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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

m Wildlife tourism is oftan used to link wildlife management with ccononic incentives to
promote conservation, particularly in developing countrics. Tt is also becoming an increasingly
impartant component of the global tourism product. However, little research has been undertaken on
the envirommenlal impacts of wildlife tourism, This paper sets wildlife tourism in its glabal
perspective, and reviews a broad range of different wildlife tourism initiatives and approaches to
asscss their associated coviranmental impacts.

(2} The growth in alternative forms of tourism has occurred simultancously with an mv;raased
recognition of the need to implement the coneept of sustainable development. Eeatourism™ has been
widcly assumed to be inherently sustainable, although fow attempts have been made to verify this
assumption. Ecolounism ineprporates environmental and cultural conservation abjectives. and
emphasises ceonomic benefits to local communities. Hence, ecotourism would appear to be, and is
increasingly presented as, a panacea for sustainable development. However, it also has the potential
to be more environtmentalty damaging than mass tourism sinee it typically oceurs in fragile
environnicnts and opens up previously undiscovered destinations to the mass market.

()] Wildlife tourism can contributc cnormousty to the management of protected areas. Bencfits
include foreign cxchange revenues, employmicnt opportunities, improving awareness of conservation
objectives and stinwlation of economic activity. Whilc protected areas are major destinations for
wildlife tourists, private enterprisc is playing an increasing role in the wildlife tourism sector. In
addition, wildlife tourism is a major velicle for realising tangible benefits of conservation for local
comnmuitics with wildlife populations accurring on their land. However, the benefits accruing to
local communities from tounism have so far been overstated.

{4) The typa and magnitude of the environmental impacts associated with wildlife tourism vary
with the type of tourist activity pursuad. Some mpacts are obvmus and easily identifiable, while
others are indirect and difficult to quantify.

Dirgef impacts include:

» disturbance of feeding and breeding patterns;

s imecreased vulnerability to competitors and predators:

s disruption of parent-offipring bonds:

» transmission of discases: and, in certain cascs,
death of individual animals,

" Indircet npacts include:

» hahitat modification;
v increased collection of certain wildlife products for souvenirs; and
» _impacts from associated infrastructure.

The significance of any impact will depend on its effect on the genetics and/or dynamics of particular
pupulations or ecosystems - small populations of rare andfor stowly reproducing species will be
affected more than large, widely distributed populations of common species. There is Little clear

1 “Feotgurism is a sbset of wildlife or nature tourjzm. The tenn bws emerged as a buzzword, bul Uwere 15 much
conftssion surrolnding its precise meming, This issue is discussed o Chapter 1,

#i



evidence linking the impacts on individual animals to effects upon populations. Therefore, the scale
and acecptability of impacts arc usually judeed on acsthetic rather than scientific grounds.”

(5) The naturc and magnitude of the impacts of wildlife tourism depends on numerous factors
inchoding the type of tourist, the nature of the disterbance, the characteristics of the wildlifs, the
ecolagy of the area and the time scale under consideration.

(6) Strategies to manage the impacts arising from wildlife tourism may also be direct or indirect.
Dirget strategies include limiting the total numbers of visitors to an area; dispersing visitors; zoning:
using fixed vicwing points; and setting guidelines for minimum vicwing distances. Indirect strategies
are those that aim to modify the behaviour of tourists: One of the most important ways of achicving
this is to cducate visitors about the potential disturbance they can cause and to provide advice on how
1o reduce it

{7 This study indicates clearly that it is not currently possible ta make generalisations
concerning the environmental effects agsociated with witdlife tourism. Whilst the environmental
impacts arising from wildlifi: tourism are well appreciated, they are poorly understood - the available
literature relating to environmental impacts of wildhfe tourism shows little quantitative basis, At
present, much of 1t is descriptive or anecdotal with fittle hard data or scicatific analysis. Ouly a faw
case studies were identified that actually document the environmental impacts of wildlife tourism.
Most studics have focused on the short-term cffeots of disturbance by tourists, and on individuals or
species rather than on communitics or populations. The impacts recorded are various, some being
associated with the tourism industry generally (Chapter 2), while others are associated with wildlife
tourism in specific areas (Chapter 4), Greater emphasis has been placed on the economics of wildlifc
tourism developments, and numerous studies consider the potential of developing wikdlife tourism or
ccotourism initiatives in a particular area. Very few studics have taken a retrospective look at the
environmental impacts that have occurred as a result of any wildlife tourism,

(8) Proposais for wildlife tourism developments nced to be considered on a ¢ase-by-case basis in
order to determine the environmental impacts that are likely to arise. In order to develop effective
policies and plans for wildlife tourism, further research is required in a number of areas, especially:

s the relationship between short- and long-term impacts,

* impacts on wildlife popuiations and communities rather than ou species and individuals;
v the significance of different impacts;

s impact indicators; and

*  prerequisites for successful local participation in wildlife tourism initiatives.

A framework 1s proposed to allow a standardised approach to monitoring the impacts of wildlife
tourisin in future. '
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Research on Wildlife Tourism

Tourism based on wildlife is widely assumed to be inhercntly sustainable. Nevertheless, few attempts
have been madc to verify this assumption. The impact of tourists on the wildlife of certain East
African game parks has been documented in some detail. However, little research has been
undertaken on the environmental impacts of wildlife tourism internationally. Furthermore, the
impacts associated with the recent upsurge in ‘ecotourism’ holidays have scarcely been considered.
The need for more rigorous data on the impacts of ecotouristm was identified at a workshop as
follows: '

"The recent wave of support for ecotourism has been based largely on anecdotal reports of
jmpacts combined with unverificd "common-sense" propositions such as the idea that ecotourism
is ccologically benign becauss ecotourists are environmentally sensitive” (Lindberg 1992},

Most research carried out on wildlife tourism to date has concentrated on legally protected areas (e.g.
Boo 1990; Hannah 1992; Wells and Brandon [992; Giongo et ¢ 1993). Equally, wildlife fourism is
not restricted to protected areas. Tourism, of both consumptive and non-consumptive forms, has been
used snccessfully as an economic incentive to retain private land under wildlifc management, and
indeed to reclaim Iand previously used for other purposes (¢.g. Cumining 19%1). Furthermore,
tourisen has been used successfully as an economic incentive for community-based wildiife
management on communal land around and outside parks and reserves (IIED 1994). However, fow
attempts have been made to clarify different types of tourist development. Most of the literature is
descriptive in nature, with few attempts to learn about different forms of wildlife tourisa or thei
impacts from case studies, cither in developing countries or elsewhere, a view backed up by
numerous other researchers (Healy 1992, Giongo ef of. 1993, Pearce 1994, Aylward ef @, 1996,
Shackley 1996},

1.2 - The Scope of this Paper

This study was commissioned to review the research undertaken to datc on the environmental impacts
of wildlife tourism. The aim of the study is to compare the environmental impacts associated with
differcnt scales and types of tourism initiative. The economic and social impacts of wildlife tourism
are also very important, but are beyond the scope of this paper.

An extensive literature review was undertaken that included academic journals covering wildlife
management and cotservation, journals of the travel and tourism industry, and those journals
produced by environmental organisations such as United Nations Environment Programme (UNEF),
conference proceedings; discussion papers and published books and manuals. In addition, literature
produced by bodies such as the World Tovrism Orgamisation (WTO), the World Travel and Tourism
Council (WTTC), the World Travel and Tourism Environmental Research Council (WTTERC), and
British Airways Environment Division was also reviewed. Contacts were made with research
institutes and professional associations specialising in tourism studies, and with individual
researchers in universities throughout Europe, North America, Australia, South Africa and
Zimbabwe. Matetial was received from a number of non-governmental organisations (NGOs}
involved in tourism rescarch, including the World Wildlifs Fund (WWT), Wildlife Conservation




International, and Conservation International. Qther organisations confacted included UNEP, the
World Conservation Union (IUCN), the World Bank, and various national parks authorities.

The study aimed to consider literature on wildlife tourism from all over the world. Although this
study touches on activitics such as whale watching and coral reef diving, the focus of the paper is on
wildlife living in natural arcas on land. In the event, the majority of case studies identified came from
Africa, which iz the major destination for wildlife tourists, becausc of its high concentrations of
accessible and visible large mammals. Equally, it was surprising how few studies contained any
quantitative data on levels of impact arising from tonrism. As a result, it has not been possible to
undertake the level of analysis that was originally envisaged. However, the paper attempts to
synthesise the available information, and to supgest an analytical framework that mlght allow
approptiate analysns in the future.

The paper comprises five chapters, Case study material illustrating many of the general points mads
throughout the paper is presented in boxes.

Chapter 1 concludes by exanlining some of the definitions that are found throughout the paper. In
particular, it attempts to clarify ecotourism as a subset of nature or wildlife tovrism, The former term
has emerged in recent vears as a widely used buzz-word, but there is much confusion surronnging its
precise meaning,

Chapter 2 traces the growth and impact of the tourist industry. The historical development of mass
tourizm is documented, from the First World War to the present day, and the subsequent move away
from mass tourism and fowards "alternative" tourism, as z result of the emergence of the global
environmental movement. The links between tourism and sustainable development are examined
briefly, followed by a consideration of the environmental impacts of the global tourism industry,

Chapter 3 turns more specifically to the wildlife tourism scctor. The different types of wildlife use
and players in the sector are outlined, including a consideration of certain forms of consumptive nse
as tourism, and the role of state-run protected areas, private iand and communal land. The
characteristics and prerequisifes of successful wildlife tourism are outlined, and wildtife tourism
destinations and activities are identified.

The environmental impacts of wildlife-based tourism are described in Chapter 4. These include direct
and indirect impacts, and the impacts from associated infrastructure. Attention is focused on the
vartous factors that influence the itmpact of wildlife tourism, including the charactedstics of
particular species, the destination arga, the type of visitors and the level of use an arca receives. The
concepts of carrying capacity and limits of acceptable change are discussed before outlining different
management strategies and tocls that can reduce the impact of wildlifs tourism.

Chapter 5 draws out a number of lessons learned from the study, identifies areas re:qumng further
research, and provides a framework for that research.

1.3 Definitions
L3I Tourism
The dictionary definition of tourism is "the activitics of tourists and those who cater for them”, while

a tourist is "a person who makes a four, especially a sightsesing traveller or sportsman”. The World
Tourism Organisation (WTO) considers tourism 1o be any form of travel that involves a stay of at




Jeast one night but less than one year away from home, Therefore, the WTOQ definition includes
business travel and visits to friends and relations, but not day-trips. However, tounsm is generally
considercd as domestic or international travel for leisure or recreation, and including day-trips.

L3.2  Nature or Wildlife Tourism

1t is necessary to make clear the distinction between nature tourism, wildlife tourism and ecotourism
{see section 1.3,3), as the terms are often used interchangeably. Nature and wildlife tourisin
{hereafter wildlifi tourism) encompasses all forms and scales of tourism that involve the enjoyment
of natural arcas and wildlife. For the purposes of this study, "wildlifs tourism” is defined loosely as:

tourism that includes, as a principle aim, the consumptive and non-consumptive use of wild
animals in natural arcas. It may be high volume mass tourism or low volume/low impact
tourist, generate high economic returns or low economic returns, be sustainable or
unsustainable, domestic or international, and based on day visits or longer stays.

This definition has been adopted to enable this review to encompass a broad range of differcnt
wildlife related tourism initiatives and approaches, and to compare the environmental impacts
agsociated with them. In contrast, only those forms of wildlife tourism that make a positive
contribution to nature and wildlife conservation constitute ecotourism {sce section 1,33},

1.3.3  Ecotourism

The term "wildlife tourism" is often assumed largely to comprise tourism that involves internaiional
travel by people from rich developed countries to wildlife areas in poorer developing countries, as a
means of providing much needed foreign exchange for hard pressed national economies, and earnings
for poor rural people, as well as a reason for justifying the upkeep of wildlife in protected arcas.

The notion of these interrelated conservation and economic benefits has led to much confusion
surrounding the varicty of terms currently in use that appear to have simifar meanings and aims.
These include “alternative tourism”, "sustainable tourism”, "green tourism”, and “ecctourism"”, Some
of these terms frequently appear to be used interchangeably, while others may be defined in a variety
of ways. Box 1.1 provides examples of the numerous definitions of the term ecotourism found in the
literature.

Ins reality, ecotourism has become widely adopted as a generic term to describe tourism that has, as.
its primary putpose, an interaction with nature, and that incorporates a desire to minimise negative

impacts (Orams 1995). Implicit in the term is the assumption that local communities should benefit
from tourism and will help to conserve nature in the process (Goodwin 1596),




Box 1.1; Definitions of “Ecotonrism®
MNumerous definitions of the term “ecotourism™ are in use. Examples include:

"¥isits to national parks and other natural areas with the aim of viewing and enjoying the
plants and animals as well as any indigenous culture" (Boo 1990).

"An cnlightening nature trave! experience that contributes to the conservation of the
ecosystem while respecting the integrity of host communities™ {Cater and Lowmnan 1994).

"Responsible travel fo natural areas which conserves the environment and improves the
welfare of local people” (Lindberg and Hawkins 1593),

"Tourism that involves travelling to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas
with the specific object of studying, admiring and enjoying the scenery and its wild plants
and animals as well as any cultural aspects (both past snd present) found in these areas"
(Ceballos-Lascurain 1993).

“Tourism which is based upon relatively undisturbed natural environments, is non-degrading,
is subject (o an adequate management regime and is a direct contributor to the continucd
profection and management of the protecied area used" {Valentine 1991),

"Tourism that is environmentally scositive”" (Muloin 19913,
"Purposeful travel that creates an understanding of cultural and natural history, while
safeguarding the integrity of the ecosystem and producing economic benefits that encourage

conservation” (Ryel and Grasse 1951),

"Low impact nature tourism which contributcs to the maintenance of species and habitats
either directly through a contribution to conservation andfor indirectly by providing revenue

to the local commmunity sufficient for people to value, and therefore pmtact, their wildlife heritage

area as a source of income” (Goodwin 1996).




CHAFPTER TWO

THE GROWTH AND IMPACT OF THE TOURISM INDUSTRY

z.1 The Development of Tourism

The origins of tourism extend back to the time of the ancient Greeks. Bowever, tourism did not occur
on any large scale until the Indusirial Revolution, when affordable travel provided by the railways,
combined with the paid holidays offered by employers to their employees, stimulated the development
of seaside resorts in Europe and the United States catering for the new middle class (Pearce 1981}, By
the outbreak of the First World War, tourism had developed from a domestic to an international
phenomenon. The two wais stimulated the development of acroplane technology, and hence of air
travel. In the post war period, toorism grew into a masg industry. Modern mass tourism has is crigins
in the affluence of the industrialised nations of the West and the Asia Pacific region and the associated
increass in disposable income and leisure time (Cochrane 1994}, The development of teurism has also
been closcly associated with advances in transport technology {(Pearce 1981), cheap ail, and the entry
of multinational companies to the tourism industry (Flunter and Green 1995).

The number of international tourist arrivals has grown expenentially, from 25 million in 1950, to 183
million in 1970, to 450 nullion international travellers in 1991, This figure is cxpected to grow to 630
million by the year 2000 (Lindberg and Hawkins 1993}, Statistics are not so readily avaitable for the
scale of domestic tonrism. However, estimates from the late 1980s suggest that expenditure on
domestic tourism accounts for approximately 90 per cent of tofal tounism expenditure (Hunter and
Green 1995), and this scetor is also predicted to rise dramatically (Ceballos-Lascurain 1956). The
World Travel and Tourism Council (WTTC) claims that tourism is the world's largest industry,
generating a gross output of USE 3.4 trillion, more than either the automotive or clectronics industries,
ot agriculture. In 1994, tourism was estimated to generate over 10 per cent of the world's gross
domestic product. It is also estimated that the tousist indostry employs cne in nine workers worldwide,
and this figure is expected to double by the year 2005 (WTTC 1994). '

Since the Jate 1960s, tourism has been premoted by agencies such as the World Bank, the regional
development banks and the United Nations as a route to development for developing countries. In the
1960s and 1970s, tourism was enthusiastically adopted as an cconomic strategy by many former
colonies emerging as independent states and struggling for investment capital and foreign exchange.
Toutism appeared to constitute a relatively non-controversial form of development, and was considered
as "a policy where there appear to be substantial rewards and few interests to placate or offend" (Wyer
and Towner 1988). Therefore, tourism represented an active policy choice for many govemments, By

* the time of the UN Conference on World Tourism, held in Manila in 1980, it was considered that

- Mourism 1% an activity essential to the life of nations because of its direct effects on the social, cultural,
educational and economic sectors of national socicties and their international relations" (Murphy
1985).

The ever increasing economic importance of the tourism industry has now gained the attention of most
countrics of the world. Tounism was accorded little political relevance as recently as 10 years ago.
MNow most countries, developed and developing, have some sort of tourism policy and national tourism
development corporation (Ceballos-Lascurain 1996). Many countries devote considerable amounts of
money to toutistn promotion, In the words of the WTO: "Tourism is one of the most important
economic, social, cultural and political phenomena of the twenticth century, and the State can not be
indifferent to it" (cited in Ceballes-Lascurain 1996). :




Despite the huge growth in ¢ha industry, nutnerous studies during the 1970s revealed that tourism was
no panacea for development, as illustrated by some of the costs and benefits of tourism for developing
countrics {Figure 2.1). A particular concern has besn the high "lcakage" of tourisni-generated forsign
exchange, whereby such revenue ends up benefiting foreigu-owned tour operators, hotels and airlines,
The World Bank estimnates that 35 per cent of tourist speading in developing countries leaks back to
developed countries, while other studies indicate the figure may be as high as 90 per cent (Koch 1994),
At the same time, public concern about the environment has increased. In the 1980s, this disquict was
concerned with the impacts of mass tourism on the natural environment and on the culture of local
peaple. These concerns saw the emergence of alternative forms of tourism, the enterprises of which
tended to be small-scale and "low key", with an cmphasis on locally owned, traditionz] accommodation
units (Pearce 1994), This was intended to cater for the "alternative traveller seeking intimate but non-
destructive contact with foreign cultures and environments" {Plenmarom 1994). This form of tourism
had two branches, paradise hideaways on islands such as Ball, and “ethnic tourism®™ such as trekking in
the Himalayas.

Figure 2.1: Costs and Benefits of Tourism
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This proved to be a very lucrative sector of the industry, and commercial considerations of marketing
the latest “undiscovered” paradise quickly overshadowed any concerns for environmenital or cultural
degradation. Indeed, the marketing of alternative tourism may well have accelerated social degradation,
because more and more previously unknown destinations were discovered and subsequently opened up
to mass tourism. As with the term "ecotourism" (see Chapter 1), there is similar confusion regarding
the term "alternative tourism"” that is often used as a generic term cncompassing a rangs of variations
such as ecotourism and green tourism, all of which purport to offer a more benign altzrnative to
conventional mass tourism (Weaver 1991). Indeed, alternative tourism has been deseribed as "one of
the most widely used and abused phrases of the last decade”, which it is argued can mean anvthing to
anyone (Butler 1994).

By the late 198(s, another shiftin the tourism industry's marketing strategy ocourred alongside the
emergence of the global environmental movement. In the decade of “green consumerism”, critical
conswmers were soon teading the demand for "environmentally sound" holidays (Krippendorf 1987).
Tour operators and travel companies began to promote themselves and their products as
“envirornumentally friendly”, and a number of companics published ethical and environmental codes of
conduct and guidelines for travellers as well as gnidelines for self regulation (sez Boxes 2.1 and 2.2).
Tour companies also started to promete wildiife tourism and ecotourism holidays to all corners of the
world {as illustrated in Figure 2.2), to coincide with the inclusion of the environment on the mainstream
political agenda (Pholpoke 1994), At the same time the tourist hunting industry has expanded
dramatically. Safari Chuib International (SCI), the largest trophy hunter's organisation in the world, is
growing annually by {500 to 2,000 new members from all over the world (Jackson 1996),

Several trends can be discemed in today's toutism imdustry. These include:

» continued growth in both domestic and international tourism;
» a shift in destinations from developed to developing countries; :
s an increased intercst in “activity” holidays as opposed to traditional beach holidays;
+ an increased interest in teavelling to more natural settings and less disturbed areas as z result of
increased interest worldwide in environmental matters and nature; and
_» an increased interest in "exotic” locations and cultures as a result of television docurmentaries, films
and "glossy" literature (Ceballos-Lascurain 1996).

These trends are illustrated by figurces from the United States, where wildlife tourism is now
the fastest prowing scctor of the tourism industry with annual growth rates of 25-30 per cent
{Tackson 1996). An important component of thizs growth is big pame hunters, who increased in
numbers by 13 per cent from 1980 to 1990 (Jackson 1996). Wildlife tourism currently
accounts for 10 per cent of infernational tourism (Pleumarom 1994) with its global value in
1988 cstimated as high as US$1 trillion (Filion ef o/ 1992). More and more countries now
actively promote tourism o natural aveas, usvally to arsas protected for wildiife (see Chapter
3). :
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Box 2.1: World Travel and Tourism Council Environmental Guidelines

Travel and tourizin companies should state their comnitment Lo envircnmentally compatible growtly,
Tatgels for improvement shold be established and monitored.

Commitment to the enviranment shoutd Le company-wide.

Envirotunent improvement programmes should be systematic and comprelensive, They should aim to

1. identify and minimise product and operational enviromnental problems, paying particuiar

attention to new products,
. pay due regard to environmental coneerns in design, planning, construction and implementation;

3. be sensilive b conservation of environmentally protected or threatensd areas, specics and scenic
acsthetics, achicving landseape enhancement where possible;

4. practice enetpy cotservalion,

5. reduce and recycle waste,

6. praciice frashwater management and control of scwage disposal;

1. cootrol and dimingsh zir emissions snd pollutats,

& monitor, control and reduce noise layels,

9. control, reduce and sliminate environmentally imfriendly products, such as asbestos, CFCs,
pesticides and toxic, cortnsive, infectious, explosive or flammable matenals,

10, respect and support historc or relipions obfects and sites;

11, esereize due regard for the interests of local populations, including their listory, tesdilions snd
cnlture and future development; and

12, consider enviromnental issues az a key faclor in (he overall developiment of travel and tourfsin
deslinations.

Source: WTTC (19943,

Box 2.2: British Airways “Fragile Earth” Guidelines for Travellers

Fmgiﬁe Earth; Wherever You Gv Be 4 Friewd To The Environment

Alter g .Dmnpi‘_ehmlsi?e review of its eperations, British Airways Holidays staled (hal the company’s policy is to
improve its envirotunental perforimance and work as a member of the towrism industry o safeguard boliday

‘destinations for futwre penerations,

A5 part of that commitment, British Airways Holidays asks all-ils customers ko respect the history, culiure and
uatural beauty of the soumiries they visit. The following suggeslions are for-yoo ta consider when travelling.

