay for national park 

maintenance. As pointed out by Herath (2000), visitors seem to consider an entrance fee 

as a sort of a second tax. 
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Furthermore, we also asked a question to determine the maximum amount the 

respondents would be willing to pay.  The question was framed as follows:  

 

 

What is the maximum amount that you would pay per visit?   

Aus $…………….… 

 

Of the respondents who answered this question, only 16 percent said ‘nothing’ and more 

than 91 percent of them were Australian. In general, the maximum amounts visitors were 

willing to pay were higher than in the previous question “how much do you think a 

visiting adult should be charged per visit?”. The amount Australians (20 percent) 

frequently suggested was approximately Aus $5.00 while foreigners (19 percent) were 

willing to pay Aus $10.00.  The average entry fee suggested by Australians was Aus 

$4.30 while foreigners suggested an average charge of Aus $9.56. These figures 

demonstrate that on average foreigners are willing to pay twice as much as an average 

Australian. Table 4 shows the breakdown of maximum amounts visitors were willing to 

pay. 
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Table 4 

Maximum entry fees that respondents say they are willing to pay per adult to 
visit LNP – frequency and relative frequency in percentages in brackets 

 
Fee 

(Aus $) QLD Other 
States 

Australian, but 
State not known 

Australians 
(Total) 

Foreigners 

0 72 (21.2) 19 (13.7) 1 (4.8) 92 (18.4) 9 (7.4) 
1 8 (2.4) 6 (4.3) 2 (9.5) 16 (3.2) 0 (0.0) 
2 49 (14.5) 11 (7.9) 2 (9.5 62 (12.4) 6 (4.9) 
3 14 (4.1) 1 (0.7) 0 (0.0) 15 (3.0) 3 (2.4) 
4 5 (1.5) 1 (0.7) 1 (4.8) 7 (01.4) 2 (1.6) 
5 67 (19.8) 31 (22.3) 0 (0.0) 98 (19.6) 12 (9.9) 
6 0 (0.0) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 2 (0.4) 0 (0.0) 
7 1 (0.3) 1 (0.7) 1 (4.8) 3 (0.6) 2 (1.6) 
8 3 (0.9) 1 (0.7) 0 (0.0) 4 (0.8) 2 (1.6) 
9 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (4.8) 1 (0.2) 0 (0.0) 

10 38 (11.2) 15 (10.8) 2 (9.5) 55 (11.0) 23 (19.0) 
15 2 (0.6) 2 (1.4) 0 (0.0) 4 (0.8) 7 (5.8) 
20 8 (2.4) 1 (0.7) 1 (4.8) 10 (2.0) 17 (14.0) 

Other* 72 (21.2) 48 (34.5) 10 (47.6) 130 (26.0) 38 (31.4) 
Total 339 (100) 139 (28) 21 100 499 100 121 100 

Average 
Aus $ 4.13 

 
- 
 

4.58 
 
- 

 
6 - 4.30 

 
- 9.56 

 
- 

  Note:   * Includes non responses and non numerical responses. 
            + There were two respondents who did not state their nationality. 
                 Percentages are in parenthesis 
 

The breakdown of the amounts Australians and foreigners are willing to pay shows that 

the largest relative percentage of Queenslanders (21 percent) do not want to pay anything, 

while only 14 percent from other States do not want to pay a zero amount. The most 

frequently suggested amount by Australians was Aus $ 5 which was also the frequently 

suggested amount by visitors from other States (22.3 percent).  The average entrance fee 

suggested by Queenslanders was Aus $4.13 while those from other States suggested an 

average charge of Aus $4.58. The average amounts Queenslanders and those from other 

States are willing to pay are much larger than the amounts suggested for the question “ 

how much do you think a visiting adult should be charged per visit (Table 4). 

 

From the data obtained from the visitors (Tables 3 and 4), on average, a foreign visitor is 

in favour of a user-fee of more than twice that of an average Australian visitor. One of the 

main reasons could be that entry to many national parks in Australia, especially 
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Queensland, is free of charge and hence a significant percentage of Australians compared 

to foreigners, especially Queenslanders, would like to pay as little as possible to enter 

Australian national parks because they already pay taxes to the Queensland State 

Government. This is especially so when many Australian visitors stated that they already 

pay taxes and hence entry to national parks should remain free. It must, however, be 

pointed out that it is necessary to be cautious in interpreting the results since there could 

be some degree of strategic bias involved because there is no incentive for Australians, 

especially for Queenslanders to support a user-fee principle to enter LNP. 