Never buy ivory ar similar products that exploit wildlife.

Try to use local services and produce, by doing so you will get belter value for money and help the local
ECONOMY,

Avoid distlurbing or damaging wildlife or ptants. Always pick up your Litter - boftles, cans and plastic can be
deadly to wild animals.

Take special care near coml reefs. Corals are living organisms, casily damaged by looch.

Avoid standing on therm and resist the teraptation to remove corals, shells or olher reel species.

Many countries are working to protect their environment Yoo can help support those efforts by visiting
buildings, museums, parks and reserves.

Don't stay silent if you come across environmental problems. Wrile to the local bourist organisation, the
country's UK taurist office or an enviremmental orpanization.

Take carc not to disturb wildiife by disturbiog their natural behavioor or habitat

In reserves/nationat parks, eveid damaging vegetation, keep to roads and tracks and do not risk starting Gres

with discarded cigareftes,

Source: British Airways Helideys "Worldwide” brochure {undated),
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2.2 Tourism and Sustainable Develuﬁment

The growth in alternative forms of tourism has oceurred simultaneonsly with increased recognition of
the need to implement the concept of sustainable development. As with “ecotourism™ (see Chapter 1),
"sustainable development” is another environmenta! catch phrase with no single definition. The most
widely used definition is that of the Brundtland Commission in Our Common Future, throughout
which nns the theme of sustainable development defined as:

"development which meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of fature
generations to meet their own needs” (World Commission on Environment and Development
1987}

On the face of it, no other cconomic activity would appear to lend itself to sustainable development
better than tourism (Sadlcr 1987). Altemative forms of tourism that incorporate environmental and
cultural conservation abjectives with an emphasis on economic benefits to local communitics would
appear 1o be a panacea for sustainable development. Because damage to the environment threatens
the resource base on which aliernative forms of tourism depend, it would be logical to expect all
invelved in tourism to ensure the protection of these resources. All forms of tourism consume
resources such as land and encrgy. However, when practised against the standards of its definition,
the small scalé and dispersed nature of ecotourism, combined with connotations of sound
chvitonmental management, means that it has the potential to consume far less basic resources than
other forms of tourism or other developments,

Alternative forms of tourism, however, have the potential to be more damaging than mass tourism
since they often occur in fragile or unique environments. Small scale operations in environmentally
sensifive locations may eventually tum into much larger and more destructive operations (Hunter and
Green 1993). Altcrnative forms of tourism may simply represcnt the early stages of the conventional
tourist destination life cycle (Wall 1994). The life cyele concept (Figure 2.3) essentially revolves
around the premise that, unless intervention occurs, tourist destination areas aud resources inevitably
will become over-used and, conscquentl}r, will decline, The six stages of the cycle (cited in Cochrane
1995) arc as follows:

»  Exploration {fow tourists, poor access and facilities, cnvironment unchanged); -

o Involvement (Jocal initiatives, some promotion, increasing mpmbers);

*  Development {many tourists, locals lose control, deterioration of environment);

»  Consolidation (tourist rumbers exceed local residents, all major chains represented);

«  Stagnafion {numbers peak, destination falls ont of fashion, environmental and social problems);
and,

o Decline or Rejuvenation {or intermediaries).

This ¢yele has a number of cbvious implications for sustainability, based on the consideration of
factors such as carrying capacity, local participation, ownership, social and cnvironmental impacts,

Mass tourists, on the other hand, may have less impact because they tend to limit themnselves to well
known, easily accessible areas and insulate themselves from the local people (Healy 1992), In some
instances, the zoning of mass tourism {or enclave tourism} is adopted as a deliberate pelicy by a host
country. For example, tourists in the Maldives are confined to self-contained, purposc built resorts on
isolated, often formerly vninhabited islands, in order to avoid a culture clash between bikini-clad
tourists ang the conservative, Islamic islanders (Healy 1992), Enclave tourism may similarty be used
to limit environmental impacis, sometimes by default rather then design, For example, despite
criticisms for their totally artificial character, it has been estimated that the Walt Disney theme parks
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provide the kind of tourism that millions of peaple want at a fraction of the environmental and social
costs of the many charter flights and resort hotels around the world! (von Droste ef al. 1992).

A recent article in the UK Youth Hostel Association’s magazine, Triangle, takes up this theme:

“Spending your haliday in one of the latest artificial all-weather tropical pleasure domes or
in intensely developed but properly managed holiday rcsorts like Benidorm and Torremolines
can be maore environmentally friendly than indulging in trips to remote or fragile areas wherc
tourism is mere kkely to be covironmentally and culturally damaging and puts little or
nothing back into managing and protecting the environment™ (YHA 1996).

Figure 2,3: Tourist-Area Cycle of Evelution
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Quoted in the same article, the popular conservationist David Bellamy comments that

“Ecotourism is already a dirty word, Hill walking, jungle-trekking and all the rest are just as
potentially harmful as conventional resort holidays, if not more so. Most of the tourism
mdustry is simply sponging off clean water, fresh air, the natural and cultural environment
and is putting nothing back in. But there are praiseworthy exceptions which not only do not
damage the environment, but actually help to restors it. This is real cootourism. The best
example in the world is Sun City, in South Africa, which has ercated & fantastic purpose—
built resort complex, 4500 local jobs, and has put the wildhkfe back onto a degraded plece of
nseless veldt,” (YHA 1966),°

Ini addition to the potential damage caused locally to tourist destinations, the air transport of tourists
to remote areas of the globe seriously undermines the congept of sustainability of the industry as a
whole. For cxample, air travel contributes 2-3 per cent of global emissions of fossil fuel derived
carbon dioxide, the principal preenhouse gas, as well as nitrogen oxides, which contributs to low-
level ozone formation (Somerville 1994). Paradoxically, nitrogen oxides relcased at high altitudes
also contribute fo the thinning of the protective ozon: layer over the carth {Elkington and Hailes
1942),

13 The Environmental Impacts of Tourigm
The impacts of tourism can be grouped inte three main categories:

« environmental,
* coltural: and
*  SCONOMIC.

Impacts can result from the activities of tourists and from the construction and operation of tourist
facihties and services. Impacts arising from tourism are difficult to assess, partly because of their
diversity in range and in type. Impacts may be short or long term, dircet or indircct, local, nationai or
global, positive or negative (Hunter and Green 1995). The major difficulties associatcd with the
assessment of tourism impacts {Briasspulis 1991} include:

* tourism involves a number of linked activities, making it difficult to distinguish impacts arising
from individual activities; _

s activities undertaken by tourists may also be pursued by the host population, making it difficult
to separate the impacts ansing from tourism alone;

» environmental change ocours naturally, makmg tourism-induced change more difficult to

quantify, .
v alack of baseline data with which to compare post-development conditions;

» tourism often has indirect and enmulative impacts which are more difficult to idenfify and assess;

=  some Impacts only become apparent in the long term; and
- »  gnvironmental components are inter-linked, so a tourism activity which impacts on one aspect of
the environment may produce an indirect impact on another.

' Christs Fabticius (pers.comm} comments that the environmental benefits of an increass in wildlife
and jobs at Sun City needs to be weighed against the social and environmental costs of: {a) the
relocation of local pastoralists to make way for wildlife, (b) an focrease in gambling activities
amonget local people with low household incomes, (6] increased water comsumption in an arid area,
{d) landscape transformation, (e) an increase in tourism-related waste, and (f) a rapid incrzase in
population density peripheral to the wildlife area. This requires further study.
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The nature of any disturbance caused by tourists will depend upen its predictability, frequency and
magaitude. The impact is also related to the type of tourist as much as to the type of activity or level
of tourist develapment. Tourists are not homegeneous, and there have been a number of studies of
toutist typologies which illustrate a sequential change in the type of visitors to a particular site,
beginning with a stage of "cxplorers”, and ending with “mass tourists”. A classification of tourists
based on their holiday objectives and requircmets for facilitics is shown in Table 2.1,

Table 2.1: Classification of Tourist Types

Category Typical Characteristlcs

Exploters . || Tadividuals requiring no special facilities. Low budget. Ineludes bird-watchers,
trekkers and climbers.

Backpackers Limited badget. Use local facitities. Often excluded from visiting remote arsas
becanse of expense.

Special Interest Tounisls Dredicated to a particular hobby and prepared to pay e indwlge it. Require
specialist services such as safar guides. Travel in small groups.

General Interest Tourisls Prefer group hiolidays, wealthy, requirs good facitities.

hiagz Tonrists : Prefer large groups, need good (acilities, high priority is comfort.

Source: Adapted from Cochrane (1994),

Assessment of the envirommental impacts of tourism is particularly important since the industry is, to
a large extent, dependent on the natural envirunment.f Moreover, many toutists tend to be attracted to
particularly environmentally fragile areas such as coastal zones, mountains and small islands.
Therefore, damaging the environment is synonymous with ‘killing the goose that lays the golden egg’.
Four major sources of cnviromnental stress are generated by tourism (see Pearce 1981):

+  permancnt restructuring of the environment from construction activities;
generation of waste;

»  effects associated with various recreational activities; and

« changes in population dynamics, especiaily seasonal increase in population and population
densitics.

Tourism developments may not only cause habitat disruption through requirements for buildings,
golf courses and other facilities, and the activities and numbers of the tourists themsslves, but may
also bring about visual impacts. For example, the development of high-rise hotels, or low-rise
buildings in previously natural areas, cspecially on dunc systems, cliff taps, or in mountainous zongs.
Visual impacts are also felt through the development of transport infrastructure, waste infrastructure
and urban infrastructute, or simply in terms of the number of people in previously isolated areas
(ODA 1996), or the amount of litter they generate. The construction of supporting infrastructure
such as roads, water and electricity supply, sewage and waste disposal systems will cbviously have
an impact on the environment as will the demand for various inputs {e.g. water and energy} in the
operation of tourism services. '

Unlike most other developments, tourism alse increases the demands on local infrastructure and

services. These may include transportation, water and energy supplies, waste collection and treatment
and health care facilitics. Tncreased demand often occurs with significant scasonal peaks, thus
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resulting in serious implications for local residents should demand exceed capacity {European
Commission 1993). Tourism can also generate large quantitics of solid waste, This has significant
mmplications for all countries and especially those which have enly limited arcas suitable for landfill
ot limited waste disposal infrastructure. Use of water for golf courses, showers, swimming pools and
decorative founitaing means that tourists can account for four to eight times more water per day than
residents (DDA 1996).

Pollution is another scrious problem of towrism development. It is often difficult to distinguish
pollution resulting from touristn from other sonrces. However, there are many examples where
tourism makes a significant contribution to the total pollution load of a given area. Sewage pollution
particularly is recognised as a major negative impact of mass tourism (Hunfer and Green 1993),
Many tourist facilities, and associated industries, discharge waste water dircetly into the sea or lakes
with little or no treatment. Cruise or pleasure craft can add to this problem throngh oil spills, ballast
watet and sewerage (ODA 1996), Whercas the impacts of water pollution are usually restricted to a
viell-defined area, air pollution can have much further reaching {if not global) effects {sce section
2.2). Table 2.2 summarises the major cavironmental effects associated with fourism.

Tourism may alse have a cultural impact. This can inclede physical damage to cultural heritage as
well as impacts on local commmunities and cultures. The extent to which tourism makes an impact on
a local community depends upon (Cochrane 1994);

s the sizc and scale of the development and the degree of disruption caused, both physical and
social. The degree of involvement of local people is important and the relationship of tourism to
the local community, i.e. whether the initiative is being itnposed upon the community or
developed from within;

« the disparity in terms of culture and wealth of the host community and the visitors; and

« the relative itportance of tovrism to the local economy.

Not all of the impacts of tourism are necessarily negative. i development and change are bound to
occur i a particular site from some activity or other, tourism may be 2 far less damaging altemative
than many other mote polluting industries. The World Travel and Tourism Environmental Research
Centre has listed a number of key potential benefits of tourism (Box 2.3). The ODA Manual of
Environment Appraisal (1996) provides a checklist to help develop management strategies to
minimise negative impacis and maximise positive benefits (Box 2.4), Therefore, alternative or other
forms of tourism are not necessarily a panacea for sustainable development, unless well planned and
well regulated. '
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Box 2.3: Key Potential Benefits of Tourism

Protection and active conservation of natural and built heritage resources, justified by their own intrinsie
valve for posterity and the revenue which visitors contribule, '

Creation of coonomic value and proteciion for resaurces which otherwise have na perceived value to
residents, of represcnt u cost rather than a benehil, ' _

QOpportunity Lo comnmunicate and interpret the values of natural and built heritage and of cultural
inleritance of rezidents of vizited areas.

Enhancement of the natural and bt anvironment 1o meet rising quality standards necessary to sustain
modert travel and lourism.

Reconstriction for visitor ussge of urban environments and enviromments degraded by the industrial
practices of former extractive atd manufacturing industries.

Fstablishment of attractive environments for tonrism destinalions, for residents as much as visitors, which
may support alher compatible new economic activity, from agriculture and fishing to service and
manufzctuning industries.

Ellective management of visitors within an environment so that it ean support leng-terin economic
development and repeat visits,

Research and development of pood environmental practices and management systems to influence the
operation of travel and tourism businesses a3 well a3 visitor behaviour at destivations.

Opportunities, through the direct customer contacts that al) travel and touristn businesses have, for
operaters to communicate and interpret the values of natural and built henitage and culture to visitors, tus
helping te crealc a new generation of responsible tonswmers

Source: WTTERC (undated).
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Baox 2.4: Checklist for Tourism Development

Is there a mininum pianoing framework in place which will ensure that tourisin development does not
darage the quatity of the loesl enviroument?

I5 there an overall strategy for economic development apd & specific rule for twourism in this strategy?

I5 there a sufticient ipfrastrectural framework to suppert Ihe proposed tourism development?

Cati the food and product requirements of the travel and toutism industry be met by current provision
within the region or country or will it result in increased imports {and thus leakages of foreign exchange
camings )7 . .

Is there provision for the stimulation of other sectors (such s agriculture and crafts} to cnsure maximum
benefit from the development of fourism?

I2 there, or will there be, training provision for mombers of the locs] community o guarantes opportunities
to assume managerial positions within tourism companies?

Witl the compauies participating in the programine be selected because of their environmental profile?
Will specific management plans be prepared for areas of cultural or natural inberest?

Have the local community been invelved in the development of the programme?

Is there provision within the programme fo communicate environmental issues 1o tourists?

Sourse: ODA (1994
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Table 2.2: The Environmental Effects of Tourism,

15

1
Envirmomental Tourism Activities Environmental Effects
Component :
Natural Elements:
Water {risposal of Hilter and sewage inio the sea, | Contamination and health hazard to local people
lakes and rivers. and tentists, changes to and destruction of aquatic
plant and wximal life; laas of aesthetic vahe.
Pelerne of odl avad foel Tromn Tecreationa) Increasing twaielty in water bodies dettinnental o
viehicles, cruise ships and other boats. aqqualic plant and animal life; contaminated
seafood, reduction of water-based activities such
az bathing and [ishing,
Increazed demnand on local water Water shortages during peak tourist seasons, with
supplies. scrious implications for local residents should
demand exceed capacity.
Afmosphere Increazed travel bo tonrist destinations by | Adr and noise pollution, particularly in peak
car, ship, plane, efc, soasons ey tesull in a loss in Tecreational value;
adverse irpact on plant and animal life, increased
use i nen-renewnhle fossil (bels, greenhonuse gas
formation and ozone depletion associated with air
travel.
Increase in recreationg? driving in
destination areas.
Vegetation Forest ctearance for resort construction; Struchural aiteration of plant comumunities, leaving
iftcreased use of firewood, fewer rces to mature and provide shelter for the
site. :
Cateless use of fire in forgsts and parks. Conflsgrations in forested aress, decline in
diversity of plant spectes.
Fedestrian and vehicular trallic at Cemstant trampling mey cause disappesrance of
caumpsiles, trails, ete, fragile species, damage (o tree tools, damage to
plant halbitals, Increased sail etosion.
Collection of flowers, plants and fungi, Changes in species coinposition; disappearance of
Tars specics.
Ittroduction of alien spacies. Clhanges in spedies composition and inter-spesies
relationships. '
Wildlife Indizcrimineats hunting and fishing, Changes in spectes somposition, disappearance of
Tare spacies.
Posching for sauvanir indusiry. " Reduction of wildlife munbers.
Wildlife harassimenit from viewing and Thsnuplion of feeding and breeding, disruption of
photography. predater-prey relationships.
Development of highways and (rails Relocation of feeding and brecding areas or even
throvgh natural areas, destrpclion of wildlife habitats and disturbance of
wildlife migrations,
Ervoaystems:
o ic Islands and Censtruction of holcls, camping sites, golf | Elimination of pland and wildlife habitats,
cnmlhu_c ands & courses, access roads, ete, interference with breeding habits of wildlife;
Cousthnes erosion of beaches and dunes, obliteration of
geological Features by excavation or water
pollutitm; lass of natural beauty, unsightly urban-
like development,




Monntnins Construction of toutist secommodation,
mechanical lifls, povwer lines, sewage
systems, efs,

Disturbanice of plant and animal 1ife;, disruption of
soil siabilily; alteration of drainage system and
water nan of may resull in inereased munbers and
scale of landslides, rockfill and floods; viswal
impact of sears on the landscape,

Ttekking, mountaineering, skiing.

Reduction in number and diversily of plants and
animals; soil erosion, littering,

Human
Environnient:

Human settlemeants Fxpansion of hotel development and
associated tourist infrastmacture such as
restatrants, bars, souvenir shops, ebe.

Dizplacement of local peeple, loss of emenity to
remnaining residents due to traffic congesticn and
overloaded infrastructure; increascd pollution and
noise.

Historic and religions | Excessive use for tounisl purposes.
MOnUInELIts

Overcrowding may reanlt in trapling, littering;
alleration of traditional use and [unction,
desecration; exclusion of traditional users,

Source: Adapted from O'Grady {1950).
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CHAPTER THREE

WILDLIFE TOURISM

At Characteristics of Wildlife Tourism,

Wildlife tourism encompasses a range of activities, including bird watching, wildlife viewing,
photographic and walking safaris, reef diving, whale watching, trophy bunting and sport fishing,
Wildlifc tourism may be achieved through many different forms of transport, including on foot, by
vehicle, boat or balloon, Wildlife tourism may be purposcful or may also include fourists who visit
wildlife arcas as an incidental part of a broader trip. For example, many tourisis book a combination
beach and safani holiday in Kenya. Busingss trips may also involve visits to wildlife areas that are
casual diversions rather than the prime motivation for visiting a country,

Wildlife tourism is an important component of the intemational and domestic tourism industry.
Overall, depending on the region, wildlife tourism accounts for 20 to 40 per cent of international
tourism (Filion ef @/, 1992; Giongo ef af. 1993, CEP 1994). The scale of wildlife tourism is even
larger if domestic wildlife tourism is taken into constderation. However, statistics are often not
available to determine what praportion of wildlife tourism is domestic in origin, but it is likely 1o be
vety high in some countries, For exampls, nationals make up around 15 to 25 per cent of wildlife
tourists in Canada (Filion er e/, 1992), and some 90 per cent of visitors to the national parks in
Thailand, India and South Africa (Ceballos-Lascurain 1996),

Ag with toutism gencrally, wildlife tourism is likely to increase in importance and seale (Giongo ef
i, 1993; see also section 2.1). Furthermore, it may also attract an increasing market share, as
suggested by a number of surveys indicating an increasing interest in wildlifé among tourists. A 1994
Gallup Survey found that the enjoyment of waldlife was a priority for 90 per cent of UK
holidaymakers, while a 1992 study for the Canadian Wildlife Service of a variety of destinations
found that wildlife was a primc attraction for 32 per cent of tourists to Australia, 30 per cent to
Kenya and Zimbabwe, 30 to 64 per cent to North America, 9 to 60 per cent to Latin America
(Mexico, Belize, Dominica, Costa Rica and Ecuador) and approximately 50 per cent to Europe (Risk
and Policy Analysts Ltd 1996).

The last 20 years have seen a shift in favoured tourism destinations towards developing countries,
especially those rich in biodiversity. Notable areas are Central America, the Amazon, Southern and
Eastern Africa, South and South East Asia (BMZ 1995). Hence, the rate at which wildlifc tourism is
growing in protected arcas in developing countries exceeds that in developed countries {Giongo et o,
1893}, Key habitat and species have an undeniable influenee on the poputarity of wildlift tourism
destinations (Risk and Policy Analysts Ltd 1996). The major destination for wildlife tourists are
African savannahs since this is where the highest concentrations of easily accessible, readily visible
large mammals are found. In contrast, wildlife tourism has been slower to develop in rainforests. In
‘Latin America, for example, rainforests provide difficult access to wilderness areas, may occur in
politically unstable areas and have been weakly marketed. Furthenmore, the flagship mammalian
species of interest to most tourists are sectetive in their habits and less well known than their African
counterparts (Box 3.1). Equally, many mere unusual fourist destintations with good visibility, such as
the Antarctic, are becoming increasingly popular {ses Box 4.12). .

The suceesstul marketing of wildlife tourism appears to be related to the predictable occurrence of

ccrtain target species within a relatively restricted arca. Wildlife tourists expect a reasonable
guarantee of seeing a particular key species or species group before they visit a location in any
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Box 3.1: Develeping Ecotourism Along Trails in Manu National Park, Peru

Tourizm has been slow to develop in South Amenican rainforeats, becauss of difficult aceess, political instability
and weak markefing. Furthermorc the Dagship mammalian spectes are secrative in their habits and less well
knowa than their African counterparts.

Manu was established as a National Park in 1973, designated s Bicsphere Reserve in 1977, and insuribed as 4
Wotld Heritage Site in 1987, A core area of 15,128 sq km is preserved 1n its naturnl state, an experiméntal zone
of 2,570 sq. kan serves as a buffer zone s2t aside for research and ecotourism, and a cubiural zone of 914 sg. km
provides an arca of permianent buman seltlement where sustainable uses of land and forest are promoted. The
Meadre dz DHos tagion cottatns some of the most diverse and spectzenlar cloud and lowland tropical Tain forest
in the world boasting an astounding diversity of species comprizing some 200 mammals and 1,000 birds. Some
of the only rewaining jarge and ohservable populations of endangered spesies are found in thiz area including
tha pient otfer, jaguar, woally monkey, tapir, several specics of macaw, toncan ad curassow, The 12 species of
primetes are one of the main tourist alfrackions,

MNature tourism is the fourth largest industry in Madre de Dios, comparable to, or excecding the markel in rubber
atid Brazil nats. Little organised tourizim existed in the region prior to 1975, Targely due to the lack of
ranspettation, Even now, litfle infrastrecture axists to tap the polentiz! nulore tourism market. In Manu, linited
tourizin has developed since 1980, Initially this look (he form of individusls or small groups in privately
chariered canocs followed by orpanized tours from 1984 based in simall camps in ferest cleanngs or along ox
bow lakes, In 1986, the first permancnl lounst facility was built. However, Manu Lodge accommodates only
around 30 visitors who slay an average of seven days, The level of visitation up to 1920 swas around 500 visibors
per year, usually during the dry scason (hay to Seplember). Access bo the Park is still one of the main
limitafions lo lowdsm io Maol. The reserved zone lies one day's joumey by car from Cuzco along a dirt road
followed by & 1o 12 hours by river,

A trail system arcand Manu Lodge has bean designed to provide maximum viewing opportanilics bo louristis. All
traile start and end at the lodge and are of varying lengths. The trailzs are walked by tourists, led by a guide at
daer, wnidday and dusk, Cance trips are also taken on the oxbow lakes. The number of onrizts in each group is
deliberately kept small. However, studies indicate that groups of six tourists canze no more disturbance to
wildlife than proupz of hrec. Neverilheless, there are some reporis of independent guides digging up turile nests,
chasing olters, swimming jaguars and tapits, and disturbing shore-nesting birds te provide phcte opporlunitics,

The wein effect of tourism development in Manu haz been Lo inerease boat traffic and hence the level of
disturbance on the Manu River, the only access roule for tourists, The tiver provides access to 24 ox-bow lakes
{cochas), the preferred habitat of the giant atter, of which three are visited by mest tourists, Groups of giant
otters have a preferred lake but swim to ofhers in search of fEsh, Tourist groups have been recorded pursuing
witers around the lakes for photographs, disturbing their feeding. This disturbanee is exacerbated because te
peak tourist season coincides with the period when feading oticrs are concenittated on 4 few lakes,

Otbers can also be disturbed when bringing lerge fish ashere to eat by trails that eme too close to the luke
shores. The trail syslem appears to cause little disturbarce to the hehavicur patierns of primates and cats. n
mest instances, (he joss of land caused by trail clearing is neglipible. I was found that animals begin to pse the
trails very soon after they are cut. Regrowth of vegclation along trails is spectaewlarly quick and ocours during
the taitiy seasen whet tourist pressure is low.

Sobrces: Dunstone and O7Sullivan (1994}, Gromn of 2, (1991, and Redford and Rebinson {1991

substantial nombers (WTQ and UNEP 1992). The following summarizes the attitude of many

tourisis:

* The vital word in wildlife tourism is “big”. Peaple who travel the world to see animals want them o
be large - and preferably deadly - ot they want to se¢ hage munbers, There is another vital ingredicnt.
You must be able to et close up. Distant wildlife does not sell, the experts agree ™ (Newlands 1597},
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Bird watching is the fargest single category of non-consumptive wildlife tourism world-wide, largely
because bird communities always remain in the highly modified habitats found throughout developed
countries and are generally accessible (WTO and UNEP 1992}, In North Amcrica, bird watching is
onc of the fastest growing wildlife-based activities involving maybe as many as 40 million people
annualiy (Ceballos-Lascurain 1996), Overall, however, whale watching is the fastest growing form
of tourism in the wotld, attracting more than 6 million visitors every year (Newiands 1997). Figure

3.1 illustrates various factors involved in deciding what form of wildtife tourisin should be promoted
in a particular area. '

Figure 3.1: Decision-Making Process for Development of Wildlife Tourism Initiatives -
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Source: Adapted from Jennings (1993),
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Species Groups in Park ¥iewing Time (%)
Lion 2 2730
Cheetah 3 12-i5
Elephant 7 13
Rhino 2 g
Giralle - g

.| Buffalo 14 3
Zebra 475 5
Wildebeest 300 3
Impala &7 2.5
Jackal - 2
Gezelle 467 2
Primates ] - 1
Warthog - <]
Waterbuck - <1
Birds - - 4

"Hotspots" for all kinds of wildlife tourists are often focused on locations that play a crucial part in
the life nstory of particular species, for example migration routes or breeding grounds. The most
successful wildlifs tourism enterpriscs are those that are based on key species or combinations of
species and species groups, for example the mountain gorillas in Rwandsa, sea turtles and birds in
Costa Rica, and howler monkeys and coral reefs in Belize. Although Amboseli National Park in
Kenya is home to 56 large mammal specics and 400 bird species, lion and chectab account for over
50 per cent of tourist viewing time (Table 3. 1}. Vehicles tended to be concentrated in those areas
where the probability of finding key species was highest, with 80 per cent of tourists restricting their
viewing to some 15 29 km along woodiand and swamp edges, causing severe congestion {Henry
1946}, Similarly, a recent questionnaire survey showed that the presence of four key specics was
important to tourists visiting Zambia’s South Luangwa National Park. Some 94 per cent of
respondents listed leopards as a major influence on their visiting the park, closcly followed by Lons
(92 per cent), elephants (36 per cent) and giraffes (78 per cent} {Butler 1996). The same survey also
analysed the tourism acfivitics reported as most important by respondents as part of their stay in the
park (Figure 3.2). The most important were: seeing animals close up from vehicles (mean rating of
4.34 on an arbitrary scale of | to 5 with | being defnitely not tmporiant and 5 being very imparignt
to the tourist} and secing rare animals (4.33), followed by being in & wild landscape (4.3) and night
game drives (4.28).

Tahle 3.1: Target Species for Wildlife Viewing in
Amboscli National Park, Kenya

source; Henry (1930).

A summary of prerequisites for ﬁld]ife tourism suggests four essential factors (Barmes ef af. 1992);

+  the management of wildlife tourism needs to be scnsitive to the scale and type of tourism, both of
which can impact on wildlife popillations and loeal communities;

¢  local commumities need to benefit from tourism-generated income so that they have an incentive
1o protect lands and wildlifc;

¢ tourism in protected areas should further, rather than counteract, the poals of protected areas
management; and :

¢ wildlife tourism necds to be accessible to visitors from a wide range of regions and economic
backgrounds, and not restricted to rich foreigners.
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Figure 3.2

Importance of Tourism Activities as Part of Visit to the South Luangwa National Park, Zambia
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In recognising thesc or similar prerequisites, a number of western donors have proposed guidclines
for the development of wildlife tourism. For sxample, the German Ministry for Economie
Cooperation and Development advocates the development of "Cooperative Frotected Arca
Management (CPAMY". The objective of CPAM is:

"t ensure a high degree of notworking between the various plavers invelved in conservalion or ecotourism or those
partics affected (hereby, and to ficililate their participaiion in the management of the protected arca in the form of
commitiecs or round tables" (BALZ 1995),

"The main responsibility of the official authorities would be the establishment of relevant statutory
and planning frameworks; local comnunities would participate as entrepreneurs, or at least have
their interests fully represented; the private scetor would input professional know-how; and NGOs
eould provide conservation expertise and act as mediators.

A participant at a recent UK Overseas Development Administration consultation on African wildlife
policy noted that a prime requirement of wildlife tourism is

"institwiional development to blend private and public sector agendas, at the natiopal and international level, so as
to encourage truly sympathelic tourism in support of suzlainable rrsl development and the alleviation of poveriy"
{Child f998],

Despite these statements, wildlife tourism has developed in rather a different manner, and the rest of
this chapter will examine varions forms of wildlife tourism on different categories of land.

3.2 Wildlife Tourism In Protected Arcas

Wildlife tourism is often thought of in the context of legally protected areas set aside both for
conservation purposes and for economic development (Giongo ef ¢/, 1993). Indeed, the siting of
many protected area networks in both developed and developing countries has seldom been
determined by nature conservation priorities alone (see Leader-Williams et af. 1990). The world's
first national park was csiablished at Yellowstone in USA in 1872, as a "public park or pleasuring
ground for the bencfit and enjoyment of the people”. Scon afterwards four Canadian national parks .
were established around railways in scenic mountainous areas on the initiative of railroad companies o
wishing to increase their tourist traffic. These and several other Canadian national parks established
subsequently have not been remeved from economic development, but instead have been the focus for
that development (Bella 1987).

The trend of developing tourism in more natural settings continues, and protected areas arc obviously
among the prime attractions for tournists (Giongo ef @f. 1993). The United States National Parks
System continues as the largest tournist attraction anywhere in the wotld (WTO and UNEP 1992)
while Australia's Great Barricr Reef'is one of the best kmown national parks with arouad 0.5 million
visitors a year {Jenner and Smith 1992),

Mational parks arc the most comimon and well-known type of protected arca but there are other i
categones designaied by IWON that cover  range of management ohjectives and levels of use {Tabic
3.2}, Thus, non-consumptive tourist activities may be offered in protected arsas with hight levels of
protection, while consumptive tourist activities may be offered in protected areas in lower catcgories
of protection {see also section 3.5).

Protceted areas are perhaps the prime sites for wildlife tourism sinec they offer some guarantee of
maintaining their attractions in the long term through a strong legislative regime. At the same time,
international wildlife tourism can contribute enormowsly to the management of protected ateas,
parficularly in developing countries. Benefits include foreign exchange revenue, employment

th
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Table 3.2:

IUCN Protected Area Management Categories and nternational Designations
far Outstanding Pratected Areas

Catepory

Type

Description

Sirict Nature BEeserve

Ares of land or sea possessitg some outstanding or representative
ecogyslems, specias, geolopical or physialegical features, available
primarily for scientific research and/or environmental monitoring.

Ib

Wilderness Aten

Large areq of tnmodificd or slightly modified land or sea, retaining
its natural character and influence, wilhout permanent of sipnificant
habitation, managed to preserve its natural condition,

Mationat Park

Natural area of land or sea desipnated to (2) protest the ecological
integrity of one or more ecosystems for prezent apd future
gencrations, (i) exclude exploitation ot escupation inimical 1o the
purposss of the designation and (¢} provide r foundation for
spiritnal, educational, recreational and visitor apportunities, all of
which mtst be epviroumenially and cultwrally ¢ompatible.

i

Matural ddomunent

Aten containing onc or more teturalfeultural features of eutstanding
valuc because of its inherent ranly, representative or aesthelic
gualities or oultural sipnificance.

I\

Habilat/Species
Management Area

Areq of land or sea subject to active managenent intervention so as
to epsure the maintenance of hahitats andfor (o meet the
teuirements of specific species,

Frotected
LandscapefSeascapss

Area of landfcoastfsea wiere the interaction of people and nature
over time has produced an area of distinet chiaracter with significant
aesthetic, ecofopical and/or cultural value.

Managed Resouree
Protected Area

Area containing predomninantly unmedtified natural systems,
managed (o ensure long tenn protection and maiatenance of
biological diversity, while providing at the same time a sustainable
fow of natural products and gervices (o meet commumity needs

World Heritage Sile

Area of ontslanding umiversal valne, desigoated with the principal
it of fostering international co-operation in safcgnarding these
importont areas through the World Heritage Convention,

Biasphere Reserve

Aren designated lo meel & range of objectives, ioeluding research
maiitoring and training, o5 well &5 conservation roles through
UNESCO's Man and the Biosphere Prograsune, The human
component of the programme is vital, which aims to eslablish o
network of areas thet is representative of the warld's ecosystems.

Source: TUCN (1594),

opportunities, improving awareness of conservation ohjcctives and stimulation of economic activity
{Box 3.2). In Rwanda, tourism receipts were US§10 million in 1290, of winch 60 per cent was
directly attributable to gorilla touristm in the Parc National des Volcans (Weber 1993). Some of thig
revenue is used to employ 70 game guards froin the surrounding arca. In South Africa’s Kruger
National Park, the income generated from tourists exceeds the cost of maintaining the park (Box
3.3). Galapagos Islands National Park is an important source of foreign exchange for Ecuador
{(Cochrane 1994).

Wildlife tourism can clearly make a positive contribution to the management of protected areas.
However, the goals of wildlifs conservation may at times be diametrically opposed te those of social
sustainabitity, Hence, wildlife conservation abjectives, sometime stated in utilitarian terms of
prototing tourism, may also have social implications. The designation of protected arcas in
developing countries may contribute greatly to conserving wildlife and attracting tourists, but at the
cost of excluding local communitics from traditional practices such as nomadic pastoralism,
cultivation and gathcring wood, grass, medicinal plants and minor firest products, and so on
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{Leader-Williams et of. 1990}, For example, Maasai pastoralists have been displaced from traditional
grazing lands in Kenya and Tanzania through the creation of national parks (Parkipuny 1956),
Indeed, Nairobi and Amboseli parks in Kenya were excised from land that had provided dry season
grazing and permanent water sources for the Maasai {Berger 1996). Their dissatisfaction has been

such that they have even killed important components of the wildlifs resource upon which the taurism

industty depends in Amboseli in protest (Cater 1993).

Box 3.2;: Potential Benefits of Tourism in Protected Arcas

Tourism to pratected areas, when well managed, can have the following benefits:

s it generates local employment, bath directly in the tovrism sector and in the vardous support and rescurce
management seclors;

s it stimulates profitable domestic fndustrics, such as hotels, restauranis, ttansport systems, souvenins and
handicrafts and guide services;
it generates foreign exchange:
it diversifies the local economy, particularly in rural areas where agricultursl conployment may be sporadic
or insulficient,
it stimulates the rural economy by creating demand for agrisutural produce and injecting capital,
it stimulates improvements to loval transportation and comumutications infrastructures, which brings
benefits ta local people;

+ il encourapes local government to provide extra resqurées o promote development in surrounding areas,
particularly for those profested arcas where tourism establishes (he area as a showpdess for the country;

«  itenconrages productive use of lands which are marginal for agriculture, ensbling large tracts of land ko
remain covered in natiral vegelation;
it improves inter-cullural understanding and 2lobal corununicatjor,
if adequately conducted, it can provide a self financing mechanism For the park suthorities and
copsequently serve as a lool [or conservation of the nalural heritage;

# it ereates recreationa] fecilities which can be nsed by local communitics as well as domestic and foreign
vigitors, and

& it promotes conservation by convincing government officials and the general public of the nportance of
nateral areas,

Source: WTO and UNEP (1592).

Patterns of wildlife tourism may also have negative impacts vpon particular areas, For example,
Ketiya's reputation ag a wildlife tourism destination awes much to its system of national parks and
reserves that cover 8 per cont of the country’s land area. Nevertheless, this wildlifi tourism industry
is heavily dependent on just a few parks {Table 3.3}, which then produce revenue for the wildlife
authority upon which the less visited areas depend. Such unevenly distributed patterns of visitation
can have serious implications for the carrving capacities of the most heavily visited sites, The
potential problems caused by tourism are increasingly recognised in protected area management
plans for key destinations such as the Galapagos Islands and Mount Kilimanjaro (Boxes 3.4 and
3.3), as well as by national wildlife and tourism policies. For example, the policics for both national
parks and other protected areas in Tanzania recognise the need to detcrmine acceptabls volumes of
tourists, and to diversify the tourist circuits to incorporzate the less heavily visited parts of southern
Tanzania {TANATPA 1994; Department of Wildlife 1994).

One of the major challenges for wildlife toutism is how to ensure that protected areas are financially
self-sufficient without detracting from their primary function of preserving biodiversity and natural
values (Child 1996). Ta achieve this, it is usually necessary to encourage private sector investment
and provide local communities with a vested interest in wildlife tourism. '
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Box 3.3: Management and Tourism in Kruger National Park, South Africa

Kruger National Park lics in the north-east of South Africa, and is ene of the largesl and oldest prolested areas in
Africa. I was declared in 1926 and now has an area of 15,458 sq. km, Kruger iz wooded and subject to peniads
of drought that fallow 20 year patterns. Kruger is contralled by the Natioval Parks Board, and throughout its
history has besn managed under a policy thal csponses minimum interference in nalural processes and that
prumates & non-consirmptive tourist industry, Wevertheless, because an arca cven a5 farge as Kroper is affectad
by fuctors outside its borders, significant managemen! inlerventions have been undertaken in the pack, including:

regular early burns,
provision of water, thraugh beteholes,
femcing and enlargement of the ecosystem, particularly through the increasing involvernent of privately
owmed properties end reserves bordering its westorn boundary {sec Box 3.7);
¢ culling, particularly of large herbivores dominant in the biomess, namely elephants, hippos and buffaloes;
v species reintroductions, to restore key species thal were shsent at proclamation including two species of
thingceros.

These managemenl actions gim to retain (he delicate balance in the biomass of large herbivores (hat the dry and
artificiatly watered habitats within the Kruger ecosystem can suppart in times of drought (Walker f al. 1957).
Calls are increasingly made by animal welfete groups (o halt the culling of elephants. In this chimate, park
mensgers face (he future challenge of balancing policies towards differednt species, and (ewards management
proctices such az artificial provision of water.

Kruger has a highty developed non-consumptive tourist industry. There are eight enlrance gates, a netwark of
somme 2600 ke of tarred and eravel roads, 24 rest camps offering & variety of accommeodation and camping
facilitics. The Skuknza camp at the park headquarters is the size of a town, with an airsirip served by a
comunercial airline, & restaurant, shap, bask, post oifice, conference cenlre, library, petrol station, workshop and
cor hirc [acility. Smaller camps are situated up and dows the length of the park. The Kruger lias 4200 beds and,
with day visitors, can accommodate around SG00 visitors &t any enc lime. The manageiaent places a limit of 1
vehicle per km of road at peak porieds. Hence, Kruger takes an unashamediy populist appreach, offering
comfort and easy aceess to wildlifc to many people. There is little of the classic African salani about a stay in the
Kruger! Despite the massive tourist presence, the rest camps, roads and viewing bands it run alongside them,
oceupy only same 4 per cent of the total area of the park. The remaining arca 1% unspoilt and lefl 1o nature, Some
impacts are evident 45 a result of the roads and heavy tourist activity. Night driving vehicles can kill wildlife.
For cxample, scrub hares are frequently killed as they feed on the short grasses at the road edges, and young
animals may be left behingd on etwbanianents as their parent cross roads (Edington and Edington 1954),
Neverihieless, these impacks are negligible given the area ranaining undisturbed.

An sverage 520 vehicles per day visit the Kruger, lotalling some 0.2 million vehicles and 0.7 million visitors
anmually. The revenne earned [oim bourism per 5q. kin is about 20 times higher than from Teavo Mational Park,
anolher similarly large protected area in Kenya and equivalent to the very smal and highly subscribed Aimboseli
National Park (see Table 3.3). With its huge sarnings, Kruger plays a central role in the Gnancial stratepy of the
Teational Parks Board in subsidising the upkeep of the less visited nationed parks.

The earnings ol Kruger from tourisin exceed potential eamings if the same land was converied to differcnt forms
of land use, notably agriculture (Engelbrecht and van der Walt 1993). The National Parks TBoard alzo employs
about 3000 staff in Kruger. Furthermore, 10per cont of visitors to the park are foreigners who create some 9000
jobs in the formal sector and spend large sums in the national economy. In addition, the 90 per cent of Soulh
African visitors to Kruger gencrate some 4000 jobs and spend furthér sums in the national ecenomy., Eniger
also Lias an important impact in a regienal context. Much of the aclivity in the surrounding private reserves and
hiokels is due to the existence of Kmger, Despite the overwhelming sconsmic evidence in favour of Telatming
Kruger under its current use, the net social benefits appear to be distributed incquitably pmongst different levels
of South African socicty, This issue requircs urgent attention given the concern of the new majority government
for local comamumnities (Hanekom and Lisheaberg 1993).
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Table 3.3: Visitars to Kenya’s Protected Areas

Park/Reserve 1977 1991 | %= Chunge
l_ﬁherdara NP 46 050 56,300 22
Ambosch NR £2.133 182100 130
Buffalo Springs NI 31304 i 7
Hafrobi NP 141,861 168,800 19
Tsavo East NP &4 358 135,000 111
Tsavo West NF 82,537 118300 45
Meru NP 36,945 9,160 75
Lake Nakuru NP w0012 174 400 o4
Magsai Mare NP 53,761 193,714 prl% )
Shimba Hills NIL IE,IIZI 38,2{301 215

Notes: 1: data for 1978; 2: datz for 1989
Source: cifed in Moran (1994),

Box 3.4: Tourist Impacts on the Galapagos Islands

The Galapagos Islands ars well knows for (heir natural beanty and their unique wildlife made famous by Charles
Brarwin. In 195%, around 90 per cont of the {and arca was designated a Nationg] Park, which now consists of 11
latge islands and munerous smal istands. The Galapagos were inscribed as 2 World Heritage Site jn 1978,

Tourism began on 2 regular basis in the late 1960s. The islands can be reached only by hoat or ait. The majority
of tourists artive by air to the islinds of Baltra or San Cristobal, and from there ttansfer to cruise ships or go by
bus lo the capitel, Pucrto Ayora, oo Baltra - the centre for hotels and daytrips, Only 3 small part of the (otal area
of the park is open to tourists, In the carly 197)s, the Galapagos National Parks Service (GNPS) infroduced
well-planned tourist trails and ensured that ali touris! groups ere accompanied by & natoralist guide in order to
limit visilor impact. In the late 153703, GNFPS set 4 limil of 12,000 visitors annually, However, by the late 1980s,
the munber of tourists visiling the Galapagos every year was over 50,000, The dramatic {irease in the nmmtser
of tourists liaa restlted is pressure to apen up other areas and islands,

Although the coastline of the srchipelago is lang, therc are few landing sites becanse of Ihe rough tercain.
Therefore, humean inpacts tend (0 be concentrated at these landing sites (Tindle 1583). The oumber of vizitors
‘geems to have liltle impact on the breeding success of sea birds Yving in colenies in tourist arcas. Breading rates
appear to fluctuate enormeutsly from year to year, but these Muctuations appear 1o corrzlate with differences in
marine productivity rather than visitation levels. Similarly, there appears ta be no cbservable changes in chick
rearing and inewbating behaviour of the flightless cormarant, masked 2nd blue-fooled boobies and frizate birds,
whien comparing visited and nen-vizited colonies (Tindle 1983},

Short-term studiea showed that the tehaviour of thres species of boabiss did clungs when lourists were fresent
{Burger and Gochfeld 1993}, These behavioural changes are subtle and not immediately obvious. However, with
repealed passage of proups of fourists the birds can be disturbed for sreh of their day,

There have alse been naticeable long-term impacts oo the fauna and flota {Boo 12900, Albatrossas at Punila
Suarez havae changed the location of their nesting sites away from tourist routes, Sea-lions have shown indteased
aggressian and nervousmess. There has been troil erosion, particularly near landing sites. Litter is dumped on the
islands including that dumped close to share by tonrist boats and cruise ships, apd then washed up onto e
beaches (de Crroot 1983). Some turtles have been reported fo swatlow plastic bags, mistaking thew for jeily fish,
and fhen subssquently die. Tourists hove alsa fed anituals to suoh s extent (hat, when iz was stoppad, e
animals were unable ta locate their natural food sowrees. Coral reefs have afso been mided for souvenirs.
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Box 3.5: Rubbish from Tourists Defaces Africa’s Highest Mountain

Mount Kilimanjaro is the highest mountain in Africa, and the view of its mejestic snow-coverad peak is
recognised threoghout the world The meuntain is a natural focal point Gor much of Kenya and Tatizanis, and 4
source of waler for surrounding aress. The ecosystem of Mount Kilimanjazo is a succession of distinct vegetation
zomes around the mountaiiy, rising from maontane forest ta alpine desert and the snew-cavercd suminit, A pumber
of endemic plants, including giawt groundsels and 1obelias ocewr on the mountain, The land abave 2700 m was
declared as a nationgl park of 753 ag. kan in 1973, and as a World Heritage Site n 1982,

Mount Eilimanjare was ufficielly opened o visitors in 1977, The numbers of tourists climbing the mounlain has
since increased steadily, and ulmost 12,000 people visited the park in 1991, Hikers usc one of five trails and
spend approximately 4 nights and 5 days on the mountain. Each hiker requires 2 porters. Hence, approximately
36,000 people and 180,000 person deys are spent ¢n the mounlain annually. The charges for entry and hiking on
Mount Eilimaujere are highet thap for entry into Tanzanis's other national parks. A nnmber of problemns e
associated with the curent level and management of visitors, including extensive erosion and degradation of
trails, spillage of sewage from huts, sccunmulation of rubbish and lack of refuse collcetion, use of fuebwood for
cooking, and overbooking resviting in use of natural caves for shelter, These vanious problems canse, amongst
othet things, damsge to endenric plants, lowering of water quality, and unsightliness. In 1993, two visitors
counled nearly 4500 picees of rubbish, comprising wrappets, cigarette packets, toilet papers and plastic items,
along a 1f) kan streteh of trail, or 450 items per km. This estimate did et include rubhish hidden wnder tushes,
Fiven though homor was expressed of the scale of littering on Yilimanjaro, a philosophical position was adopted,
with comments to (he effect that tourists Htter wherever they go, always have, and probably always will, and
recognising (hat the situation is probably not as bad a5 on some of the Himalayan lourist routes {Harcourt and
Slowart 1993),

Tevertheless, a recent management plan recognises tiat these and other problems need to be comected for
Monnt Kilimanjare to retain its exceptional natural, cultural and biological attributes for visitors, The corc of the
plen eomprises zoning for different levels of use, and defining Yimits of acceplable use (LALT) for each zone, The
plan aims to reduce the use of the main trail, tut to maintain overall revenue by increnasing park cntrunce fees |
by increazing fees in the peak seasons, and by requinng a mindmnm S-might stay (Tanzania Mational Parks
1593},

33 Privaﬁ: Sector Involvement in Wikdlife Tourism

National parks and other state-owned and managed protected areas arc tnajor destinations for wildlife
tourists. However, the private sector is playing an increasing rele in providing accommodation,
facilities and other support services within thesc areas, The private sector is also involved in
managing and utilising wildlife, and providing tourist facilities on privately owned land {(Boxes 3.6
and 3.7).