 
Because QPWS earnings go back into a Government Consolidated Revenue and because 

this money is not assured of being used to improve park facilities and for conservation 

related work, we included a positive question involving the respondents’ own willingness 

to pay. This was to determine whether the respondent would be more willing to pay if the 

revenue collected from an entrance fee was reinvested to improve visitor facilities and for 

conservation work at this site. The question was framed in the following manner: 

 
Would you be more willing to pay if money collected is spent  

to improve park facilities and conservation at this site?     

      Yes   No  

The answers to this question showed a marked difference to the first question where the 

visitors were asked a normative question which was “do you think that visitors should 

pay to visit LNP?”. For instance, 64 percent of the respondents said they would be 

willing to pay if the money is used for the benefit of the park, while only 26 percent said 

they were not willing to pay and the rest (10 percent) did not answer this question (see 

Table 5). A higher proportion of foreigners as in the previous two questions were willing 

to pay than Australians. Of the Australians, who did not want to pay, the largest 

percentage came from Queensland, as in the case of the question “do you think that 

visitors should pay to visit LNP?” (see Table 2). 
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Table 5 

Responses by nationality and State to the question “would you be more willing 
to pay if money collected is spent to improve park facilities and conservation at 

this site?” 
 

 Yes % No % No Response % Total 

All (Australians and Foreigners) 387 64 156 26 56 10 599*+ 

Foreigners 89 78 16 14 09 08 114+ 

Australian 296 61 140 29 47 10 483+ 

Queenslanders 199 60 101 30 33 10 333+ 

Other States in Australia 87 67 34 26 09 07 130+ 

Australian, but State not known 10 50 05 25 05 25 20+ 

*  Two respondents did not indicate their nationality or their State. + Does not include pilot survey data 
because this question was not included. 
 

As Table 5 shows, although proportionately more Australians are still unwilling to pay 

compared to foreigners, there is a substantial increase in their willingness to pay when a 

positive question is asked involving them and if the money were to be used to develop 

park facilities and undertake conservation work. As can be seen from Table 5 more 

Australians, including Queenslanders are also in favour of paying a user-fee if the money 

collected is spent to improve park facilities and conservation in the park than when such a 

scheme is not in place as shown in Table 2. The responses suggest that there is more 

public support for charging a park entrance fee if the money generated is spent for the 

improvement of park facilities and for conservation work. This is consistent with the 

findings of Machado (2000), and with interviews conducted among tourists by Stateline 

Queensland (2003) regarding the proposed increase in the ferry fee by the Douglas Shire 

in Far North Queensland to fund purchasing private rainforests from June, 2003. 

 
6.  Significant factors influencing visitors’ suggested amounts to visit Lamington  

     National Park 

Given the data collected from the survey, it is possible by using regression analyses to 

examine some of the variables that may significantly influence visitors’ attitudes and 

suggested entry fees to visit LNP. A multinomial logit regression model is used for this 

purpose.  As is clear from the discussion in the previous section, four questions were 

asked from visitors to determine visitors’ attitudes and suggested entry fees. They are all 
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used to examine factors influencing visitors’ attitudes and suggested entry fees to visit 

LNP and act as a ‘double check’ on the results of the logit analyses identifying factors 

influencing visitors’ attitudes and suggested entry fees. Since the responses obtained from 

the question “ do you think that visitors should pay to visit Lamington National Park” 

were in the form of ‘yes’ and ‘no’ answers they were coded 1 and 0 respectively. For the 

second regression analysis the data obtained from the question “ how much do you think 

a visiting adult should be charged per visit?” are coded 1 for a ‘suggested positive 

payment’ and 0 for a ‘zero payment or a protest bid’7 reply. A similar coding is used for 

the dependent variables in other two logit analyses. While the dependent variables are 

different which are based on the four questions asked, the same independent variables are 

used for the four regression analyses. 

 
In order to estimate the four multinomial logit regressions, the following model is used: 
 

=⎟⎟
⎠

⎞
⎜⎜
⎝

⎛
− i

i

P
P

1
ln  β1 + β2Age + β3Gen + β4Inc+ β5Edu + β6Nat + β7Att + β8Rfv + β9Ntr + μi       (1) 

 

where  is the probability of saying ‘yes’ and iP ( )iP−1 is the probability of saying ‘no’.  