Private sector involvement in developing tourism in protected areas can be subjected to much
criticism and heated debate. However, in many developing countries, governments lack the capital to
develop a tourist industry. Hence, private sector funding becomes a necessity if the benefits of
rourism are to be realised. Private sector involvement may not be appropriate in all aspects of
managing of regulating tourism activities within a state-owned protected area, but in some aspecis of
tourism development private scetor funding may not only be acceptable but also necessary. Thus, the
state has a responsibility to retain ownership, management and regulation of protected arcas on
behalf of the nation. However, the private sector has a clear role in the development of support
services and construction and management of tourist service facilities such as restaurants, car hirg
and retail facilitics (Fowkes and Fowkes 1992).

There are, in addition to staté-ovwned protected areas, many reserves that are privately owned. In
South Africa thers are an estimated 800 private game reserves, ranging from luxury resorts such as -
Londolozi in the eastern Transvaal to small "tribal resource areas” in the former homelands (Koch
1594), Many private rescrves are of particular conservation significance because they are located
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Box 3.6;: Game Ranching in Zimbabwe

Over the last decade, there has been & repid increases in wildlife ranching and assecinted lourist activities on
commercial fating in Zimbabwe in response to a strong averseas demand for (his sort of tousing (Heath 1592),
Game ranching has long teen an important fotm of land use for private landowniers in Zimbabwe's marginal
arees. However, since the esonomic returns from game ranching have been relatively low, ranchers huve
inereasingly converted to touristn 83 4 more profitable caterprise, Even on prime agriculivral land, farmers are
increasingly turning farmland over to wildlife and affering tour facilities and accommeodation, A Wildlifs
Producers Association was formed in 1986 to promate this type of development and by 1994 had 500 members,
50 per cent of whom had become involved in tourizm, In 1990, 80 farmers formed the Wildlife Producers Co-
aperedive which bas i own wavel agency sovd actively warkels ranch touriawn under its tvade neme "Sefari
Farms" {Melvor 19947

-

Box 1.7: Conservation Corpoeration Adrica

Canservation Carparation Africa (ConsCarp) is a private company which develops wildlife tourism destinations
in sub-Baharsn Africa. ‘The company was founded in Sauth Affica in 1990 with the prirary aim of using
“gcotonris™ to attract investinent capital and tourism revenue o ranote parts of the sub-cantinent. Ty 1993
ConsCorp represented the biggest pavale investinent in conservation in southem Africa with both South African
and internationel investars.

A [ar ery from the barsh realities of life in the African bush, ConsCorp develops luxury lodges, hotels and casaps
and offers holidays so exclusive they often take place in aress from which the local residents have been
excluded!

ConsCorp works with bath the private and state scclor and ocal communities, In 1992 it established & “Rural
Investment Fund” which provides a channel for intemational investment in rurp] development projects around
ke core industry of wildlife ourizsm.

Souree: ConsCorp promutional literature, Faitey 1996,
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around state-owncd parks and other protected areas, thus serving to increase the effective protected
area of many parks (Alderman 1992}, in Latin America, the emergence of privately owned protected
areas is an important phenomenon that has received little attention in the literaturs {Boo 1990). In
many cases, private reserves are operated by concerncd individuals and organisations conseious of
the environmental impacts of tourisis and the need to preserve an arca in its natural state. In Costa
Rica, private investment in tourist enterprises has been encouraged since the government bas lacked
the funds to develop national parks and protected areas {Rovinski 1991; Box 3.8).

Private sector involvement in wildlife tourism may often be dependent on high levels of forcign
investment, as the costs of establishing private rescrves are relatively high (Alderman 1992).
Restrictions on foreign investment may therefore have an impact on wildlife towrism, Countries with
jarge numbers of private reserves tend to be those which permit forcigners to own land, for example
in Costa Rica. Where international investment is not restricted, wildlife tourism can mean big
business (Box 3.7).

34 Local Participation in Wildlife Tourism

Increasingly, it is recognised that effective local participation is an essential clement of sustainable
wildlife management, linking wildlifs tourism to conservation with development {see Giongo ef al.
1993; IIED 1994). Pariicipation has been ideatified as a necessary component of sustainable
development generally and ecotourism specifically {Drake 1991). However, the benefits accruing to
Jocal commuatitics from tourism are often overstated (Giongo ef al. 1993; Cochrane [994; Box 3.9}
Tn theory, bencfits may acerue under one of two scenarios. First, by linking local people living
outside protected areas to tourism initiatives oocurring within those protected areas through benefit
sharing schemes. Second, by establishing community-based tourism initiatives o communally owaed
land outside formally protected areas.

It reality, not much tourism revenue accrues to Jocal people from protected area management, and
linkages achieved with efforts to integrate protected areas with {ocal communities have been
disappointing (Box 3.9). As a result, there is little or no incentive for local people to support
conservation within protectsd areas. For example Khao Yai National Park in Thailand generates $5
million per year in tourism revenue, virtually none of which goes to local people (Fenandes 1994),
However, government policy in certain countries is moving towards mors participation in wildlife -
tourism {e.g. Box 3.10). In Kenya, for example, the government has developed a number of policies
aimed at jncreasing local participation in the development of tourism, providing financial incentives
through benefit sharing with local communities ta protect neighbouring tourism sites in pretected
areas, and encouraging domestic tourism in order to build Kenyan support for congervation of
protected areas (Olindo 1991; Lusiola 1996). In South Africa, the Tourist Board (Satour) has stated
that it will ensure that community participation is an essential requirement in applications for wildlife
programmes to firance institutions {Koch 1554).

Community-based tourism outside proteeted areas is receiving ificreaging attention from a variety of
sectors as a way to bring economic and social benefits to communities {Ashley and Garland 1994;
Ashley and Roe 1997; Box 3,10). Local participation in wildlife tourism may take a nomber of
forms, and wildlifs tourism can be a major vehicle for realising tangible benefits of wildlife
conservation for the local communities on whose land the animal populations occur (Heath 1992).
Political support is an essential requirement for effective community-based participation, not just in
toutism but in all aspects of wildlife management on communal land. Vital issues include deciding
appropriate institutional structures and determining rights to ownership of resources (sec IIED 1994).
If these isszes are overcome successhilly, the development of tourism on pastoral land outside
protected arcas in northern Tanzania may have benefits both for the neighbouring protected areas and
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for people on whose land tourism is managed (Box 3. 11}, Firefly watching in Malaysia is an another

unusual example of community participation in wildlife tourism, and illustrates a number of
imporiant lessons for wildlife tourism development as a whole {Box 3.12). Some of the key
requirements for sugesssful participation in wildlife tourism initiatives are given in Box 3.13.

Box 3.8: Monteverde Cloud Forest Preserve, Costa Rica

Monteverde Cloud Ferest Preserve is a 100 sq. km site originally seuled by Norh American Quakers in the
1950z, It was founded as a nature reserve iy 1972 by a (uaker conservation group, Bosque Eicrna, and the
Tropical Stience Center, a Costa Rican non-profit erganisation, which now own snd manage it. The arez {5 home
10 Toany andangered species and was Tnitielly visited oy by scientists and reseatchers. However, their sceouits
i sciemtific jonstizls, and then in the popular media {most notably a BBC decumentary releazed i 1978},
gradually atiracted more and more visilors. Numbers prew from 300 in 1973, 1o 17,500 in 1982, and to neasly
50,000 i 1992 (AyIward at af, 1996).

Most of the tourists to the Preserve are foreigners, although domestic toutists maks up about 15 per cent of the
visitors. Entranse {oes as well as revennes fiom a pift shop and restanrant cover the cests of administration,
mainicnance, Tesearch 2nd development and An cxtensive environmental education programme. Monteverde is
wew the mest fraquently visled wildlife reserie {oither pablicly or privstely coned) in Costa Riea, with just
under 25 per cent of its intemational visitors iravelling to Costa Rica specifically to visit the Preserve (Aylward
et af, 1994

Ome of the key spocies thet tovnists wish to o 18 the querzal. Howeyer, trails are tampocarily clogsd whers
quatzals are brilding nests, since they are easily disturhed by tourtsts dwring this period, When the famales are
incubating eggs, they #ppear to be more tolerant of visitors aivk sa the krails are re-opened (HaySmith and Hunt
1993}

Box 3.9: Linking Protected Area Management with Local Communities

Inregrated conservanion development prajects {ITTRS) are ntended to proantie sotio-economis Sevelopment and
provide local people with income solroes that da not thresten the natural resouree base. A mumber of these
projects have a wildlife tourism component. However, the results of tounism components of ICDPs have offen
been disappointing, as "it 13 unusual for any of these tourism revenues 1o be retunied directly for padk
wanagement and eniravvely tave for & vevemve shate to go to Tocal people” (Mells od Brandoy 19910, Samﬂf
the cage studies exnmined by Wells and Brandon highlighted this prablem:

*  "Toyrism and safari operations, although seccessful revenue earnets for the ranch, have not yet brought
oveeh bewefil o tocal populations.” (Mexnga CGeme Ranch, Parking Feecl,

s “Comsmusity involvement in decision-making and the distribution of local benefits Las wot been widaly
participatory at the local level," {ADMADE programme, Zambia),

»  "Local people are only inarginally involved in tourism, Qverall, the park imposes considerabte hardships on
local comununities.® (Royal Chitwan Natienal Park, Napal),

Tt would be instructive to conduct o follow-up study to see if the siluation has dlanged in the five years singe the
report by Wells and Brandon was published,
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An important issue in developing tourism on land oceupied by local people is the possible conflict
between the cultural belicfs and requirements of residents and visitors, In one particular situation in
the Inuvialuit Scitlement Region, in the Northwest Territories of Canada, a prime concern is tourist
attitndes towards native use of wildlife, especially hunting, whaling, fur-trapping, using non-
traditional bunting weapons and non-traditional modes of travel (Talarico 198%}). If tourism is to be
promoted in this area, local communities will have to develop a strategy for dealing with this problem
of tourist perceptions. This could include educating tourists beforchand to the modem day lifestyle of
the Inuvialuit or, alternatively, keeping wildlife tourists out of contact with local communities
through zoning. Tn & different situation, 63 per cent of local people in the Luangwa Valley, Zambia,
falt that tourism had caused the prevention of traditional hunting and fishing practices in their
comnuinity. However, this view appcared to be strongest in those communities that had not benefited
financially to any significant degree from tourism. In community workshops, people commented that
“culturally protected” animal species were being killed by safari hunters. Huntets can purchase a
license to shoot eland, vet this animal, known locally as Nsefu after one the chicfs, ig protected under
teaditional tribal law {Butler 1966). Again, better integration of cultural values is required if the
positive benefits of tourism are not to canse resentment among local people.

Box 3.10; Namibia’s Community-Based Tourism Policy

Tourism is the (hird largest inedime eamer in Namibia, The government recognises that it i5 & vital industry thal
must berefil local people in order to encoursge thet to conserve the covironment on which the mdusiry '
depends. The commumity-based kourism policy explores ways in which communities can benefit from Lol ke
promote sociul and economic development and consstvation in coramunal areas. 1ts main principles arc:

people must be consulted and their ideas ineluded int tourism planming and legistation;

legislation should assisi and support tourism development,

the informeal tourism sector should be organised and recognised as represent ng communily interests; and
large businesses operating on comanmal land should invelve and benefit local residents, who olten gain
little from wildlife and tourist ot their land.

I the palicy, the Namibian Ministry of Environment and Tourism commits itself to:

» increased representation of local people in tourism activities Gwough groups such az the Namibion
Corpnunity-Based Tourism Assoantion, '

prioTitising comminity intercsts in tourism planning;

supparting tourism enterprises run by local communities,

promokitg meximum benefit to cominunities from private sector etiterprizes on commnunal Tand,

enhiancing local people’s rights over tolrism resourees, e.g. through wildiife conservancies;

investment in comonunal arcas; aund

otgaing promotion of corarnity-based tounistn development throngh the appointment to the Ministry of &
Community Tourism Officer.

Rource: Ministry of Eavirenment and Tourism (1955).
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Box 3.11: Models for Community-Based Tourism Among Pastoral
Communities in Northern Tanzania '

Two tourist safani companies iniliated thres community-based copsarvation projects in areas next 1o Tarangire
and Serengeti Mational Parks io 1999, Buth companies affer a low volume, ke iapect vildemess expetionce
with welking as an option. These prajects attempt te combine business and comumunity inberests, with wildlife
conservation &3 the eventual outcome, In these areas, nural expansion, increased charces! production and mining,
with associated illegal olllake of wildlife populations, have jeopardised the integrity of partk ccosystems, If not
reversed saon, these pressumes will result in the loss of wildlife resousce uptions. A partictlar concemn is the
increqsing isolation of Tarangire, where migratory wildlife populations use arcas well outside park baundaries
(Borner 1985).

Pastoral peaplea living in these ereas are under increasing pressare, as population densitics increase due to
convergent trends of less of land area and population increase. Subsistence pastoral econemnies are no longer
viable it many cases, and pasteral purchasing powet in the market economy has deterorabesd, These prossares
force local people to seek alternatives, whicl: in mest cascs is perceived as agricalture, the long term viability of
which iz questianable.

These projects have atlempted to set & small scale precedent in which wildlife conservation becames an option
available to local centmmimities - who are credited historically with custodianship of world famets wildlife areas.
Both companies sought an olficial and legal bagis for establishing their projects, which depended on meating two
primary conditions, Firsl, securing the approval of and suppart from the wentral wildlife autherilies to excise the
tourist aneas Bom exdsting uuiting concessions, as pen-onstimplive game-vigwing tourism conflicted dircotly
with hunting. Becausc the proposed areas covered anly 2 per ¢ent of the area of existing hunling concessions, the
tevenues penetated from tourist hunting would not be significantly reduced. Second, the procuring by villages of
legal tite deeds for 99 vears to Mieir respective traditional land arcas. This, in tarn, allowed the companies to
enter into pegotistions with village governments to agree legally binding land use contracts. The use of some 250
sq. km of viJlage land next to Serenpeti and some 440 =q. kin next to Tarangire was negotiated. The areas wepe
selected using the following criteria and justifications:

s shitability for marketing, with scenic and wildemess character offering walking and wildetness expericnce;
»  absence of existing land use, such as agriculture that conflicted with wildlife conservation, and minimal
liurnan impact;
important components for long-term integrity of he Tarangire and Screngeti ecosystems,
on the village periphery whete pressures on village governments are kighest to allocate lerge scale farms to
oiisiders. Henee, in reaching contractual agreement, it was the respansible of eme village council to
reallocaie 42 3. km of fanmland that had already been agzeed o fbut not yet developed) in the area next 1o
Tarangire.

Contacts signed by ¢ompanies and vitlage governments are legally binding use agresments, where uftinte
contro] remain in the hands of the village as title Lolders to the land, Annual payments and visitor night fees are
paid o villages in retum for exelusive control of bourist activitics. The exclusive elause is controversial, but
critical from A markeling perspactive 1o guarantes a specific product to prospective tourists. In addition, the
Eallowing conditions were included as mutual contractual vbligations:

villagers continte 1o vse the areas for seasonal graxing but not for agriculture or pennenent settlement;
charegal productien, hunting and live bird capture are no longer carried qur;

companies develtop no infrastructure, except acesss iracks and campsites: and,

conipaly activilics are limited solely to those related to tourism and natural resource conservation.

Source: Dorobo Tours end Safatis and Oliver's Coanp (1996)
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Box 3,12: Firefly Watching in Malaysia

Firefly walching first began to develop in the latc 1980s after local villagers in Kampung Kuantan, Selangor
State, drew the attention of 2 local conservation organization Lo the extraordinary phenomnenon of synchroniscd
flashing belwoen Irses inhabited by the Greflies. Large colonies of the species Prerapx tener occur in highty
localised tidal reaches of the Selangor river. They are found anly on one species of mangrove, Sonncratio
caseotaris, on whose leaves they feed

Tnitial interest in the discovery was restricted to a limited number of bictogists, conservationists and amalcur
naturalists itr the Euala Lumipur area, who paid local boatinen or an informal basts to take them {o view the
fireflies, Gradually, a partnership fovmed between local conservation erpanisations atid the local boatmen of the
village. A nearby nature reserve agreed to allow local people to usc their mnenities to provide interpretation and
baoking facilities For firefly-watching, As intcrest grew, so did employment for local boatmen, and because the
mangroves hanks are scnsitive to erosion, villagers agreed amongst themselves not to use power boats and access
to the river remained the sole preserve of traditional, non-motorised boats.

Entil recently, this exmaple of commurndty-driven wildlife tourisin appeared o be an wiqualified success story.
Unfortunately, (hings are now begiuning to chenge - the fircflics, and communitics who depend upon them, (aee
a1y upcertain future as the initiative has become & victim of its own success. While the fireflies are by far the
latgest source of income and employment for the village, internal rivalries have meant that the village has
actually boen divided by the advent of tourism revenucs. Tenzions have now developed within the commnmmity,
beiween those villagers who benefit from tourist revenues (principally households with boatmen who are part of
the company that now controls aceess to the fircllics), and these who don't. Unless & compromise can be found to
snabde all villagers (o benefit from the Greflics, firther conflict is likely to ensue. Already, rival proups from
within the viltage, and from olber nearby villagers, arc using pawerboats to bring visiters to the mangroves, a
process {hat could be damaging for the fireflies and their riverine habitat Worse stili, viltage level clforts 1o
prolect, manage and replant the mangroves along the viver banks have been suspended a5 relations between
villagers have deteriorated. This commes at a time when the tiverside vegetation en which the firzflics depend is
gradually being cleatesd to make way for river access and for olher Iree crops,

Nonelheless, the benefils that tontism has brought to the village rernain under the conérol of local people,
divided hough they now may be. Local government agencics and conservation organisations aveided the
temptation t 'take over' the project, and instead opted to provide support for the efforts of locel people to plan,
manage and benefit from their own locai wildlife rosolrees, The results have been of enormous ceonuimic benefit
16 the village and regional economy, and have contributed to diversifying the national taurist industry in a maost
UnLlts Wiy,

Source: Hughes, R (1997).
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Box 3.13: Critical Tssues for Eliciting Participation in Wildlife Tonrism

1. Empowerment as on Ol cctiva:

*  Most wildlife tonrism projects emphasisc a beneficiary approach, in which local peaple receive benefits hut
are not empowersd. Wildlifs loursm planners need to fnvelve poople in decision-making and planning and
s0 empower thetn Lo exercisa greater control over their lives.

2, Participation in the Project Cycle;

*  The process of participation should begin as early as possible in the projest cycle and continue (hroughout,
from information-gathering to project cvaluation.

3. Creating Stalpeholders:

+  Local peaple, oth individuats and communities, should have a sense of ownership in wildlifz louriam
prajects through lecal investment, control and deciston-making.

4. Linking Benefits to Canservation:

+  The economic benefits to local comrmnidtics o any tourism activities should be cearly linked to
protecting the resourcs base, :

3. Distribuilng Benefits:

*  Tournism projects wetk best when & Iigh level of benefits can be provided o many people and when there iz
evidence 1o them (hat these benielilz are snstainable,

6. Tdeniifying Community Leaders:

«  Fject managers peed to identify and gain eredibility with community leaders, and need tn be aware tat
there are many kinds of leaders and many sources of power within a conumunity.