Each of the explanatory variables in the above equation is described in Table 6. The 

independent variables considered were income, age, education, gender, nationality, strong 

advocate of nature conservation or not, first time visitor or not and number of visitors 

accompanying the respondent.  These variables were selected because it is believed to be 

likely factors that could affect visitors’ decisions about whether they should pay to visit 

LNP or not. Table 6 also shows the expected signs and direction of each of the expected 

relationships of each variable.  The random disturbance term in equation (1) is μi. 

 

                                                 
7 A protest bid refers to a respondent who is not wiling to pay to enter the national park. For example, a 
respondent saying that he or she is unwilling to pay because it is the responsibility of the State to provide 
free access to national parks. 
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Table 6 

Definitions, coded variables and hypotheses of the logit regression analyses 
Variable Definitions and  coding of variables Hypothesis 

Age Age coded from 1-7 at intervals of 10 years. One represents the lowest and 
seven represents the highest (e.g. 3 = 21-30 and 6 = 51- 60). 

BBAge>0 

Gen Male (0)/Female (1) BBGen>0 
Inc Income coded from 1-6 at intervals of Aus $10,000.  One is the lowest and 6 

is the highest (e.g. 2 = Aus $ 20,001-30,00 and 6 = Aus $61,000 and above). 
BBInc>0 

Edu Education coded 0-1 where 0 represents primary and secondary education and 
1 represents tertiary education. 

BBEdu>0 

Nat Nationality coded as Australian (0)/Foreign (1) BNat>0 
Att Respondents’ attitudes toward nature conservation coded from 0-4.  Those 

who were more oriented towards development were coded 1 and those who 
stated they were strong advocates were coded 4. 

BBAtt>0 

Rfv Respondents’ first visit coded as 1, otherwise, 0 BBRfv>0 
Ntr Number of persons travelling with the respondent BNtr>0 

 
 
The first logit regression analysis was conducted to determine the likely factors that 

influence visitors’ response as to whether visitors should pay an entry fee or not to visit 

LNP. The results are shown in Table 7. The results suggest that age, income, nationality 

and being a strong advocate of nature conservation were significant factors in visitors’ 

determining whether visitors should pay to visit LNP or not. Interestingly, foreigners 

were more likely to suggest that visitors should pay than Australians and so were the 

visitors with higher incomes and older visitors. Strong advocates of nature conservation 

were also more likely to suggest that visitors should pay an entry fee if they were asked 

to do so. The variables showing the number of visitors accompanying the respondent, and 

gender were insignificant. Furthermore, the variable showing whether visitors were first 

time visitors to Green Mountains site or not was also insignificant. Level of education 

was found not to be significant and it appears that the evidence from other studies is 

mixed.  The education variable was also found to be insignificant by Shultz et al. (1998) 

in a study done in Costa Rica to determine who would be most likely to pay for entrance 

fees to national parks while it was significant in a study conducted by Bowker et al. 

(1999).  
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Table 7 

Logit results showing factors influencing survey respondents’ attitudes about 
whether visitors should pay or not to visit Lamington National Park 

 
Independent variable Coefficient Standard 

error 
T-value Mean 

Respondents’ age 0.13 0.07 1.67* 4.95 
Respondents’ gender 0.31 0.21 1.4 1.50 
Respondents’ income 0.22 0.06 3.40** 4.16 
Respondents’ education 0.03 0.24 0.14 0.71 
Respondents’ nationality 0.59 0.28 2.09** 1.17 
Respondents’ attitudes towards nature conservation 0.35 0.12 2.89** 2.73 
Respondents’ first visit 0.03 0.20 0.149 -1.53 
Number of persons travelling with the respondent 0.03 0.02 1.48 3.56 
Constant -4.85 0.81 -5.96 - 
Note: ** and * indicate 1 percent and 10 percent levels of significance, respectively, for a 
two tailed test.  Number of observations = 496 
 
 

The second regression analysis was conducted to determine the likely factors that 

influence visitors’ suggested normative entry fees. The results are shown in Table 8.  