7. Using Change Agents:

*  Using change ageats (outsiders affiliated with conservation, development or wildlifc wursm} is often the
fastest way ko change loeal ideas, technologics and introduce new activities inke communities.
Understanding 5ite-Specific Conditions:

*  There are no madels of wildlife tourisig or cummﬁnity participation that will work everywhere,

9.  Monitoring and Evaluating Progress:

v  Developing some &oy objectives and indicatars for the activitics initiakad can allow projects to thenswe the
impact of their social and econawmic deselopment activities, and conservation objectives, so as to provide
usedul input for fithire planning,

Source: Brandon {1993
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3.8 Consumptive Forms of Tourism

In line with dsing environmental consciousness (s Chapter 2}, it might be expected that
participation in non-consumptive activities would increase relative to consumptive activities. It is
perhaps ironic that a recent study assessed the sustainability of five cascs of wildlife utilisation
involving some tonrism {Prescatt-Allen 1996): vizcacha hunting in Argentina; kangaroo hunting in
Australia; fur-bearer trapping in Canada; squirrel monkey viewing in Costa Rica; and CAMPFIRE
in Zimbabwe. Surprisingly, only the non-consumptive example (squirrcl monkey viewing} was
considered 1o be unsustainable. However, many would view this as the only true form of ecofourism
among the five examples, beeavse of the difficuity people have in aceepting that the killing of animals
and consumptive use can play a role in tourism. Hence, hunting is not included in much of the
literature on wildlife tourism initiatives.

Exally, Safari Club Intermational reports a rapid grawth in both domestic (North America) and
international (Africa) hunting, estimating that as many as 33 per cent of its 20,000 members world-
wide go to Africa to hunt every 12 to 18 months (Jackson 1996}. Sport or trophy hunting attracts a
low volume of high paying clients, both domestic and jternational, who can make considerable
contributions to wildlife authority revenue and to local communitics. Hunters argue that well-
regulated trophy hunting has the least negative impact of all forms of ecotourism. Hunting requires
very litile infrastructure, provides high per capita cconomic returns and assists in the management of
wildlife populations as the animals collected by trophy hunters are usually biologically surplus males
{Jackson 1996). Tourist hunting can also provide significant benefits to local comipunities (Box
3,14), particularly in some communal lands suited to hunting operations but unsuitable for wildlife
yiewing tourism due, for cxample, to their remoteness, insufficient wildlife populations, or generally
low interest habitat (Price Waterhouse 1996). As with non-consumptive tourism, particular spocies
are of special fmportance in the trophy hunting industry. For example, the big cats, elephants and
buffalo make a large contribution to game fess in Tanzania (Table 3.4).

Table 3.4: Contribution of Key Species to
Total Game Fees in Tanzania {(1992)

Species Contribution te Game
. Foes (%)

Lion 12
"Leopard 12
Buftale 12
Zebra 3
Zable 4
Graater Kudu 3
Lesser Kudu .3
Gerank 3
Oryx 3
Elephant 2

Roan 1.5

Source; PAWM {1996a).

Nevertheless, frophy hunting may be incompatible with other forms of wildlife tourism in certain
areas, since it can make some species extremely shy and therefore difficult to see. Most national
parks, which largely promote noti-consumptive tourism, do not permit trophy finting for this reason,
Equally, with careful zoning, hunting and wildlife-viewing have been combined in certain national
parks (Anderson 19%3). Sport hunting has, however, more commonly been a component of wildlife
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Box 3,14: Benefits of Tourist Henting to Local Communities

An African tourist bunting safati is seen by American hunters as an euslogically sound aclivity that can benefit
Tocal people in a number of ways:

Tnprovement of the epvirorwent: trophy unting can provide estnomic incentives to rural villagers to regard
wiidlife as an wsset rather thay & lisbility. This encourages villagers 0 rnaintain their local wildlife within a
pristine and ootog] environment The presence of an active safand hunting operator ean stitnulate wildlife and
habitat prescrvation. Furthermere, hunting is an important gowree of government evente for wildlite and habitat
conservation,

Provision of food, trophy hunters often produce meat for local people and ¢an help reduce and control crop
damage. Trophy bunting con cosate incentives that favour wild game aver dotnestic animals, Wildhife withatands
droughts and Isetse flies better than domestic animals, and i much less demanding on the ecasystem.

Frovision of warer: o salari huating operatar wil] establish a predictahle and scoure sougee of water in the most
grid areas. This can inesm drilling wells that local peaple g5 well as wildhfe con uze. In some instances, safari
Jicences provide the revenue used for drilling wells,

Alteviation of poverty and pravision of exnplaynent: trophy hunting can fumn wildlife from a ligbility inte an
assel, [t can wnaximize e benelits from wildlife hat is underutilised. Consequently tourist hanting can have a
very profound effect on miral poverty, Tourist hunting directly employs 2 large number of peeple who may not
otherwizs nomribuie 1 the locad connanyy, Pamaitg a4 handing Safed tequites oy dutics and teaks, tangmg
from camp construction ko trophy preparation. Tetrist lnnting imay be the primary sowrces of income for a
village, and the income of loca] people can more than ireble in relation lo the average national incane, Hunding
requires Litfle or no infrastructure, and no other activity has the same potential &s [rophy hunting {0 {mprove the
quality of lift of rural pacple.

Ephanced role for woment: with the development of small businesses, women ¢an sell agricultural products,
jewellery, pottery and other items. Indirectly women benefit a3 men in the vitlage come into a new position of
comiribution. Husbands and sons whe play cm important role i the hunt increase their sclf-estesin, This changes
the relationship with their family.

Health and medicine: safari companics are usually the main provider of healll care to rural people living in
temote areas. A satar company can add decades to rural human life expectancy, particularly of children. Simple
medications reduce a praat desl of suffering cansed by malaria, diarthosa, cye infactions, and so on.

Sl business enterprive; wmany ancillary businesses can be built arownd the zafari hunting industry such as
promotion of lucal arts and cralls, pottary, jewellery and clothing, entertainment, transporiation, taxidery, and
road and bridge building,

Agricultare; tourist hunting can have a scarcorow effect on wildlife that is in conflict with man, madf help to
keep il off the figlds. Hunling can 8156 provide the revenue and incentive for rural people to tolerate and
ovetcome the effects of crops damage, Hutiting can reduge the dependence upan crops, and tural peopic can
derive income from the salani operator for the sale of agriculiurd products such s com, vegetables and fruits.

Source: Jackson (19957,
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utilisation in proteeied arsas classified in lesser categotics of protection than national parks (see
Table 3.2), particularty where there is no possibility of attracting sufficient volumes of paime viowing
tourists (sec Box 4.3). Furthermore, trophy hunting is an important component of tourist potential on
privately owncd reserves and on communal lands, particularly in southern Africa (Cumming 1991
Bond 1994).

The opponents of consumptive use can argue that similar benefits ta congervation and local people
could equally be derived from non-consumptive wildlife tourism. However, wildlife viewing tourism
is more likely to show symptoms of impact than hunting tourism as more tourists are needed to
produce a similar incotne (BMZ 1995), Equally, in the long term and later in the tourist development
cvele (see section 2.2), the economic refurns may be greater from wildlife viewing than from hunting.
in the eacly 1980s, one maned lion in a heavily visited area was cstimated to be worth US$15,000
over its lifetime for tourist viewing compared to only USH 8,500 for trophy hunting {cited in Dixon
and Sherman 19903, In Namibia, wildlife production for non-consumptive wildlife viewing on privats
land yielded greater economic vafue than livestock/wildlife production for consumptive uscs (Bames
and de Tager 1996). Examples of the transition from consumptive to IoR-Consumptive Bse are
iustrated in this paper. One, more complete, is now oceurring outside Gona-re-zhou National Park
in Zimbabwe (Box 3.13). Another, more gradual, is in Selous Game Reserve in Tanzania, wherc the
uptzke in pame viewing tourism is likely to take a long time to match the earnings from hunting (Box
43).

3.6 Ecotourism Requirements

Proponents of ecotourism often assume that its activities are environmentally benign. This
assumption is made because tourist group sizes in what are considetcd ecotourism situarions tend to
be smal] and because the visitors ate intsrested in aspects of the eavironment and are therefore
assumed to respect it (Wall 1994). Visitors may be encouraged to "take only photographs, leave only
footprints”, but even foutprints make their mark, particularly in fragile environments such as
Antarctic moss-banks. The fact that tourists have chosen an expensive wildlife-based holiday docs
not necessarily mean that they care about the long-term impact of their tours. Many feel that they
have paid a lot of money for what they perceive as a great adventure, and assume that they have an -
inalienable right to see and do what ever they want (Panos 1995). Furthermore, as already noted in
section 2.2, the environments and social impacts of ccotourism may be more significant than mass
tourist developments since ceatourism tends to take place in unspoilt environments that are often
ceologically fragile, contain rare species and may be inhabited by indigenous people (Cochrane
1994), The impact per capita may therefore actually be greater for ecotourists than for mass tourists
{Wall 1994). In addition, ecotourists want to escape from other tourists, abd so by its very nature,
ecotouristm can raise the risk of *hit and rn’ tourism: an influx of nature lovers to the latest wild
spot, followed by its abandonment once discovered and degraded by other tourists {Western 1993).

Ecotourism has been variously defined (Box §.1} and misunderstood (Chapter 1). However, no
definition cited in Box 1.1 excludes any category of land from supporting ceotourism, All definitions
of ecotourism cmphasise that it must take place in natural areas, which could therefore include state-
managed protected areas, private land and communal land. The key criteria for-scotourism are that
the activity must be environmentally and culturally sensitive, must directly benefit conservation
and/or local people who in turn have an incentive for conservation, and be self-sustaining within the
context of the natural and caltural habitats in which it takes place (e.g. Goodwin 1996).

Under the definitions of ecotourism, any of the forms of wildlife tourism outlined in sections 3.2 to
3.4 could be classified as ecotourism, if they were run and managed in such a mainer 1o fuldil the
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Box 315 Consumptive and Mon-Consumptive Tourigim: The Role of a Hotel Group in
Mahkenye, Zimbabwe

Much revenye flowing into CAMPFIRE (Communal Areas Management Frogramme for Indigenomis Resourges)
ateas in Zimbabwe derives [rom tourist hunting, particularly of elephants. Only about | per cent detives from
non-cosumpkive toutizm, near Matusadona Hational Park (Boyd 19%4). However, another CAMPFIRE arca,
Mahenye Ward, 185 recently made the change from non-censumplive fo consumplive touristn bazed on the
initiative of = hote] group.

Mihenye Ward borders the Gona-re-zhow Mational Park in the south cast lowveld of Zimbabwe on the
Mozambinque border. Malienye is a narraw wedge of land of ahout 210 =q. kan between the Save River oo the
west and the Rupembi River fotming the border with Mozambique, Chipinge Rural District Counctl is the
Approptiate Authority and Mahenye Ward {s coramunal land vecupied by the Shangaan comomunity displaced
from Cona-re-zlion when the national park wag crcated. '

The Shangaan are fraditional uaters and their land is unsnilable for both intensive and extensive agricultre.
Fighing baz beey an itnportant souree of protein, but since the 19305 fish calches have been falling duc to
upstresm fitigation schemes and siltation of the Save River, in part because of cattle ransh ercsion in what is
now the Save Valley Conservancy.

Eelationships bebveen (he Shangasan and the national park autherity beesane very sirained when they were
evicted from the natienal park, Resenting the loss of their homeland and rescttlement op refatively impoverished
land, the Shangean peaple continued to hunt, then tepmed poacking, for protein within tle Gona-re-ghou
Mational Park, The Shangaan people believed (haf if there were 00 animals in the park, there would be no reason
to preserve the arca for tourists and they could have their land apd hunting rights back, The elephant entls which
taok place in Gopa.re-chou were seen as A1 nnccessary wasle of enimals by the Shangaan people. In 1582 o
eonsumplive tourism package was agreed between the national park aitthority and the comununity and there was
a reducticn i conflict, althetgh some tension have continued st particular times sioce then,

The Zimsun hotel group opencd Mahenys Safsri Lodge in 1993 and Chile Lodge in 1996, There are now 44 beds
in two developimenis built on 1and leased fiom Chipings Rural District Council acling on behalf of the Mahenye
comuannity. I the constructicn phase, 150 local people were emploved for 7,300 person months and Z357 5m
cane into the Incal economy, Zimsen pays the community part of turnover dsing from 8 per cenl to 12 per cant
over fhe L years |ease, The lease puyment for 1957 i= expected to be Z$250,000, the Clipinge RDC under
CAMPFIRE miles will probably take an adminisiration charge of 20 per cent and there iz the first mstalmeant of
the: alairification costs af the village to be deducied. The commnnity witl decide wheather the balanee is to be
used for collective or household dividends, following the CAMFFIRE mode] for consmnplive reventies,

The two lodges employ 32 local people, six of whom are women, Some US$ 37,000 per year flows into the jocal
camganaity. Tn 19956 Meherye Lodge sold 2,160 bad niglts. The lodge guests are taken into Gota-se-zhou
Matiengl Park for game viewing. The oumbers are too small to have any adverse ecological impact and, with the
changss in park fee simeciures pt die beginning of 1997, the Zimsun guests are major contnibutors to the park.

Boneee: Goodyin of af (1097,

abjectives ontlined in the definitions {Box 1.1). For exampls, when well-regulated, trophy bunting 1s
undoubtedly a form of ecotourism {Fackson 1996). However, the scope of this report is not to
congider whether ecotourism is achieving all its various objectives, in terms of revenue for
gonservation, benefits to local communities, and o on. Instead, it is to examine the nature of
environmental impacts associated with all scales of wildlife tourism (see Chapter 1). Equally, if
certain types of wildlife tourism thought of or premoted as a form of ecotourism are causing
gnvironmental impacts, then that activity is failing in af least one requircments o the defmitions of
gcotourism (Box 1.1). Therefore, the next chapter moves to & more detaited consideration of the
available litcratore documenting environmental impacts associated with wildlife tourism.
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CHAPTER FOUR

THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF WILDLIFE TOURISM

4.1 Nature of Impacts

The nature of any disturbance to wildlife caused by tourists will depend upon a range of factors
including its predictabitity; its frequency and magnitude; when it cocurs within the daily activity
cyele or life cycle of a particular species; and also upon the type of tourist activity, for example, foot
safaris. boating, hot air ballooning, It has also been sugpested that the impact of wildlife tourism is
rclated to the type of tourist rather than to the type of activity or level of tourist development {Duoftfis
and Dearden 1990). In wildlife tourism, the explorer stage (see Table 2.1) represents the wildlife
specialists. These tend to be fw il number, have pre-knowledge about the site and reguire little
supporting infrastructure or interpretative facilitics. However, as awareness of a site increases, the
numbger of visitors to the site increascs until they are dominated by general tourists refying heavily on
supportivc infrastructure and requiring increased management intervention {Table 2.1}. This process
of site development is algo illustrated in Figure 4.1.

The type and magnitude of impact associated with wildlife tourism will also vary with the nature of
tourist activity. Hence, a consumptive activity Jike trophy hunting has different impacts to non-
consusmptive activities such as wildlife photography. The impacts associated with many wildlife
tonrism activities may be obvious and easily identifiable, for example, the death of individual anitmals
in trophy hunting. Equally, some impacts may be mere difficult to identify, dus largely to the inherent
complexitics of ecological systems, or the long term and cumnulative effects of those impacts. In some
cascs, impacts may take the form of naturally occurring processes that have been accelerated by
human interference. In other cases, the impaets arising from tourism may be insignificant compared
with normal levels of natural disturbance. Four factors make it difficult to quantify human impact
(Wall and Wright 1977):

+ baseline data arc often lacking;

e the role of humans and nature cannot always be disaggregated,

s cause and effect relationships may have spatial and temporal components which are not abvious;
and ' '

« individual components can not be isolated in complex ecosysterm interactions,

As a result, there are fow studies that separate impacts due to tourists form other environmental
distarbances (Shackley 1996). Even when an impact from tourism is quantified successfully, a
further difficulty may atise in determining if that impact is biologically important in the long-tcrm.
Thus, a disturbed animal may feed or nest elsewhere, a road graded through woodland may quickly
revert to woodland when that road is no longer used, and a sustainable quota for tourist hunting may
have litile effect upon population dynamics compared with normal levels of mortality. In such
instances, it is likely that the impact will be assessed by value judgements made on purely aesthetic
grounds, rather than against any technical criteria (scc Bell 1983). Even if an impact from tourist
activity or infrastructure is determined as significant, another difficulty arises in deciding if such an
impact is the lesser of two evils. Thus, if it is judged necessary to conserve an area through economic
incentives arising from tourism, it may be preferable to accept some tourism impact, rather than the
perceived alternative, which may be rampant poaching or conversion of the land to other uses such as
agriculture. Again, the assessment of acceptable impacts is likely to made through value judgements
on largely aesthetic grounds.
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Figure 4.1: Relationship Between Use Specialisation and Site Development
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Figure 4.2: Direct and Indirect Impacts of Wildlife Tourism
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Impacts will arise from wildlife toutism, and all other forms of tourism, af reglonal, national and
local levels, according to the scale of the development and the style of tourism. Some of the impacts
arising, from tourism, of which wildlifc tonrism is a patt, have been discussed already in Chapter 2.
_ This chapter aims to summarise the few studies that have qguantificd some form of environmental
impact arising from wildlifc tourism at local levels within wildlifc areas. Impacts may be dircct, for
cxample through death or disturbance of wildlife; or indirect, for cxample, through changes to
wildlife habitats, and these jmpacts may vary scasonally (see Figure 4.2).

4.2 Direct Impacts

Wildlife tourism has the potential to impact directly on wildlife {Giongo ef al. 1993, ¥ night and Cole
1995), the effects depending upon the scale of tourist development, the nature of any resulting
disturbance, the behaviour and resilience of wildlife to the presence of humans, and the subsequent
habituation of species to visitors (Mathieson and Wall 1982). Keen wildlife tourists may intentionally
seek out rare or spectacular specics. Hence, bird-watchers, particularly the very keen "twitchers",
actively compete to Tecord the most sightings of species in the shortest amount of time, and a report
of a rare species in a particular area can result in the influx of hundreds of visitors {Edington and
Edinpton 1986). Interesting species may be disturbed to create a spectacle during a visit that is
primarily intended for another purpose, for example the seeking out of pythons by local people in an
area that primarily attracts bird watchers in India (Box 4.1). Furthermore, when tourist activities
oceur during sensitive times in the life cycle, for example, nesting, and when they involve ¢lose

Box 4.1: Bird Watching in Keoladeo National Park, India

Keoladeo National Park, in Rajasthin, India, was established in 1981, with an arca of 29 5q. km. This area of
sensonal wetland was formerly a duck shoot, and contains spectacular asscmblages of some 250 flowening
plants, some 360 species of birds and 27 specics of mammal. Keoladen has alse been declarcd a RAMSAR site
in 1921 and World Heritage Site in 1987, '

Keoladeo 15 now an established tourist destination, and Lics within the Golden Triangle, clase to Agra and
Jaipur. Some 120,000 visitors were recorded in 1996, 70per cent of whom wete local touristy and 30per cent
jitermational tonrists. Tourists move srovund the park by walking, cycles and rickshaws, aind visitation 1z highly
seasanal. Few touris! iinpacts upon wildlife have been recorded, excepl for disturbance 1o pythons. Towrists are
| taken to sec basking pythons by both rickshaw drivers and local children, which may cavse disturbance
especially when children catch pythons for display to tourists, .

The benefits to loeal peaple around Keoladeo are several, including jobs as local guides, and rickshaw drivers,
as well as python viewing, :

Seurce: Goodwin ef of, (19973

approaches to wildlife for the purposes of identification or photography, the potential for disturbing
individuals is high (Box 3.1). However, the impacts on wildhife are often difficult to identify since
animal fesponses to human disturbance differ between individuals, and even between sitnations for a
single species (Vaske ef g/, 1995; Box 4.2},

Disturbance may occur to particular individuals or in particular situations and tourist sites, vet be of
little overall importance to the species, For example, boat trips concentrated on small areas around
lodges cause considerable local disturbance to wildlife in comparison with other tourist activities
(Boxes 3.1, 4.3). Hippos in the Selons Game Reserve in Tanzania have been notcd to be paticoiarly
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sensitive to disturbance since they rest during the day (Rohs 1991), while giant otiers in Manu

National Park in Peru appear similarly prone to disturbance sincg they foed during the day (Dunstone
and O'Sullivan 1994}, However, these activitics are limited to a very small part of the species fange,

such that overall levels of disturbance by tourists to the species are Iow. In Fast Afiica, balloon
safarig are a now a feature of wildlife tourism in certain protected areas, and appear to cause
considerable distress to particular species, notably buffalo and lion (Sindiye and Pertet 1984),

Equally, these species are both very widespread over Afiica, and many oceur in areas where balloons

never venture, Furthenmore, not all specics appear to be disturbed significantly by tourists even

within heavily visited arcas. While Sulawesi black macaques and spectral tarsiers were significantly
affected by tourists to the Tangkoko DuaSudura Nature Reserve in Indonesia (Kinnaird and O°Brien
1996}, formal studies of time budgets of Indian rhinos and of ruddy shelduck in the Royal Chitwan

National Park, Nepal, indicated some direct disturbance in response to tourism but judged that
disturbance insignificant in both cases (Box 4.4). The major direct effects of wildlife tourism are
described below. :

Box 4.2: Impacts of Wildlife Tourists on Cheetah Behaviour

Cheetabs are thought te suffer badly as a result of tourism, becavse their diurna? activity pattern and relative
timidity make them panticularly susceptible to visilors disrupting their hunts and driving thern from Kills. Tn
exireme cases, this could have serious implications for food intake and, consequently, the long-termy sirvival of
individuals and their young, 8 partienlar problem given their endangered status (Muthee 19923, Tihis contrasts
with Lhe situation for lions, for example, wiiich generally hunt at night and are little disturbed v tourists.
Howewer, the effects of tourism on cheetahs vary by aves, depending on such factors as numbers of visttors and
isibiiiny {Caro 1994, .

- Amboseli National Park in Kenya is small and heavily visited, provides good visibility and altows a5 many as 30
vehicles to crowd aronnd 8 single gronp of cheetahs, A study in Ambaseli it the early 1970s revealed significant
disturbanee (o the daily activity pattems of cheetahs (Henry 1975, 1986). Soime routine activiies only occurred
when veliicles were absent of fewer than six in number. Chestalis appeared actively to avoid velicles, delayed
hunnting in their prescnce, and were more craprsenlar. .