Income, nationality and first time visitors were factors influencing visitors suggesting 

entry fees.  Interestingly, those with higher incomes, foreigners and first time visitors 

were more likely to suggest payments than those who were not.  The rest of the variables 

were insignificant. Respondents’ ‘attitudes’ to nature conservation and age, although 

significant in the first are not significant in the second regression as can be seen in Table 

8.   
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Table 8 

Logit results showing factors influencing visitors suggested  
normative entry fees to visit Lamington National Park 

 
Independent variable Coefficient Standard 

error 
T-value Mean 

Respondents’ age -0.02 0.09 -0.32 4.90 
Respondents’ gender 0.04 0.24  0.19 1.4 
Respondents’ income 0.14 0.07 1.99** 4.18 
Respondents’ education -0.36 0.27 -1.31 0.70 
Respondents’ nationality 0.99 0.44 2.22** 1.17 
Respondents’ attitudes towards nature conservation 0.07 0.13 0.54 2.75 
Respondents’ first visit 0.41 0.25 1.66* -2.05 
Number of persons travelling with the respondent 0.01 0.02 0.59 3.60 
Constant -0.70 0.89 -0.78 - 
Note: ** and * indicate 1 percent and 10 percent levels of significance, respectively, for a 
two tailed test.  Number of observations = 397 
 

In the third regression analysis using data for the question “what is the maximum amount 

that you would pay per visit”, the influencing factors are only income and nationality. 

Those with higher incomes and foreigners are more likely to indicate that they are willing 

to pay positive maximum amounts to enter LNP than those with lower incomes and 

Australians.  The results are shown in Table 9. 

 
Table 9 

Logit results for the question: 
“what is the maximum amount that you would pay per visit ?” 

 
Independent variable Coefficient Standard 

error 
T-value Mean 

Respondents’ age -0.50 0.09 -0.51 4.90 
Respondents’ gender -0.28 0.26 -1.07 1.47 
Respondents’ income 0.16 0.07 2.10** 4.16 
Respondents’ education -0.34 0.30 -1.14 0.70 
Respondents’ nationality 0.92 0.51 1.81* 1.16 
Respondents’ attitudes towards nature conservation -0.04 0.14 -0.02 2.72 
Respondents’ first visit 0.33 0.26 1.23 -2.08 
Number of persons travelling with the respondent 0.00 0.02 0.24 3.76 
Constant 0.59 0.99 0.60 - 
Note: ** and * indicate 1 percent and 10 percent levels of significance, respectively, for a 
two tailed test.  Number of observations = 391 
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In the fourth regression analysis where the question “would you be more willing to pay if 

money collected is spent to improve park facilities and conservation at this site” was used 

as the dependent variable, and once again only income and nationality are significant 

while the rest of the variables are insignificant. The results are shown in Table 10. 

 

Table 10 

Logit results for the question: 
“would you be more willing to pay to visit Lamington National Park when the money 

collected is spent to improve park facilities and conservation at the site?” 
 

Independent variable Coefficient Standard 
error 

T-value Mean 

Respondents’ age 0.05 0.07 0.72 4.9 
Respondents’ gender 0.04 0.20 0.22 1.5 
Respondents’ income 0.12 0.06 1.96* 4.15 
Respondents’ education -0.15 0.23 -0.67 0.71 
Respondents’ nationality 0.94 0.35 2.66** 1.16 
Respondents’ attitudes towards nature conservation 0.10 0.11 0.92 2.73 
Respondents’ first visit 0.01 0.19 0.08 -1.6 
Number of persons travelling with the respondent 0.01 0.02 0.51 3.69 
Constant -1.30 0.76 -1.71 - 
Note: ** and * indicate 1 percent and 5 percent levels of significance, respectively, for a 
two tailed test. Number of observations = 478 
 

It is interesting to note that education in all the four regression analyses are insignificant 

and three regressions even have negative correlations. It is possible to provide at least one 

explanation for this. A separate logit analysis conducted (results not reported in the 

paper) using the survey data between education and attitudes to nature conservation show 

that those who are more educated are more likely to support nature conservation. This 

result indicates that although those with more education are likely to support nature 

conservation they may not necessarily support a user-fee entry system for national parks. 

Visitors seem to object to this method of financing national parks, and they feel they 

should be free to the public and financed by taxes.  Hence, the reason why more educated 

visitors are less likely to support a user-fee entry scheme to LNP even if some of the 

money would be utilized for conservation work as in the case of results shown in Table 

10. 
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It is also interesting to note that in all the four regressions, income and nationality are the 

only two regressions that are significant and they are all significant at either 1 percent or 

5 percent level of significance except in the case of nationality (significant at 10 percent) 

as shown in Table 9. These results indicate that nationality and income are important 

factors in influencing visitors’ attitudes to user-fees and decision making processes in 

their willingness to pay for entry to national parks such as LNP. 

 

All the significant variables have the expected signs, but the coefficients in some of the 

significant variables are small.  For instance in the first regression (Table 7), age has a 

coefficient of 0.13 and income has 0.22. In the second regression (Table 8) the income 

coefficient is only 0.14.  In the other two regressions, too, the income coefficient is small. 

On the hand the coefficient for nationality is quite large for all the four regression. 

 
In the next section we discuss the policy implications of the regression results as well as 
the survey data. 
 
7.  Policy implications of the survey and regression results 
 
As was pointed out earlier, Queensland is one of the fewer states in Australia where only 

a few national/conservation parks (5) charge an entry fee and that too for interpretive 

services. ACT also does not charge a fee at present to enter its only national park, but 

imposes a vehicle fee to visit the Tidbinbilla nature reserve. All other States charge some 

entry fees and in some States almost all national parks levy some entry fee. The survey 

and the results of the first regression analysis are interesting because it clearly 

demonstrates that foreigners are more likely to think that visitors should pay to visit LNP 

than Australians. There are many possible reasons as to why more foreigners than 

Australians thought that visitors should pay to visit LNP.  Some of these are: (1) greater 

incidence of strategic bias in the answers given by Australians; (2) a favourable exchange 

rate for foreign visitors from high income countries which increases their purchasing 

power (this reduces the real cost of entry to the park in terms of their home currency); (3) 

higher income levels on average of overseas visitors than Australian visitors; (4) the 

presence of entry fees to national parks in the home countries of many visitors leading to 

social acceptability of the practice; and (5) a view held by many Australians that they 
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already pay sufficient taxes to cover national park activities and that they should be 

government supplied and financed.  

 

The regression results also indicate that higher income groups are more likely to suggest 

that visitors should pay than lower income groups. An important implication arising from 

this result is that a charge could disadvantage lower income groups and pensioners if 

adequate safety nets are not provided. This is especially so because relatively more 

foreigners than Australians thought that visitors should pay. One major benefit of 

recreational visits is education resulting from such experience which in turn is an 

important factor aiding conservation. Furthermore, entrance fees in such a situation, if 

large, could make the national park a luxury or a snobbish good.  

 

Furthermore, the regression results demonstrated that strong advocates of nature 

conservation are more likely to think that visitors should pay to visit than those who are 

neutral towards nature conservation or those who are more oriented towards  

development than conservation.  The results imply that it is those visitors who are already 

convinced of nature conservation who think that visitors should pay than those who are 

neutral towards nature conservation. This implies that if a charge is imposed only those 

who are already interested in nature would be more willing to visit than those who are yet 

to be convinced of nature conservation.  A fee, in other words, could lock out those who 

are less inclined towards nature conservation unless concessions are put in place. The 

number of persons accompanying the respondent was also not found to be significant. 

Education variable is insignificant. This was unexpected, but similar studies have come 

up with mixed results. A separate logit analysis conducted (results not reported) between 

education and attitudes to nature conservation show that those who are more educated are 

more likely to support nature conservation. This result indicates that although those with 

more education are likely to support nature conservation they may not necessarily support 

a user-fee entry system to national parks. Hence the reason why more educated visitors 

are less likely to support a user-fee entry scheme to LNP even if some of the money 

would be utilized for conservation work as in the case of results shown in Table 10. 
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In the second regression analysis those visitors with higher incomes, foreigners and first 

time visitors are more likely to suggest a positive payment that visitors should be charged 

for entry per visit. One variable that is not significant from the first regression is the 

variable showing attitudes to conservation. It shows that visitors who are strong 

advocates are not always willing to suggest an entrance fee which visitors should pay.  