The hpsai Mara in Kentya i3 also heavily visiled, but visibility is lower and harassment is somewhat lags fyan in
Amboseli. Despite this, the cheetah population in the Mara s cstimated to have declined by around 30 per cent
since 1993, The chectahs appenr to have developed # stress related disease similar to HIV wiiich causes their
immunc systems bo eollapse (Richard Kook cited in The Times 1996). A study in 1978 in Masai Mara concluded
that vehicles have some impaets upon the feeding behaviour of chieetahs (Burney 1980). Vehicles approached
cheetahs o 17m and slayed for 18 minutes on average. This changed to 22m and 22 minutes on average when
ctheetahs were on kills, Sone choetahs tolesated vehicles while others fled, aad the behaviowr of tour drivers and
their clients had a strong effect upon the disturbance caused to cheetzhs, I a vehicle was driven strafalit at
chestahs, they were mote likely to be disturbed than by an oblique approach. I clients talked lendly, cheetahis
were tore likely to move away than if they heard only mevhanical sounds stch as camera shutters. If clients got
out of vehicles, cheetzhs wete more likely to be disturbed than if than if tourists remained screened by the
vehicle, Nevertheless, the presence of vehicles sometimes helped cheetahs conclude successlul chases, because
the vehicle attracted the attention of prey. Equally, there iave been cases of tolrists frightening prey away or
distracting checlahs.

The Serergeti Matinnsl Park in Tovzama is barge, and in relative terns voueh Tees visited ten Avpboseli or
Maszi Mara, Harassroent of cheetahs ocours, but infrequently {Care 1994). Hence, these studies suggest that
tourizm generally appears to have only a very minor finpact on cheetahs' survival i the wild, spart from o
particulat populations. Nevertheless, nunbers of visitors to areas such as Amboseli and Masai hara have
tnereased greatly since the 19705, and it would be instructive to repeat studics under this new prossura,
Furthermore, the disturbance of {seding by chestahs cansed by other species attracted by tourists requires further
investigation. In seme cases, groups of tourists appear to have attracted flocks of vultures and, subsequently,
lionesses, causing fhe chectahs to abandon their kilis. I othier cases, hyenas have been reported 1o use tourist
minibuses (o locate cheetahs and steat their Kills (Edington and Edington 1986; Lea 1988),
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Box 4,3: Hunting and Game-Viewing in Selous Game Reserve, Tanzania

“The presenl Selvus Game Reserve hos been subjected to & long and trawmatic histery ol Muetiating human
ocgupancy that hes permitted \he creation of a wildlife sanctuary of seme 30,000 39. km. The former inhabitants
lived in smatl settlements, separated by considerable expanses of uninhabited bush, underlain by poor soils and
infested with tselze flies. The slave trads, accompanied by a trade in ivary, lasted from the Middle Ages until the
cnd of the 198G century, and did much to de-populate the area, Tribal warfare and movement, rebellion agatnst
colonial masters and Aghting eatly this century further reduced the population. Sleeping sickness epidemics and
a sociulist villegisation policy requircd concentrating scattered villnges in calleclive sefttements, further
extending the remote wildemess arca, and allowing suscessive colonial governunents to increase (he size of
Sclous. After Independence, the Government made the: finel adjustments to the present baundaries, mainly to
protect the migratory elephants.

I the mid 1960s, the abundant wildlife in Jelous was developed with tougism utilisation wn the northern sector
and trophy hunting based an block concessions in We remainder. Thus, Selous generated [unds that financed its
own development programme. An slaborste infrastruciure and administration was set up, most of which began to
collapse into disrepair and mizsuse from the late 19705 under regional administration. A ban on hunting from
1973 to 1978 coincided with the period when Sclous fost many of its sléphants and black thines to peachers.
Alter these years of decline, Selous has now come full cycle to re-establish the same principles of comservation
through controlfed wtlisation under central administration, The Sclovs Game Reserve is divided into 47 blocks
of witich two are devated to game ¥iewing tourism, and the remainder to trophy hunting. Selous Game Reserve
has Been recopnised 43 being of mternationsl importance 1o the conservation of wildlife, through designation as a
World Heritage Site m 1982,

Selous receives some 3000 game viewing fourists anmually, whe mainly {1y in by charter aircrall to well :
appointed bush camps. The fees camed frovn game viewing comprised some TSS 34,000 in 1991492, Al present
there is ne scope for much larger volumes of game viewing tourists, which would nead to cxpand considerably to
match he USS (.9 million in fees earncd from lunting in 1992, and of which 37.5 per cent is retained for
imenegement. The impacks associated with troply hunting in terms of Hilling animals are obvious, bul most of
Selous retains an entirely wilderness charneter as a result of the minimal infrestructural requirstents of lourist
hunting, Fqually, the impacts of gane viswing tourism are 10t enlircly benben, Disturbance oceurs locally during
boat trips on the river. Hippog appesr particularly sensitive to disturbance by towrisls in boats since they rest’
during the day (Hehs 1991),

Source: PAWMM {1996a,b)

4.2.1 Disturbance of feeding and brecding patterns

The pressure of tourists searching out wildlife to photograph or to hunt can affect wildlife hunting
and feeding patterns, and the bresding success of some species. In certain cases, these cffects are

immediately obvious, whilc in others there may be subtle disruptions that have long-termm implications

for behavioural and ecological relationships. Behavioural changes in three species of boobies, and the
moving of their nesting sites by albatrosses, werc subtle and not immediately obvious in short-term
studies in the Galapagos Islands (Box 3.4). Nevertheless, the long-term significance of these subtle
changes still remains unclear.

. In some cases, the effects of disturbance by toutists are more immediately obvious. An increase of
boat traffic has disturbed the feeding of giant otters in Manu National Park, Peru. Further
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Box 4.4: Disterbance to Species in Chitwan National Park, Nepal

The Chitwan Valley was first pratected 42 & royal hunting reserve in 1346, In 1951, the Chitwan Valley was
heavily setfled with in-inigrants. Forests were cleared, and illegal bunting of rhinos for their bom besams
widespread, Cencerned abwnrt (he dacline of (orest cover and of he rhinoceros, His Majeshy's Government
crealed a deer park in 1959, which was subseguently declared as the Roval Chitwsn Mational Park in 1973 and
extended 1o 932 sq. km in 1978, Chitwan was designated as a World Heritoge Silc in 1954,

Chitwan has supported a steadily growing toerist industry since 1974, and reccived some 55,000 visitors in
1992. The majority of visitars, perhaps around 80 per cent, were forcigners, many of whon stayed in lodges in ar
around Chitwan, These 65 ledges haye ¢reated employment for around 650 people, The main attractions for
tourjsts to Chitwan zre tigers and leapards tather than lndian chinos, bt sightings of Indian rhinos are
guaranteed for all visitors who go out on elephants. Tourists en clephant-back do cause some disturbanee ko
thinos feeding on open prass meadows. These vigits Jast for sove 10-40 minutes, and rhinos are aler, snd may
even Walk away, depending on how ¢lose they are approached, Nevertbeless, disturbed chinos return very
quickly 1o their previous pattern of activity once the elephants have departed. The overatl pattems of dislwbance
to thinos are considerad slight because of their social system {which mems hat individual rhinos are not
disturbed very often) and the current visitor levels (Lolt and MeCoy 1995). Furthennore, the disturbance (o
rhines catscd by tourisis is probably less then that caused by otlier jegal or iilegal uses of Chitwan, For example,
local peeple have been allowed o cut reds and grass annmually since 1976, There is also illegal use of Chitwan,
primarily through cattle grazing and buniing lo improve the grazing, firewood collection, fishing, hunting of decr
for meat, and hunitug of tigers, leopards and rhinos for their valuable products (Ncpal and Weber 1993).

Temyrists to Chibwan can alse canoe on (he Rapti River, The behavioural responses of the ruddy shelduck to
groups ol cangeists were studied becanse of concens Wkat tour granps were causing significant disturbance lo
wildlife feeding behaviour. However, the results of the study indicated (hat the disterbance arising from the
canoelsrs wes inzignificant, tepresenting o totl disterbence tine of waly 2.5 per <ok of daily aedivity bodeets
(Iulbert 1940, [aySmith and Hont 1995

The e of Chitwan offsets some of the negative pttitudes of local people to the park and its wildlife, wihich
atiscs as 4 result of five main aress of conflict. First, crop-ratding was estimated to destroy © per ¢ent of the total
crop iR Chitwan District, and 60 to 70 per cent of the ¢rop in individual villages close to the borders of Chitwan,
aud Indian rhinos were among the cliel culprits. Second, Indian rhines have Killed and injured local people.
Third, higers have preyed on livestuck. Fourth, access has been denied to resources, fllowing the recent
estabiishment and enlargemsent of Chitwan. Fifth, the rclationship between tocal people and the army that
protects Chitwoo is not good (Nepal and Weber 1993}

disturbance to wildiife occurs when tourist guides dig up turtle nests and chase swimming jaguars,
tapirs and otters in to give clients befter viewing opportunities (Box 3.1, On the Matusadona shores
of Lake Kariba in Zimbabwe, the number of tourist boats and the noise generated has disrupted the
feeding and drinking pattsms of ¢lephant and possibly black rhinoceros, and it is feared that further
increases in boat traffic will affect the reproductive success of the hippopotamus (Mclvor 1994).

For many tourists, observing a top predator stalking and securing a kill may be the highlight of a
wildlife safart (Mathieson and Wall 1982, Newlands 1997, However, the desive to view sweh
activities can affect certain predators, for example chestahs (Box 4.2) and leopards (Box 4.5), in
particular protected arcas. For some specics of top predator, data on disturbance is largely inferred
and anecdotal, for cxampis studics of leopards in Ruhuna National Park, Sri Lanka (Chambers ef af.
1583). In thé case of the more commion, cryptic and generally nocturnal leopard, such disturbances
are likely to be insignificant in terms of their overall range, but the diurnal cheetah is lcss common
and widespread, and more prone to disiurbance. Disturbances can also occur to other predators
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Box 4.5: Effects of Tourism Development in the Luangwa Valley, Zambia

The 9050 sg. ki South Luangywa National Park is the primary destination for wildlife-based tonrism in Zambia,
The main focus of tourist activity is around Miuwe, lying some 20 km'from an all-weather aport, and wherc (he
emly bridge across the Luangwa River joins & network of all-weather game viewing tracks. The park now ooly
has onc functioning lodge (Mfuwe Lodge) and various less sophisticated bush camps. The last decade bias seen a
significant increase in tourist (acilities around Miuwe, autside the park in (he adjacent Lupandes Gume
Management Area (GMA). These consisl of private tourist lodges, bush camps, hunting camnps, camping siles
and associated facilities such os dispensaties and shops.

Stated government policy is lo promote high quality, low density tourism (hroughout Zambia, However, (s
poliey is not being implementad in the Luangwa Valley. In practice, anyone iz able to develop a lodge of camp in
the GMA, with permission fiom the Tocal chief, and without any effeclive screening ot land use planning. Hence,
the growtl in tourist fusilities sround Miware has been haphezard. Cue large plot at the park entrance, secured
fvomn the chief for an individual residence, is now being subdivided for private housing and other developmeants,
Anoher plot secured from the chief to build a house Las jnstead heen used to construct a 30 bed tourist unit.

Over 15,000 game viewing tourists visited the park in 1995. Many of these visitors po on walking sefaris and
stay four to live nights. Night drives using spotlights and game drives in open velicles are also offered, The
main game-vicwing areas of some 500 sq. km are particularly overcrowded in the peak month of August. Thig is
most ioticeable at might when tracks around Minwe are “saturated” with night drive vehicles using spotlights.
Mfowe is renowned for its leopards and several vehicles oflen converge on & kill. Tounist operators admit (hat
leapards are no lenger shy and some will approash vellicles. Leopards have also become habituated o spotlights,
and take advantage of prey boing dazzled. Operators have agreed a voluntary code of conduct 1t prohibits
shining spotfights in animals' eyes and inducing hunting, but it 1z not fully effoclive, Tourists have also produced
iicrensing litter in the park,

The growth of tourism and associated jobs hes witnessed a large increase in the buman poputation around
MEuwe. Census statisties show that Lupande GMA had 28,000 residents in 1988 and 36,700 in 1935/6. Some aof
the 4 per cent anmul increase has been due to 2 high birth rate amongst the dominantly young population, but
{here as also boen considerable immigration to the Minwe area in ssarch of work. Mfuwe is the oy Brea
within Luangwa Valley with eny significant devclopment {based on wildlife} and where people sce possibilities
to earn money. Bvery paid job or entrepreneurial aclivity carvies 10-15 associated peaple it the immadiate and
extended family.

A growing population has seen an inerease in bush clearing for gardens and treefelling (for poles, timber,
fuelwood and, more recently, charcoal production for sale and expart from the Vallcy). As many as 160 large
treas were noted ta ave been clearsd in one location aver a two week period and stacked for transport out of the
valley. The pressure on the Tand is such that nok all familics are shle to have their own garden and grow Lheir
own [ood, Furthermore, deveioping gardens in this scmi-nrid area is risky, especially when ile rains are
unireliable and elcphiznts often damage crops. Hence, there has boen a large increase its the snaring of wild
animals (particularly impals) 'for the pot), to sell for cash or to exchange for maize or other essential
commoditics. However, snating is indisceiminate, and a recent survey in nearby Malama recorded a total of 156
snares with a linear density of 3.1 snares pet km. One was found with an impala, another with a kosdu, Cther
teportes snared animels included two lions, a young elephant, and o hyena The survey repart supgests a mean af
72.5 snares owned per village,

‘[he pumber of fishing camps on the Luangwa River has also grown. Tourist eperators eoroplain that many
camps are disruptive, being sited ot traditional elephant ctossing points, Henee, elephants ¢ither now do not
cross oul the park or only cross late at night, channclled into particular areas of concentration and causing
extensive local damage ke crops and property.

Sources: Personal comummications {Flil Berry, Mike Bailey and the late Norman Carr ) and Lowis and Phin
{undated).
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where tourist vehicles ignore access restrictions and drive off tracks in pursuit of animals, for
example in Tanzania's Ngorongero Crater. Even where disturbances are demonstrated anccdotally or
guantitatively, it is even mors difficult to demonstrate any iwmpact on population dynamics.

Normal feeding patterns may also be disturbed by ariificial feeding. This ¢an arise as a result of park
staif atficmpiing to create a spectacle for toutists, or as a result of tourists offcring foed to animals in
an attempt to encovrage them to come closcr. A case of the former occurred in Komodo National
Park, where Komodo dragons were artificially provigioned with goats at a vicwing site to guarantes
tourists a sighting of dragons. However, provisioning of dragons has now ended, in an attempt (o
create a more natural situation for toucists {Box 4 63 Similacly, tigers bave been baited af Tiger
Tops in Chitwan Natiemal Park for many years to guarantes a spectacle, but a study of the effect of
baiting was bascd purely on anecdotal evidence and surmise (McDougal 1980).

Box 4.6: Dragon Tourism in Komode Natiorial Park, Indonesia

Komedo Wational Park was declared in 1980 o conserve the world's largest Heard, the Remodo drapon, The
pirk encoinpasses the whole of Koitode, Rinca and Padar islands, sand a matine reserve in the Lesser Supda
Islands. The park cncompasges mach of the known range of the Kotnodo dragon and covers sone 407 sq. km of
lawd ares and o marine aren of 1323 5, kun. Bome seven gpoties of wammal, including e ross deer and some
72 species of bird alsp ooeur in the park. The area became a Biosphere Reserve in 1977 and 2 World Herilape
Site in 1992, Fishing villages still remain in the park.

An incregsing nuber of visitors geme o e park, almost 30,000 in 1995/496. The park entrance fee is fow and
charped on a one-off bpsia repardless of length of stay. Visitors come by several rotites. Some 50 per cent of
Vigilors grrive on lwairy crlise ships that also visit Bali, and these high-paying toursts only spend part of & day
in the park. Anofher I0per cent of ¥isitors artive on package charter bours, In contrast, some 40 per e of
visitors are independent travellery who spend time in the gabeway towm of Labuan Bajo on Flares istand, and
many alse spend 1-2 days visiting the park, Hencs, local people derive more benefits from sele of
accommadation, guiding and curios te independent travellers than they do (he cruise ship and package charter
visitors,

Wizitors to Romodo walk glong a 2 km trail to g viewing site hat is fenced 1 for visiier safety. The Komodo
dragens used to be provisioned with dead poats =t the viewing sile every few days to snstre that visiers
experienced a dragon involved il a spectacle, Provisioning wes stopped by the end of 1994, since when the
number of dragons geen at the viewing site has declined. But a more natyral vicwing expeticnce now pocurs, and
“wrarisin o Tias itle direct inpect on dragous, The indirect inipert of tourism on the teroesisia) enviroumend i
also small, given its restricted geographic extent. Greater contenis arg volced abont the impact of anchors,
trampling and pollution an the manne life of the pank, Heoce, regulations against development and over fishing
have been developed in order to maintain tourisl interest and achieve conservation objectives, A further concerm
iz that kigh paying teurists are contributing very tiltls ta congervation or 50 local comminities.

Source; Goodwin of of, (1997

Feeding of wildlife by tourists can have scvere consequences for social behaviour patterns. Artificial
feeding by tourists caused 2 breakdown of the territorial brecding system of land iguanas on South
Plaza, in the Galapagos Islands. Territories were abandoned in favour of sites where food could be
begred from tourists, and this bad a negative effeet on the brecding suceess of ignanas (Edington and
Edington 1936). Artificial feeding can also result in a complete loss of normal feeding behaviour, In
the Galapagos Islands, everfeeding by tourists was so extretme that, when stopped, some animals
were unable to locate their natural food sources (Boo 1990). Similarly, unti] the eacly 19703, the diet
of some grizzly bears in Ycllowstone National Park in the USA consisted, to a large extent, of food
wastes left by visitors at park rcfusc sites. When these sites were closed, the bears showed significant
decteases in body size, reproductive rate and litter size (Knight and Temple 1993),
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A film on baboons documented their behaviour around wildlife lodge rubbish demps in Kenya, -
Intense competition between the baboons and other dump scavengers such as warthogs, marabou
storks and puinea fowl, led 1o stress and aggression, and changes in baboon behaviour. Baboons lost
their fear of fire and were often seen rummaging in dump fires. The dumps offered casy accesstoa
rich dict and resulted in the baboons spending less time searching for food and more time at leisure
and play. Youngsters had novel toys such as cans, plastic bags and broken mirrors (T vack 1996).

Artificial feeding can also affect tourists dircetly through injuries, and damage to vehicles and camp
sites, that in turtl leads to the destruction of individuals. Bold species like baboons quickly become
accustomed 1o obtaining food from tourists and may become aggressive in order to obtain moere.,
Baboons along roadsides have become habitvated to humans, and wait to beg food from passing
vehicles. Such potentially dangerous situations obvicusly cause serious managemerit problems for
park guides and rangers. Baboons that arc noticed begging from visitors are automatically shot (after
the visitors have loft) to prevent the problem escalating in the Umfolozi Game Réserve in South
Africa (Paul Cryer 1995, pers comm). Similarly, a bull elephant was shot because it turned cars over
to scarch for oranges in Mana Pools National Park in Zimbabwe (cited in Mclvor 1994). Attacks on
tourists by crocodiles, hippopotamus and buffalo along the Zambezi River are due to increased
familiarity with hamans and/or irritation due to their presence (Melvor 1594),

4.2.2 Disruption of parcat-offspring bonds

Wildlifi tourism can also causc disruption to intra-gpecific refationships. Attendance by female harp
seals to their pups declined when tourists were present in Canada's Gulf of 5t Lawrence, and thosc
females remaining with their pups spent significantly less time nursing and morc time watching the
tourists {HaySmith and Hunt 1993), In East Africa, tourist vehicles can separalc young ungulates
from parents. If separation is prolonged, it can interfere with mutual recognition bonds, the young
can be rejeoted by parents, and there is also a tisk of young animals being attacked by predators
(Edington and Edington 1986). A similar concern has been expressed over whale watching. Whale
calves normally maintain constant body contact with their mothers but, when scparated, can transfer
their attachment to the side of a boat (Edington and Edington 1936). .

423  Increused vulnerability to predators and competitors

The viewing of certain species by wildlife tourists can make that species more vulnerable to '
predators. Evidence of this phenomenon has been recorded in birds, reptiles and mammals.

Tourists visiting broeding colonies of king shags and Magellan penguins in Patagonia increase
numbers of eges lost to predatory gulls. Adult birds at the cdge of the colony tend to move away as
tourists approach, leaving the nests open to attack (Edington and Edington 1986). Similar problems
ocour in breeding colonies of brown pelicans visited by tourists in Mexico. Breeding success
decreased by 52-100 per cent in visited sites compared to unvisited sites (Anderson and Keith 1930).

Nile erocodiles were 2 major tourist attraction in the Murchison Falls National Park, Uganda, during
the 1960s. The approach of tourist boats fo river bank breeding sites cansed the female crocodiles to
retreat into the water, leaving the young and eggs in their nests and open to attack from monitor
lizards and baboons. The number of nests predated ranpged from 54 to 100 per cent amongst visited
sites, compared to 0 1o 47per cent amongst undisturbed sites (Edington and Edington 1936).

49




In the South Luangwa National Park, Zambia, tour operators undertake night drives using white:
spotlights, particulatly to see leopards bunting, This has been noted to assist predators and to disturb
predator-prey relationships. Spotlights fitted with red filters would not have this effect to the same
extent sinece the glare and overall fllumination would be reduced (Box 4.5).

The impact of visitors on relaticnships between competing speciés may somefimes be less obyious.
Human traffic caused barking deer, sambar and Sumatran thino to move away from visited areas,
and tigers and sun bears to alter their daily activity patterns in Gonung Leuser Nationa] Park,
Indonesia. On the other hand, most primates, some squirrels and hornbills gradually became
habituated to the presence of visitors and their populations increased in visited areas (Box 4.7).
Habituation can make wildlife morc vulnerable to legal or illegal hunters. For example, in the Fishing
Branch River Ecological Reserve in the Yukon, Canada, grizzly bears have become increasingly
habituated to researchers. Therefore, bears are less fearfirl of hunters and more vulnerable when they
maove gut of the reserve {Bob Weir, pers comm).

4.2.4  Transmission of diseases

A serious, but often overlooked problem of wildlife tourists is that they may wwittingly pass on
diseases to wildlife. Discase transmission may be either dircet, usually o species of large apes that
are among man's closest relatives, or indirect through contact with some product used by man,

-Direct transmission of disease is a long-standing concern for mountain gorillas, which are highly _
susceptible to human viruses and bacteria. Thesc include tuberculosis, measles and pricumnonia, all of

wiiich could potentially wipe out an entire population of this highly endangered animal (Kalina and
Butynski [995}, The problem is exacerbated when there is very close contact between the gorlias
and tourists, including occasional physical contact, despite regulations that the distance between
gorillas and tourists should never be less than five metres.