 

The results of the third and the fourth regression analyses are also interesting. Once again 

income and nationality were found to be significant factors. These variables were also 

significant in the first two regression analyses in addition to the visitors being strong 

advocates of nature (first regression) and first time visitors (second regression). The 

survey data (Table 5) also show that more foreigners and Australians, including 

Queenslanders, were more willing to pay an entry fee if the money collected would be 

used to improve visitor facilities and conservation work. This result ensures that an 

entrance fee will not deter visitors with high incomes and foreigners. This means that it 

will be necessary to provide concessions for those who are unable to pay or unwilling to 

pay for reasons such as those with low incomes and pensioners, regular visitors and those 

living close to the park if an entry fee is considered. 

 

Furthermore, although a higher proportion of foreigners thought that visitors should pay a 

fee, it does not mean that foreigners should be charged more than locals as happens in 

some other countries, including developing countries. Although the main reason cited for 

this is that locals contribute to the establishment and maintenance of parks through taxes 

(cf. Shultz et al. 1998), it could affect public relations and furthermore foreigners in any 

case, in most instances spend more money per capita in the local area than Australians 

(Tisdell and Wilson, 2003). A higher entry fee could affect the amount of money 

available for spending in the local areas. In a multicultural country such as Australia 

determining who is a foreigner or not could affect the privacy of visitors and cause 

inconvenience.  Tourist operators could also object to a two-tier entry fee. 

 

The survey results shown in Table 2 are interesting in that when visitors are asked a 

normative question such as whether they “think that visitors should pay to visit LNP”, a 
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large percentage of visitors, especially Australians say that visitors should not pay to 

enter LNP.  On the other hand when they are asked a positive question such as “ would 

you be more willing to pay if money collected is spent to improve park facilities and 

conservation at this site”, then a larger percentage of visitors are willing to pay than in the 

previous question, including more Australians, especially Queenslanders (Table 2 and 5). 

Furthermore, the survey results demonstrate that visitors’ maximum willingness to pay 

per visit is higher for both Australian and foreigners than when visitors are asked “ how 

much do you think a visiting adult should be charged per visit”.  The survey results have 

several policy implications. It suggests that there will be less public opposition to the 

introduction of a fee when visitors think the proceeds from an entry fee is used to develop 

visitor facilities and for conservation work (cf. Stateline Queensland, 2003) and that it is 

possible to achieve conservation objectives as well with the money collected from an 

entrance fee (cf. Machado, 2000). Such a move could cater to both increased recreational 

needs as well as achieve conservation objectives.  Since control of visitor numbers may 

not be possible because of the inelastic demand and because of public opposition for such 

a move (cf. EPA, 2001) one way is to enlarge the existing national parks and join them 

with isolated nature reserves, State forests and fragmented World Heritage listed national 

parks on the Queensland side. At present some Queensland national parks such as LNP 

are already connected with those in New South Wales such as the Border Ranges national 

park (see Figure 1).   

 
There are many fragmented national parks in the scenic rim area which are currently 

heavily used for recreational purposes which may not be able to sustain themselves 

without intensive management, especially with increasing demands from a growing 

nature-based tourism industry. Problems will no doubt increase if the parks remain 

fragmented. Furthermore, they may not be viable for biological conservation purposes in 

the long term if corridors between these fragmented forests are not created (cf. Saunders 

and Hobbs, 1991). Amalgamation of all the remaining forests in the scenic rim area into 

one park could achieve both biological/conservation needs and also cater to increased 

recreational needs from tourism. Creation of corridors and joining fragmented national 

parks is not only consistent with current QPWS policy (cf. EPA, 2001), but will also 
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achieve other conservation objectives such as is evident from the Coxen fig parrot 

recovery report (NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service, 2002). The Coxen’s fig 

parrot, Cyclopsitta diophthalma coxeni is one of Australia’s rarest birds and is critically 

endangered (Hanging Parrot and Fig Parrot International Conservatory, 2002) and has 

been recorded only from parts of northern NSW and SE Queensland, including LNP. One 

of the objectives of the recovery plan for the fig parrot is to ‘increase the extent, quality 

and connectivity’ of its habitat (NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service, 2002).  This 

would not only benefit the Coxen’ Fig Parrot and other wildlife, but also other threatened 

birds such as Albert’s lyrebird (Menura alberti), white-eared monarch (Monarcha 

leucotis) and eastern bristlebird (Dasyornis brachypterus) and mammals such as the 

southern tiger quoll (Dasyurus maculatus maculates) whose numbers have declined due 

to clearing of forests and contact with humans.  However, it must be pointed out that 

although visitors are more willing to pay to visit LNP if the money collected is used to 

develop visitor facilities and for conservation work, it is not clear whether they would be 

willing to pay entrance fees to fund the development of park facilities and conservation 

work in nearby or more distant national parks or establish corridors.  A question of this 

nature was not asked in this survey.  