" Concern has also been expressed about the introduction of diseases to Antarctica as a result of

human activities, including tourism. Of specific concern is the introduction of Newcastle Discase,
which is spread through infected poultry products. This could have devastating effects for the bird
popwlations of the Antarctic (Marsh 1991),

4.2.5 Death of Individual Animals

Tourist vehicles may also kill wildlife accidentally, Tourist traffic in a German national park resulted

in heavy losses to a number of species, particularly hares, roe deer and red desr (Mathieson and Wall

1982). Night driving vehicles may also kill wildlife, far example the frequent killing of scrub hares
that feed on the short grasses at the road edges in South Africa's Kruger National Park {Edington and
Edington 1986), Carrion feeders may benefit from an increase in food due to such deaths, but some
scavengers feeding on road casualties may later become victims,

The most abvious direct impact arising from hunting tourism is the death of individual animals.
However, when strict regulations and controls are applied to trophy hunting, the levels of off-take
should be sustainable and ensure that there is no significant long-term impact on the wildlife

‘population as a whole. As with impacts arising from game viewing tourism, there is very little

evidence documenting that tourist bunters killing individual animals has any direct long-term
importance at the population level,
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Box 4.7: Controlled Human Disturbance in Gunung Leuser National Parﬁ, Indonesia

Gunung Leuser is one of the older and larger probested areas in Sumatra, and consists of eight adjoining areas of
game reserve, recrestion park and farest protection area. The oldest wildlife reserve was gazelted in 1934, the
lazt was added in 1976, and the whele sren was declared o Wetional Park in 1930, and a Biosphere Reserve in
1581, Gurug Levser has an area of 10,950 =q. ki, and mostly lies on two parallel mountain ranges separated
by e heavily populated Alas Valtey that extendz well into he park.

Vizitars to Gunung Levser mainly wish to see the mowntains, hike and visit the orang-utan rehabilitation eeatre. .
With around 18,000 foreign visitors and 54,000 Indenesians in 1993, Gunung Leuser receives o Targer nuniber of
vizitors compared with many ather Indonesian National Parks. However, the level of visitation is Tow relative to
the size of the arca.

Mevertheless, an interssting and contralled study using the passage of resenrchers showed that human traffic
could disturb rain forest wildlife. The teclinique of "camera lapping™ was used to compare a hegvily travelied
site {up 1o tcn rescarchers during daylight hours) and a pristine site with similar vegetation and topography, The
study suggested that some species avaided the heavily travelled arca while at Teast one has become nocturnal.
Larper species, such as barking deer, sambar and Sumairan rhino tend to meve out of arcas with much htman
traffic while Hgers and sim bears seemned bo have changed their activity periods. Most primates, some squirrsls
and hombills gradually became habituated to humans,

Alough these findings refate to human disturbance by rescarchicrs, they are relevant to tourism conducted
wuder sinilar conditions. Hence, researchers operate in small groups, in relatively undisturbed sites and may
deliterately habituate animals, Ecotourism can alse result to habituated animals, potentially to the detriment of
their competitors. It is not clear what fntensity of nse causes these changes but Gndings wenld indicate that
tourist traffic should be zoned to designated areas with refuges remaining off lunits.

Taken in i=olation, this observation appears scusible, Tqually, considered in a wider context, it is necessary to
determine if refiipes will be adequately protecked, and if not whether (ourigm could add to their protection. In
olher words, stme presence, and conzequent disturbance, from tourisis may be a good trade off for fllegal
activity such as killing Sumsatran thinas in traps

Sowrce: Griffiths and Van Schaik (1993).

Table 4.1: Some Indirect Tourist Impacts on Wildlife Habitat

Habitat Elcmcnt Impact
Soil Loss of surfuce organic harizons
Reduced s01l porosity
| Altered soil ehernistry

Altered seil moisture and tempezature
Altered soil microbia

Vegetation Reduced plant densityfeover

Altered species composition

Altered vertical strustute

Adlered spatial pattem

Altered individual plant characteristics

Aquatic System Altered bankfshoreline characteristics

Altered badfoottom characterisiics
Altered flow regiines

Increasad sedimentation/urbidity
Altered organic natter conbent

Adtered water chemistry

Source: Cole and Landres (1995},
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Box 4.8: Habitat Disturbance in Perinet Nature Reserve, Madagascar

The first natire rescrves in Madagascar were established in 1927, Thers are cnrrently six Marional Parks, 11
Strict Nature Reserves and 23 Special Reserves under the suspices of the Ministére des Laux et Foréis (MEF
Strict Nature Reserves are only accessible to MEF staff and researchers while the others may be visited by
towrists on purchase of B pertnit.

TPerinet, or the Reserve Spaciale d'Analamazoatra, is the nost visited nature reserve on the island. It covers an
area of 8.1 sq. km. and was initially created to protect the largest endemic primate, the indr, The indri, and
ather ensily obsarved primates, are the main lourist attraction. Toursm is carrently 0 its formative years and
appraximately 3, 900 tourists visited the reserve in 1990, However, numbers of tourists arc cxpecied to increase,

Hab#tat disterbance hias oceurred at sites where tourists congregate to waich lemurs. Many lourists leave the
designated paths in order to get better views, take better pholog and this trampling in time creates additional
trails. Thiz may prodice micro habitals unsuitable for small endemic mammal species but favourable to more
compatitive fntroduced species sueh as (he black ral. Similarly, the disturbance may offer access to exotic fora,
Tiisturbancs may alse couse a reduction and species range and at extremes cause local exiinction,

There iz elso some direct disturbance of witdlife, A few indri are babitoated 1o humans and casily approached by
lourists. {Juides actively search for these individuals on & daily basis to maximise the tourst expedience, In
additiem, several specics of small mammals and repliles are regularly eaught to show to tourists, The effect on
their behaviour is unclear, and further rezearch is recommended, particufarly in view of rapid tourist expansion
end the sssocizted disturbanee, '

The environmentsl impact of tourists at Perinet is currently very localiscd. However, (here is Tikely to be
incressed littering, and path erosion az nunbers of lourisls increase over time. These may compound existing
problems of habitat and wildlife dizturbance.

Source: Steplenson {15933,

Box 4.9; The Effects of Scrub Cléarance in Thornybush Game Reserve, South Africa

in Themybush Game Reserve, Souwth Africa, & serub elearance programme was designed u order to improve
wildlife viewing cpportunities for lowdsts. Ao environmenlal impact assessmend (ETA) of the prograinme
concinded chat the serub thinning would impact dilferently on different species, tending to fhvour grazers (e.g.
buitalo) above trowsers (e.g. giralle), and those which prefer apen spaces {o.g. zebra) sbove these which rely on
dense cover to evade predators fe.g. kudu). Impacts arc likely lo be greatest on small mammals and birds which
rely an scrub cover for breading and nesting sites.

The EIA alzo found that firther habitat modification could be induced by the progranme. For example, soil
erosion was likcly to ocour as a result of the removat of woody plants and through ground disturbance. Impacts
on sl Tydrolopy were, however, likely to be benehcial - as the resultant increase in grass cover would be
expected to increase iniltration of rainfall inte the zoil and reduce rnnoff, The progremme Tmight have longer-
termn impacts on hydrology and soil erosion, as 8 consequence of reduced vepelation caver.

Source: Mouche! Ltd {19%4).
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4.3 Indirect Impacts

Wildlifi: tourism can result in a number of indirest impacts upon wildlife babitats. Table 4.1 provides
a simple analysis of how tourist impacts influcnce important habitat characteristics, which in tum
affect the quality and quantity of the food and living space available to wildlife. The fortunss of
wildlife populations may be affected by tourists due to localised changes in habitat from trampling
and littering. Litter is a significant problem {Boxes 3.4 and 3.5}, Turtles in.the Galapagos Islands
sometimes swallow plastic bags, mistakiog them for jellyfish, and may subsequently dis (Boo 1990).
Habitat alteration also oceurs at sites whete tourists congregate. In Perinet Nature Reserve,
Madagascar, tourists congregate to watch lemurs, and this has produzed micro habitats unsuitable
for small endemic mammals, but favoutable to more competitive introduced species such as the black
rat (Box 4.8). In Kakadu National Park, Northern Australia, regearch suggests that tourist vehicles
may inadvertently contribute to weed infestations by transporting seeds into the park {Lonsdale and
Lane 1994).

~ Habitat change may sometimes be brought about deliberately in order to maximise wildlife viewing
potcntial (Box 4.9). In Zimbabwe, vegetation was burned early in the scason along tourist roads in
order to attract wildlife to the roadsides (Attwell 1971). This can alter the feeding habits of wildlife,
can lead to long-term habitat degradation and to changes in plant succession in some vegetation
typcs, that in turn results in bush encroachment. On a larger scale, South Africa's Kruger Mational
Park has a managoment policy that aims to retain the habitat in a state that is neither too closed for
tourist viewing. nor too utilised by elephants {Box 3.3).

In some cases, habitat damage caused by trampling is short-lived, particularly where there are
scasonal patterns of visitation and regrowth, Hence, in Manu National Park, Peru, trampled
vegetation has been noted to recover rapidly along townst trails, with spectacular regrowth during the
rainy scason, when fewer tourists visit the arcas {Box 3.1). On the other hand, a section of Kenya's
Masai Mara Game Reserve was closed to tourist vehicles during the late 1980s when it was badiy
damaged by tourist minibus use, The Masai Mara Ecological Monitoring Unit found that the area did
not recover from the damage over a six month period, and rccommendations were made that the
scotion should remain closed for a further 6 to 12 months (Adams and McShane L9972}, However,
research in the late 1980s found that the permanent ecological damage caused by off-road driving
was negligible (Box 4.10) While vegetation recovered very little in the dry season, regrowth was
rapid in the wet season {Muthee 1992). '

Box 4.10: Off-Road Driving by Tourists in Kenyan Parks

Off-road driving by tourists is common in the Masaj Mara and is often perceived as a severe ecalogical problem,
Vehicles can couse damage (o vegatation, cause soil compaction and crosion, alter the spesies composition and
influenice the recovery of grass specics (Muthee 1992}, Around 24,000 vehicles cotet Masai hara annually for
an average of 2.5 days each. A study in the 1980s found that there were conspicuous gecondary racks qver
extensive areas totalling 15,3 per vent of e rescrvels area, and ingreased vehicle densities and speeds comrelated
with greater loss of vegetation cover and inereased soil compaction on grasslands, Hewever, the petimanent
ecological impact on the grasslands was negligible, When vehicles were excluded i experimental plots, the
rerovery of the grass species affected by vehicle tyres was rapid and almost complete ofter three months
{Onyeanusi 1986). In a similar study in Ambaoseli Natienal Fark, Kenya, the maxinmm loss of standing crop
attributable to off.road driving was only 0.6 per cent per annnm. It is not 50 much the ecological impact of off-
road drivitg that is a proklem, but rather the negative aesthetic impact af tmerons sceondary iracks that may
impose on the visitor experience and enjoyment {Onyeanusi 1986
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Another element of tourism that has great potential to producc negative effects is an increasing
market for tourist souvenirs and curios (Mathieson and Wall 1982). In some cases, these
souvenirs may be local artefacts, and tourists may contribute significantly to the sconomics of
local communities through buying locally produced crafis and produce, FHowever, the growing
demznd for wildlife souvenirs bas also resulted in an increase in the collection of wild plants,
corals and shells as well as the illegal capture and killing of wild animals to supply the curo
trade with furs, skins, stuffed animals, ivory, hom, teeth, ostrich eges, and so on. For examplc
illegal hunting in protected areas has been stimulated by the high demand from tourists for
animal sking in Bahia, Brazil (Leal Filho 1992), and in Mannel Antonio Nationa! Park, Costa
Rica, tourism Lo view squirrel monkeys has stimulated the revival of the capture of monkeys
for sale as pets (Wong and Carriilo 1998),

—

Box 4.11: Environmental Impacts in Yankari Game Reserve, Nigeria

The Yenkar Game Reserve cavers n arca of 2244 5q, km in Baueld State, Wi getia anid is cansidered the mast
popular game reserve in the West African sub-region, It was establisbed as 2 game rescrve in 1953 and officially
gazeited after independence. Since 1987 it has been mataged by a publicly owned, limilcd Iiability company, the
Yankari Game Reserve and Tourdsm Company Limited.

The reserve has been visited by tourists since 1962 with aumbers rising steadily from arvund 500 to over 30,000
i the lute eigbties. Tourizt facilities Wehude onc carop comprising over 100 fumished chalels with a camping
ground nearby for tents and caravans. In addition there is a reception complex with conference faciiities for 100,
tars and a restanrant. Access to (he rezerve {3 by road, 2 4.3 hour journey from (he nearest ajrporl

A mber of envimrnental impecis bave been associated with the develapment of tourist facilitiss, Im:iudmg
the following:

o Water Pollirion: waste water from chalets, catering acconunodation and other tourist instatlations is
discharged into the groundwater regime from wihere it finds its way inlo the surface water.

+  Solid Waste: solid waste collection and disposal are poarly managed and gracrally dispased of by open aic
incineration and uncontrotled dumping and composting, Tourists also leave litter both at fhe
accommodation area and in the open,

+  Nolce polfution; noise fom vebicles and tourjsts has cassed some dishurbancs to behaviour pottetns of
wildlife parf{cularly during mating and resting petiods.

- Sojl El‘ﬂ.i-‘lml and vegelation damage: soil erosion and killing of vegetation is evu:].ent atung the ronds and
around Ihe buildings.

None of these itpacts appenr eritical, bacauss only a small part of the reserve is allected and numbers of visitors
are relatively low. Nevertheless, there is need for bedter regulation of tourist facilitics.

There have also been sane positive elfects arising from the development if tonrism in Yankari. All visitors o
garne-viewing trips must be sccompanied by guides. The reserve has helped to reduce poaching and conserve
wildlife, Local farmers sef] food to the rest&ilrant and souvenirs (o visibors

Source: Olokesusi {19907

4.4 Impacts from Associated Infrastructure

Wildlife tourism activities inevitably require some degree of supporting infrastructure and facilities.
When uncontrolled and poorly regulated, such infrastructure can be unsightly and cause tangible
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problems, for example to water guality and local health (Boxes 3.5, 4.5 and 4.11). Equally, some
wildlifc tourist operations have a positive policy to keep impacts from infrastructure to an absolute
minimum, for example waiking safari camps on communal Jand in Tanzania (Box 3.1 1). In another
example, the Wildemess Leadership School in South Africa cven goes to the extreme of burying ot
scattering the ashes of campfires, not re-using campsites until trampled vegetation has completely
recovered, and returning unused firewood ta the locations from where it was collected.

The level of services and facilitics provided to difforent types of wildlife tourist varics immensely
withiz the industey, from luxury hotels to tented camps and campfires. The major environmental
impacts associated with general tourist infrastructure developments have already been reviewesd in
Chapter 2 (sec section 2.3). This section briefly considers a number of essential services that are
common to all scales of the wildlife tourism industry, from budget to luxury, that have the potential
to cause significant impacts. These include road and trail systems, waste disposal mechanisms and
energy and water supplies. Tablc 4.2 provides a summary of the enviropmental impacts of the main
infrastroctural developments associated with wildlife tourism (and other factors covered elsewhere in
the report). '

Tourist roads and trails can have a number of indirect impacts on wildlife (Gionpge ef af. 1993). Road
consttuction can causc habitat loss, and an increase in habitat edge (with associated edge effects).
Roads can also represent barriers to wildlife. Tourist roads may be built up on embankments that arc

too steep for some animals to climb. For example, young animals may be left bebind when a family
proup crosses an embanked road in Kruger National Park in South Africa, particularly if the group is
disturbed and panics (Edingtoi and Edington 1986). A secondary impact of roads is the effect of
vehicle headlights. Turtle hatchlings have been observed to be severely disoricntated by headlights,
crawling infand instead of towards the sea and dying in large numbers (Edington and Edington 1986).

Onc of the major service problems of any tourist development is that of waste disposal. Dumping of
refirse from tourist camps and hotels can attract scavengers. This may not only alter the natural
fecding habits of these species, but may also represent a threat to the toutists. Large species may
pase a direct physical threat to tourists, and have to be shot, while others may cause more indircet
hazards. Thus, scavenging flocks of marabon storks around tourist sites in Africa may collide with
light aircraft servicing such areas (Edington and Edington 1986},

Wildlife tourism developments can severely impact water supplics in an area. Of particular
concem is the unregulated discharge of sewage which can have severe implications for the
ecology of tourist areas, as well as for the health of both tourists and Jocals who use
contaminated water for drinling, bathing and cooking (Hunter and Green 1993). When
discharged into enclosed inland water bodics, sewage can result in excessive algal growths.
Equaily, sewage released into the sca may have implications for coral reefs if algae grow to
such an extent as to cover large sections of the reef and prevent the corals from obtaining light
and essential nutrients (Edington and Edington 1986). As well as contaminating freshwater
supplics with sewage, wildlifs tourism entcrprises also inevitably result in increased demand
for water. Many wildlife tourism destinations are in hot, dry climates. While local people may
struggle to find sufficient water for themselves and their animals, visitors to luxury hotels and
game lodges expect to have water on tap for daily baths and showers, and many of thess
luxury facilities include swimming pools and artificially watcred lawns and gardens.

Enerzy supplies for wildlife tourism enterprises can vary from firewood, collected on a daily
basis from inside or outside reserves, to mains electricity supplied through power lincs which
may often be provided specifically to serve an individual hotel or game lodge. Both extretnes
have associated impacts. The collection of firewood can result in habitat disturbance or
degradation and vegetation loss, while power lines produce a visual, aeathetic impact in the
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case_nf‘ overhead lines, as well as impacts associated with vegetation ioss where pylons are
erscted or cables buriad,

Table 4.2; Potential Environmental Effects of Wildlife Tourism

Factor Involved

Environmental ETf¢ets

Touris! ovorerowding

Fovironrnental stress, animsls show clianges in
behaviour.

Creerdevelopmen

Excessive wnansmade stracpares, vmaightly wiben-like
developinent. :

Becreational Activities:

(8} Disturbance of wildlife, particularly interfercnce

Boatin : . . . : .
(e} Boating with resting, breeding and feeding behaviont, poize
peolletion.
- , (b] Some disturbance effects, competition with naieral
{hiFishing/ Hunting prodators,
, {©) Disturbance of wildli{e, vegetation damage and soil
() Foor sfaris erosion around ieails.
Pollution: . .
Yy ;:f:: i) Distartemue of natara) sivmds, wilderness praee.
) Litter [b) Degradation of natura] scene, dangers to wildlife,
health hazards. to tourists.
, {c) Mutilation of naral sitractions, thefl of plants for
(6} Vandalism private gardens, .
Arlificist Provisiomng: ; . ,
ra);:ﬁ;”i by tourists {a) Rehpviovral changes, degrease in self-relinnee,

&) Provision ofwater holes and salt ficks

danger ko tourists,
(b) Unnatural concentrations of wildhfe, excessive
vogetafion daimage in vicinity.

Wildlife mortality, soil and vegetation damage,

Wehicl . i . N

{sp-e:d?:g night driving, ofl read driving) distrbanee of wildlife, atr pollution

fer) Riadsw {a) Disturbance to wildlife, barrier effacts, habitat
logs, assthetic effects,

(B} Pover lines (b} Vegetation loss, acsthatic impects.

i0) Wasie disposal

{e) Problem animals, health hazards, decrease in water
quality.
{d) Habilat disturbance, small wildlife mortality,

@ Flreweod provisfon interference with ecosysicm energy fows,
Other: . . ,
() Souvenir colfection {a) Remaoval of natural attraciions, stimulation of

fh} Intraduction of exofic planis and animals

illegal poashing, distuptions of watural processes.
{b) Competition with indigenous specics, alteration of
nalural enviroument atnosphere, public confusion,

Source: Adapted from Thorsell [1984},.
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4.5 Management of Impacts from Wildlife Tourism

The previous sections in this chapter have discussed studies of wildlife tourism whers direct and

. indirect impacts may affect behaviour, reproductive success and mortality of particular species. An
intcresting point is how few quantitative studics there are of actual impacts or of thelr importance.
This contrasts with a postal questionnaite survey of 319 protected area managers that supiested
some 50 per cent of arcas in developed countries had impact monitoring in place, compared with 35
per cent of areas in developing countrics (Giongo ef af. 1993). Furthermore, the survey also clicited
that a proportion of managers had determined that the various impacts had cxeeeded acceptable
levels (Tabls 4.3). -

Therefore, onc possibility is that the scale of monitoring of impacts may be more extensive than that
snpgested by our survey of literature, with the results of the ongoing impact monitoring being used in
an adaptive management framework by managers without being recorded formally in the literature,
Another possibility is that, because the results of a postal survey were not verified, rmuch of the
ongoing impact monitoring indicated in the responses was largely anecdotal and unverifiable, but
recorded in questionnaires nonetheless. '

The nature and magnitude of impact on wildiife will be influenced by many variablss, including the
type of activity, the ecology of the arca, the characteristics of a particular species and differences
between individuals within a specics. These differences may be due to a variety of biological or
ceological factors. While some effects of wildlife tourism will be obvious, others will be more
difficult to identify and measure. Furthermore, the results described from studies of environmental

Table 4,3: Monitoring of Impacts in Protected Areas in both Developed and Developing

Countries
Biophysical Developed Conntrics Developing Countries
Impac
Muonitaring of Impacts Monltoring of - | Impacis
Impacts (%) exceeding acceptable | Impacts (%) exceeding
levels (%) acceptable
levels (%%}
Water quality 46 & i) 3
Wildlile 51 2 4 4
‘Trail depth 53 k] 30 7
Site spreading 34 : 4 32 6
Vepetation 56 b il 4
Erosiem G 16 4 8
Liuttering ] 7 45 B
Other 8 2 - 24 2

Sourge; Giongo ef af, (1593).

impacts of wildlife tourism will vary according to the time scale over which they are carried out.
Most studies have focused on short-term effects. An obvious constraint is the litte research on the
long-term cffects of wildlife disturbance by fourists (Vaske ef al. 1993). in addition, most studics of
immediats responses to disturbance have focused on individuals or species rather than on populations
or communitics. Some of the likely interrelationships between short- and long-term effects, and
effects on individuais, populations and communities are shown in Figure 4.3,
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In summary, much uncertainty, and little quantitative information, exists about the type, scale and
significance of the environmental impacts arising from wildlife tourism, Nevertheless, there is some
acceptance that negative impacts will arise from tourism-induced change, and that these will follow
an exponential relationship. In other words, a little use will cause much impact. Furthermore, once
impacted, a resource often will izke a long time to recover to its original state, Equally, the type, -
scale and significance of the environmental impacts of wildlifs tourism will vary individually,
depending upon the ability of a visited arca and its focal species to sustain a given number of toursts
and their various activities. In turn, this will be determined by the ecology of that arca, and must be

- compared to the current volumes and activitics of the tourists who visit. If one exceeds the ofher,
there is likely to be a problem. Therefore, many park management plans or nationa? tourism policics
mention e need vo comirel the impacts arising from tourist activities, despite litte precisc knowledae
of impacts arising from wildlife tourism (Giongo ef af, 1593).