 

8.  Conclusions 

The annual number of vehicles (approximately 150,000 after excluding guesthouse and 

QPWS vehicles that enter LNP) suggests that a vehicle charge of around Aus $10 per 

vehicle could result in the collection of 1.5 million dollars a year. In such a case, a 

charge, in addition to current funding, becomes financially quite attractive. If the benefits 

could be demonstrated, then the ‘user-pays’ principle could become acceptable to most 

visitors and also at the same time obtain the political support of the public. The money 

generated from an entrance fee could be used to improve park facilities and for 

conservation work as pointed out by Machado (2000).  Revenue from such a fee could 

also be used to improve visitor interpretive facilities and educational programs (although 

some visitors may not need or want such programs) that could further strengthen 

conservation objectives. The money could also be used to purchase land/forests as has 

been planned by the Douglas Shire in Far North Queensland from the first of July, 2003 
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(Stateline Queensland, 2003). The survey data, including the regression results, show that 

foreigners could contribute much needed money in the form of entry fees to undertake 

conservation work in the national park. However, in the event of an introduction of a fee, 

not only do equity concerns have to be taken into account, but it is also necessary to seek 

the support of the public. In certain instances (e.g. time of day) and some national parks, 

including LNP, an entrance fee could also increase overhead costs such as having to 

employ more rangers for this work and for safe-keeping of money, especially in the 

evenings in national parks such as at Springbrook. In certain national parks, especially 

those with low visitation rates, a user-fee is financially unattractive because of the 

overhead costs involved in collecting such a fee.  Furthermore, it must be pointed out that 

some revenue collected may have to go into a Government Consolidated Revenue or be 

reallocated by QPWS to be used in national parks that do not get sufficient number of 

visitors to be used to develop visitor facilities and for conservation work.  Otherwise, 

there is the danger of creating a two-tier national park’s system. Another issue that has to 

be considered is the feasibility of introducing an entrance fee when two private properties 

are located inside the national park whose tourism operations attract a significant volume 

of visitors.  These are some of the issues that have to be considered in the event of an 

entrance fee being proposed. 

 

However, if some of these issues could be addressed then the money collected from an 

entrance fee could be used to bring about better conservation outcomes of the type 

suggested by Machado (2000). In the case of LNP and the surrounding national parks and 

nature reserves, the fragmented forests, many of which are world heritage listed, could be 

connected.  This could bring about better biological/conservation outcomes by protecting 

threatened species such as the Coxen’s fig parrot and also at the same time cater to the 

recreational needs of tourists, especially the growing number of nature-based visitors.  

Although more visitors were willing to pay to visit LNP if the money collected would be 

used to develop visitor facilities and for conservation work, it is not clear if they would 

have the same attitudes if the money collected were to be used for visitor facility 

development and conservation work in neighbouring national parks and to establish 

corridors between parks.  This is an area that needs further investigation. 
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Notes 

1 It must be mentioned that in both developed and developing countries there are 

some national parks that do not charge an entry fee.  In Britain national parks only 

charge for facilities such as car parks and camping.  However, local government 

charges a fee for certain country parks and so does the Royal Society for the 

Protection of Birds (RSPB) to enter its nature reserves.  In New Zealand, entry to 

national parks is free (ANZECC, 2000) 

 

2 The national parks that come under CERRA on the NSW-side were World 

Heritage listed in 1986.  

 

3 The first established national park in Australia is the Royal National Park, which 

was established in 1879 and Queensland’s first national park was Witches Falls 

which was declared in 1908 which now comes under Tamborine National Park. 

 

4  According to QPWS statistics, 108,551 vehicles entered Binna Burra in 2001 and 

77,209 entered Green Mountains. 
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5 A protest bid refers to a respondent who is not willing to pay to enter the national 

park. For example, a respondent saying that he or she is unwilling to pay because 

it is the responsibility of the State to provide free access to national parks. 
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	As was pointed out earlier, Queensland is one of the fewer states in Australia where only a few national/conservation parks (5) charge an entry fee and that too for interpretive services. ACT also does not charge a fee at present to enter its only national park, but imposes a vehicle fee to visit the Tidbinbilla nature reserve. All other States charge some entry fees and in some States almost all national parks levy some entry fee. The survey and the results of the first regression analysis are interesting because it clearly demonstrates that foreigners are more likely to think that visitors should pay to visit LNP than Australians. There are many possible reasons as to why more foreigners than Australians thought that visitors should pay to visit LNP.  Some of these are: (1) greater incidence of strategic bias in the answers given by Australians; (2) a favourable exchange rate for foreign visitors from high income countries which increases their purchasing power (this reduces the real cost of entry to the park in terms of their home currency); (3) higher income levels on average of overseas visitors than Australian visitors; (4) the presence of entry fees to national parks in the home countries of many visitors leading to social acceptability of the practice; and (5) a view held by many Australians that they already pay sufficient taxes to cover national park activities and that they should be government supplied and financed. 

	The survey results shown in Table 2 are interesting in that when visitors are asked a normative question such as whether they “think that visitors should pay to visit LNP”, a large percentage of visitors, especially Australians say that visitors should not pay to enter LNP.  On the other hand when they are asked a positive question such as “ would you be more willing to pay if money collected is spent to improve park facilities and conservation at this site”, then a larger percentage of visitors are willing to pay than in the previous question, including more Australians, especially Queenslanders (Table 2 and 5). Furthermore, the survey results demonstrate that visitors’ maximum willingness to pay per visit is higher for both Australian and foreigners than when visitors are asked “ how much do you think a visiting adult should be charged per visit”.  The survey results have several policy implications. It suggests that there will be less public opposition to the introduction of a fee when visitors think the proceeds from an entry fee is used to develop visitor facilities and for conservation work (cf. Stateline Queensland, 2003) and that it is possible to achieve conservation objectives as well with the money collected from an entrance fee (cf. Machado, 2000). Such a move could cater to both increased recreational needs as well as achieve conservation objectives.  Since control of visitor numbers may not be possible because of the inelastic demand and because of public opposition for such a move (cf. EPA, 2001) one way is to enlarge the existing national parks and join them with isolated nature reserves, State forests and fragmented World Heritage listed national parks on the Queensland side. At present some Queensland national parks such as LNP are already connected with those in New South Wales such as the Border Ranges national park (see Figure 1).  
	There are many fragmented national parks in the scenic rim area which are currently heavily used for recreational purposes which may not be able to sustain themselves without intensive management, especially with increasing demands from a growing nature-based tourism industry. Problems will no doubt increase if the parks remain fragmented. Furthermore, they may not be viable for biological conservation purposes in the long term if corridors between these fragmented forests are not created (cf. Saunders and Hobbs, 1991). Amalgamation of all the remaining forests in the scenic rim area into one park could achieve both biological/conservation needs and also cater to increased recreational needs from tourism. Creation of corridors and joining fragmented national parks is not only consistent with current QPWS policy (cf. EPA, 2001), but will also achieve other conservation objectives such as is evident from the Coxen fig parrot recovery report (NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service, 2002). The Coxen’s fig parrot, Cyclopsitta diophthalma coxeni is one of Australia’s rarest birds and is critically endangered (Hanging Parrot and Fig Parrot International Conservatory, 2002) and has been recorded only from parts of northern NSW and SE Queensland, including LNP. One of the objectives of the recovery plan for the fig parrot is to ‘increase the extent, quality and connectivity’ of its habitat (NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service, 2002).  This would not only benefit the Coxen’ Fig Parrot and other wildlife, but also other threatened birds such as Albert’s lyrebird (Menura alberti), white-eared monarch (Monarcha leucotis) and eastern bristlebird (Dasyornis brachypterus) and mammals such as the southern tiger quoll (Dasyurus maculatus maculates) whose numbers have declined due to clearing of forests and contact with humans.  However, it must be pointed out that although visitors are more willing to pay to visit LNP if the money collected is used to develop visitor facilities and for conservation work, it is not clear whether they would be willing to pay entrance fees to fund the development of park facilities and conservation work in nearby or more distant national parks or establish corridors.  A question of this nature was not asked in this survey. 
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