Figure 4.3; Effects of Tourists on Wildlife

RECREATIONAL ACTIVITY
1. Canass of Inpect
HARVEST Mnmcﬂ POLLLITION LS TRAUBANGE
* I —
FEHAVIOR )
2. bmmedeate Fesposs CHANGE DEATH
3. Lang-wm Effects oa: ALTERET, ALIERER AYERED
C 2 Indvidusls BEHAVIDR Vit PRODUCTIVTY DR2ATH
& Populatans ABUNDANCE OISTRIBLTION DEMOGRAPHICS
©. COmmLes CGE::EJ%ET?UN INTERACTIENE

Source: Knight and Cole (1995),
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4.51 Concepis of carrying capacity and acceptable limits

The question still arises of how best to determinc: the levels at which the control of visitors is
necessary. Several ideas exist for protected arcas, including those of defining carrying capacity, and
of acceptable limits of change and use (roviewed in Giongo et al. 1993). However, littlc thonght has
been devoted to how best ta determine the levels at which the control of visitots is necessary to
aceommodate the views, aspirations or noeds of indigenous or local commmunities outside protected
arcas, Within protected arcas, the idea of carmying capacity as applied to tourist management
considers the maximum nse an area can sustain, Hence, the idea of tourist carrying capacity assumes
that therc is a level of development, and a maximum number of visitors, that & protected area can
tolerate without adverse cffects on the environment. All natural areas are considered to have limited
ecological, physical and aesthetic carrying capacities, which may be defined as follows:

« the ecological carrying capacity.is reached when the number of visitors and characteristics of
visitor use start to affect the wildlifc and degrade the ecosystem; o

e the physical carrying capacity is reached when all available facilities or infrastructure arc
saturated;

s the aesthetic {or social) carrying capacity is reached when the number of visitors reaches a level
where tourists frequentiy cncounter other tourists, OF see their imipacts, such as litter, and lack of
wildlife, so that their enjoyment of the site is diminished.

Furthermore, if this system wers to be adapted for use with local communitics surrounding protected
areas, an important consideration would be to determine their views on the social, acsthetic and
cultural aspects of tourist carrying capacity.

A number of factors need to be considered in determining the various carrying capacities of an area.
These include: the size of the arca and the amount of usable space within it; the fragility of the
environment; numbers, diversity and distribution of wildlife, topography and vegctation; sensitivity
of wildlife to human visitors; tourists” viewing choices; visitors” perceptions and behaviour; and
availability of facilitics (WT0 and UNEP 1992).

Despite the recognition of the importance of the concept, there have been no comprehensive scientific
studies of a destination’s capacity 1o support wildlife tourism (Zanre 1995), and carrying capacities
have becn defined for very few protected areas in either developed or developing countrics. Even
where they have been defined, strategics have not been established for remaining within the limits of
carrying capacity, with the possible exception of the physical carrying capacity. This may be duc to
broader management and Iocal area objectives. For example, axcesding the ecological carrying
capacity might be tolerated if it generates sufficient extra income to satisfy local economic needs
(Zanre 1995). The task is also exceedingly complicated because ecological catrying capaci varies
from season to season, and year to year, depending on patterns of rainfall, wildlife migrations, and so
on (Henry 1992). In addition, as mentioned alrcady (Table 2.1}, the level of environmental impact is
often detcrmined by the types of visitors present and their behaviour rather than the actual numbers
of visitors. There appears to be no dirsct correlation between the number of visitors to a site and
negative impacts on soil, vegetation, wildlite and other visitors. The degree of impact depends on
many variables in addition to the amount of use, inchuding (Wallace 1993}

the degroe of site hardening (making landings, trails or overlooks resistant to erosion);
s the motivations and behaviour of visitors;

their mode of transport and accommadation;

the effectiveness of guides. '

group size; and ' .
«  environmental variables such as soil type, slope, vegetation type and scason.
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A more widely used system is the Limits of Acceptable Change (LAC) (Stankey ef &/, 1983) and the
Limits of Acceptable Use (LALUY (s22 Box 3.5), This system accepts that some changs in naturs ic
inevitable, and represents a framework within which acceptable types and levels of environmental
and social impacts are defined by resource managers, which then allows the levels of use to be
determéned, The setting, of LAC and LAU way encarapass a cange of sacial, economic, and politicsl
considerations, as well as ecological criteria in order to balanee the potential gains and losses from
imposing limitations on use. Ilence, the LAC and LAU system places primary emphasis on the
conditions, both physical and social, desired in the area rather than on the maximum amount of use
thi area can tolerate. The latter requires managers to define the desired conditions and to undertake
actions to achieve and maintain those conditions, This idea must be bascd on achicving a clear idea
of the desited conditions, and establishing a monitoring system that provides quantitative guidance
that the desired conditions are not cavsitg unacecptable impacts and resource damage {ses Box
4.12),

Box 4,12: Steps in Petermining Limits of Acceptable Change {LAC)

Step 1: Identify areq issues and poncens, fpcheding legal guidelines, organisational policy, area-
specific features and values, regional and netionul settings,

Step 2 Deline apportanity clagses, these represcnting sulb-units of the arca wlnv::h pruvide differen
conditions, and increase (he dlvel‘sﬂy of the aras,

Step 3: Select quantitalive indicators of resoures and sociai conditions lor wluch management is
SHiving.

Step 4: Develop an inventory of existing resource eid social conditions, usitng inventory data and
MEDS.

Btep 5 Speéify standards for resource and social indicators for eqel opportunity class, based on
iventory data lo ensure realizm znd to clarify the natwe and extent of matagement activity that will
e required lo achieve slandards,

Step &; Identify alternative opportunily class allocalions reflecting area issues and conecatus, and
cising resoure and sociel conditions.

Step 7. Identify mzmagement actions for each alternative, including an analysis of the variaus costs
and benefits of each alteruative, in terms of environmental iinpacts and impacts on visitors, as wel]
48 an administative costs.

Step §: Evaluate and select preferred alternative, the final sclection reflecting the respansiveness of
the allermative to the issues and concemns identified n step | and the management requirements
identified in step 7,

%tep %: Implement actions and monitor conditions, with menitoring being particularly important ag it
oravides Bedhask on the effectiveness of woanseement axtions coploved, slering neanogers ta the
needd to sonsider mote rigerous application or the use of other imeasures,

Source: Stapkey et af. {1985).
| ' 1

Having defined the LAC, an obvious management strategy 15 to use LAUs to restrict visitor numbers
in order to minimise environmental impacts, Howcver, as already noted, carrving capacities and
LACs have been defined for very few tourist sites, and therefore 1t iz not often possible to calenlate
the optimal level of visation, In addition, as previcusly mentioned, the relaticnship h%twa&n level of
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use and level of impacts is unclear. Establishing carrying capacifies and use limits may, therefore, do
little to solve impact problems.

In the United States, the National Parks and Conservation Association has developed a Visitor
lpact Management (VIM) framework that is applicable across the US National Parks system. The
VIM Framework was detived from the literature on catrying capacity, but recognises the often
obscure link between level of use and level of impact. The framework is an cight step sequential
process that js designed to deal with three basic issues: the identification of unaceeptable visitor
impacts; the determination of potential causal factors affecting the occurrence and severity of the
unaceeptable impacts; and the selcction of potential management strategics (Loomis and Gracfe
1992). The process is summarised in Figure 4.4, '

Figure 4.4; The NPCA's Visitor Impact Management Process
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Management strategies and techniques for the control or mitigation of tourist impacts include direct
steategies that regulate or restrict activities, and indirect approaches that attempt to influence tourists
behaviour (reviewed in Giongo et al. 1993). These are discussed below.

452 Direﬁ conlrols

Limiting the total mumbers of visitors to an area can control visitor impacts directly, patticalarly to
avold damage 1o fragile ceosystems or the disturbance of key species. In East Africa, for example, a
number of gorilla tourism enterprises operatc stoct controls on visitor numbers (Table 4.4), and in
Kibale Forest, Uganda, research into the response of chimpanzees to tounsts recommends group
sizes be kept 10’2 maximum of ten (Johns 1996), However, txplicit Lmitations of visWor numbers
may not always be enferced. The management plan for the Galapagos Islands National Parl set

limits of 12,000 visitors per year, but numbers increased from 7,000 in 1975 fo 32,595 in {987

{Lindberg 1991).

Table 4.4: Gorilla Tourism in East Central Africa

Louation Datly Vivitor Quotn | Anoual Ouokas
Parc National des Volcans, Bwanda i2 11,680
Bwitdi Forest, Uganda 12 4,380
Wirings Mountaing, Zairs 20 7300
Kahuzi-Bicga, Znire ' 16 5,540

Source: Cited in Shackley (1595),

Another strategy is to disperse visitors to avoid concentration into small arcas. However, much
tourism-itiduced change such as vegetation loss cecurs exponentially, so a little use may cause much
impact. Hence, dispersing visitors to avoid overcrowding may actually result in greater overall or
local impact. Similarly, allowing access 1o a new siie may result in & rapid accumulation of damage
at this site, whilst little or no rceovery takes place at the old site. In other situations, there may be
different impact-use relationships. For example, low density visitation appears to have a limited
-effect on the breeding or hunting success of large cats (otherwise it wonld not be possible to
undertake field based research), while high density visitation can have dramatic consequences
{Lindberg 1992}. In this situation, visitor dispersal will reduce the impact of tounists on the large
gats. However, such dispersal may simultaneously increase the impact on vegstation. Therefore,
when attempting to manage tourists, it is necessary to identify key issues and set prioritics. In this

- example, which is more impertant, the cats or the vegetation?

Zoning is an obvious method of reducing impact by restricting or preventing visitor access to certain
areqs either permanently; or at sensitive tinmes of the year, For cxample, the primary manageinent tool
in the Great Barricr Reef Marine Park, Australia, is a system of zoning plans that partition areas into
varions uses and separate potentially conflicting uses. Zones include those which aim to preserve
natural representative areas from virtually any human use, those which provide for recreation and
towrisim, and those which provide for general use including shipping and trawling (Woodley 1992),
Similarly, Pilanesberg National Park in South Africa is zoned info areas for wildemess trails and for
controlled hunting (and neither of these zones has any form of infrastructure development
whatsoever); a general visitor zene used primarily for vehicle-bome viewing, with development
inctuding roads, hides and picnic sites; a multiplc wse zone, where any of vehicle-horne game
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viewing, controlled hunting or activity trails can take place; and a peripheral development zone,
where all visitors and staff are accommodated {Anderson 1983). Furthermorz, all Biosphere Reserves
are managed i theory through a zoning system where the central corc area is out of bounds to
tourists (Batisse 1984). :

Areas that are closed to tourists may be choscn because of the particular ecological sensitivity of an
area, with tourism concentrated in sites that can sustain higher visitation levels; or because of the
particular importance of an area. For example, such an area might provide critical fecding or
breeding habitat to certain species. Thus, in Morteverde Cloud Forest Treserve in Costa Rica, trails
are tempotarily closed to avoid disturbing nesting quetzals (Box 3 £). Zones may therefore include
areas that require a complete ban on tourist use; areas that permit limited use, i terms of actual
visitor numbers, timing during the day or season, tourist activities, and modes of transport; and areas
where tourist use is unrestricted (within rcason). '

Tourists may be confined to fixed vicwing points, both to control the activities of tourists, and to
ensure good views of wildlife (Box 4.6). This often entails some modification of the area in order to
make it attractive to animals, such as the provision of artificial water holes or salt licks. However,
 this can result in artificial concentrations of animals, habituation and subsequent vegetation damage.
For example, the major ecological {and economic) problems in Hwange National Park, Zimbabwe
are related to the provision of artificial water boles, The artificial watcr supplies arc necessary 1o
maintain the ummaturally high numbers of wild animals domanded by the wildlife tourist industry.
Equally, it is only the revenue from this industry that can save the park from ecological disaster
(Potts ef al. 1996). At Trestops Lodge, in Aberdare National Park, Kenya, large qoantitics of salt are
dumped just below the lodge windows, to lure animals into view. However, the salt leaches into the
surrounding goil and has caused the vegetation around the neartyy waterhole to die off (Shackley
1996). In any management decision, these negative impacts need to be balanced against the benefits
of tourist contro!, with the added bonus of providing a quality wildlife viewing experisnce.

Fixed vicwing points may be a useful management tool for species that can be attracied to particular
areas, and in a habitat with natural barriers to movement. However, fixed viewing points do not solve
the problem of minimising disturbance by mobile tourists in open habitats, or allowing tourists to
view mobile wildlife. Guidetines for minimum viewing distances could, in theory, reducs the problem
of tourist minibuses pursuing certain species like cheetah, but are very difficult to enforce. However,
this technique has worked quite successfully with whale watching, Henee, the United States Maring
Fisheries Scrvice has drawn vp guidelines for watching grey whales off the California coast that
specify that vesscls should not approach whales closer than 100 yards {Edington and Edington 1986).
A weli-designed trail system also provides tourists with the opportunity to explore 2 wide area while
controtting where they can and can not go. Trail systems do require careful design, not just in terms
of enabling tourists to see what they want to see, but they must also be routed in arcas resistant to
erosion and spreading (Wallace 1993). '

" 4.5.3  Indirect stratepies

Indirect strategies for managing tourist impact are thosc that aim to modify the behaviour of visitors.
.One of the most important ways to achisve this is to educats visitors about the potential disturbance
they can cause and 1o provide advice on how to reduce it. Tourist groups accompanied by a guide,
confined to specific locations and transported in large numbers provides the ideal oppertunity to
target information and to provide quality educational and interpretative experiences. As well as
helping te reduce visitor impacts by advising tourists how to behave (e.g. detailed guidelines arc
provided to all tourists visiting Antarctica: see Box 4.13), education and intsrpretation programmes
increase public awareness about the areas they are vigiting and help to foster concern for
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conservation, Methods of commumicating with the public may range from visitor information centres,
to specialised guides, to informal contact with park staff. In the Masai Mara, it became clear that
drivers were a major source of information for tourists and yet oftcn had no detailed knowledge about
the park. A programme was devised to educate drivers so that they could provide information 1o
tourists about the park as a whole, rather than just the most popular species, and therefore cneourage
tourists to visit different arcas of the park, hence alleviating congestion (Gakahu 19932),

Box 4.13: Wildlife Tourism and Guidance for Visitors to the Antarctic

Antarntica hes licome & popwber destination for wildlife foumists in the 19%0s, with nwmnbers of vizitors
increasing Gom 3,500 at the end of (he 19205 o around 7,000 during 1992-3 {Btonebouse 19%), These visits
extend fram mid-November to late March, comesponding with good weatler and ice conditions and speciacular -
wildlile {most nolably penpuins, seals and whales). More han %5 per sent of Antarctic tourists are ship-borne
and therefore restricted to the readily accessible parts of the coast, mors visiting the South American scetor than
any other area, However, cruise fravel in the Antarclic supmer coincides with the peak breeding season for
many species (Shackley 1996) and environmental impacts include oil spills, disturbanes 1o wildlife, polential
introduction of disease, and pressure on regularly visited areas (Hall 1992),

Because of the increasing nmnbers of visitors to this rcfatively pristine and sometimes fragile envirofrment, the
following is beng offered as suidanes 1o visitors:

«  Avoid disturbing wildlife. In particular, do nat: walk on vegetation; touch or handle birds ar scals; stortle or
chase any bird from its nest; wander indiscriminately through penguin or other bird colanjes,

#  Litter of all types mmst be kept to & minimum, Retain al] litter (film wrappers, tssue, food scraps, tins,
lotion, hatles, and 50 on) in 2 bag or pocket to e dizposed of on board your ship. Avoid throwing tin cans

and other krash ofT the ship near land, :

Do wot use sporting paas.

Do not introduce plants or animals into the Antarctic,

Dha uot callest agas or fosmils.,

Do ot enter any of the Specially Protected Areas and avoid Sites of Special Scientific Infercst.

In the vicinity of sciontific stations, avoid interference with scientific work and dg nol coter usteceupied

huildings ar refuges except in an emergeacy.

Do not paint names or graffiti on rocks or buildings.

Take care of Antarctic historic momunents,

When ashore, keep together with your party,

Source; Marsh (199]),

In any given situation, the management tools required to reduce the impacts arising from tourism may
be any of the above, or a combination of all of them. In the Northwest Tertitories of Canada, a
nurnber of Inuvialuit Communities have produced local conservation plans, Most of these plans
include toutism guidclines that incorporate a number of visitor management strategies: minimum
heights at which aireraft can fly over nesting birds; minimum distances that tourists must keep from
wolf dens and bird nests; and limits % nombers of tourisis to ceriain arcas at ceriain imes of the vear
(c.g. breeding areas). In Gunung Gede Pangrangoe Nafional Park, in West Java, the park’s
management cominittes has implemented a number of measures to reduce the impact of toudsts
including {Suprtiadi and Darusman 1992):

= limiting the nymber of tourists who can enter the park at any one time;
s closing the park for certain periods of the year;

» developing an environmental education propramme; and

s developing a guided tour system,
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Each situation is different and effective management will require a careful balancing of all potential
gains and logses in order to determine optimal levels and types of tourist uss, including: visitor
satisfaction: conservation priorities; social, ceonomic and political considerations; and eeofogical
criteria,
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CHAPTER FIVE

LESSONS LEARNED AND A FRAMEWORK FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This overview stdy has shown that the environmental impacts arizing from wildlife tourism are well
appreciated, but poorly understood. The literature available and surveyed shows little quantitative
basis on which to make gencralisations about the environmental impacts associated with the various
forms of wildlife tourism. At present, nuch of the literature relating 1o covironmentat impacts of
wildlife tourismt is descriptive or ancedotal with little hard data or scientific analysis. Only a few case
studies were identified that actually document the envirenmental impacts of wildlife tourism, Most
studics have focused on the short-term effects of disturbanee by fourists, and on individuals or specics
rather than on communities or populations. The impacts recarded are various, some being associated
with the tourism industry generally (Chapter 2), while others are associated with wildlife tourism in
specific areas (Chapter 4). Greater emphasis has been placed on the economiics of wildlife tourism
developmicnts, and mumerous studies consider the potential of developing wildlife tourism or
cuotourism initiatives in a particular area, Very few studics have taken a retrospective look at the
environmental impacts that have occurred as a result of any wildlife tourisra,

Tn order to develop effective policies and plans for wildlife tourism, a greater undessianding iz
required of both its direet and indirect cffects. Organised monitoring 1s reauired to further investigate
the relationships between short- and long-term impacts, and to detcrmine their bislogical importance.
Such monitoring may be ocurring in many protected areas (Giongo e¢ al. 1993) but not reaching the
literature (Chapter 4). When properly undertaken, such monitoring should be set in the context of an
overall monitoring programme that examines all forms of impact as they affect wildlite populations,
for example from illegal use, from habitat loss, from other fornis of management, and so on (ses for
example Bell 1986). If a quantitative and comparative data set is to be gathered that would allow a
rigorous analysis, this must be achieved in the context of a standardised framework.

Such a framework has been suggested specifically for examining the impacts associated with wildlife
tourism it Figure 5.1. The framework is a working model that is based upon experiences gathered in
this Titerature survey, and that may hopefislly help those who commissioned this stucly, and others in 3
similar position, to establish the necessary monitoring frameworks for projects they establish that
promote wildlife tourism. The framework comprises of a serics of boxes that successively dnve, and
in turn feed back into, the system. Each box is accompanied by a table or part table (Table 5.1 1o
5.5), outlining factors that appear important in driving the system, and on which quantitative and
comparative data are necessary if a general framework of tourist impacts is to be determined in
future.

The framework recognises that the system is driven by the type of tourist product that is marketed for
each area (sec Chapter 2; Table 5.2), This in turn is determined by a range of factors relating to the
wildlife and scenic possibilities, and issues of access, scasonality and infrastmcture (Table 5.1). The
type of tourist product marketed determines the institutional regime under which tourism in individual
arcas is managed (Table 5.3). This in turn will deterimine some of the chvironmental, economic, social
impacts of that tourism {Table 5.4). This further determines the pelitical impact of that tourism, and
the policy regime under which it is managed (Table 5.5). These factors in tum feed back into and
drive the system, particularly the economic, social and political impacts. Environmental impacts
remain of less pressing concern comparsd with these other impacts, but will eventually feed back into
the wildlifc and scenic viewing possibilitics (Figure 3.1),
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Another issue is that most studies have had a narrow focus on individuals or species. Research must
be broadened to include higher levels of biological organisation and at different times of the vear,
ncluding studies at high and low tourist seasons and at different biclogical seasons, Thig research
should include studies of the effeets of infrastrocture on wildlife populations and moveménts, habitat
edge effects, and non-site impacts (¢.g. downstream effeets), and should consider both key species
targsted by tourists, and non-target species.

Research is also required on the significance of different impacts, and of the conscquences of
altcrnatives to tourism. Criteriz nead to be developed to evaluate significancs. This could mehide
specific stndiss of the impacts of tourism on species, communities and habitats that are considered
particularly important or rare, Again, such studies need to be long-term and consider changes beyond
the individual or species level. In order to develop better techniques for managing the impacts of
valdlife towrism, research is roguired to identify suitable indicators by which mpacts may be
measured, These must be based in turn on furthering knowledge of carrying capacities, limits of
acceptable change, and visitor itmpact management. Given the long-term monitering that is likely to

_be required, it will be important to establish research in conjunction with managers of protecied areas.

Research is also required 1o develop appropriate forms of monitoring, particularly participatory
monitoring, which are manageable in protected arcas (since their efficacy depends upon their
continued use} and to assess the relative efficacy of differsut forms of adaptive management,
particularly in the context of wider management objectives. For example, inereased guiding may
reduce impacts by regulating visitar behaviour, improve the tourist expericnce for the visitor, and
generate skilled employment for local people.

This study has focused on environmental impacts of wildlife tourism. Nevertheless, minimising these
remains but one of thres objectives of the current push to achieve sustainable ecotourism, Many
forms of tourism currently thought of as ecotourism would appear to fail in achieving a product that
is not associated with cnvironmental impacts. Equally, it is important that resgarch on wildlifs
tourism advances on a broad front to consider the contributions that different wildlifi tourism
enterprises (including activities organised by protected area managers) maks to conservation of the

resource and to Jocal communitics. At present it appears that many enterprises fall far short of their
lofty ideals.
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Figure 5.1: A Framework for Examining the Impacts of Wildlife Tourism
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Notes: The solid lines represent primary links that drive the system, while the broken lines
represent feedback loops. Factors important in each box or group of boxes are further

expanded in Tables 5.1 t0 3.5,
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Table 5.5: Policy and Management Qutcomes that Determine Future Tourist Policics

Paolicy replme Manegement Institutional
regime structure for arca
Strong and Foned and mixed Govermmeit
developed enterprise funded
Evenly spread Parastatal
Weak and ineffective Unzaned and FPrivate sector
unplanned involvement
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