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1 | INTRODUCTION

Protected areas are key to maintaining biodiversity and
ecological processes globally, but their relatively small
size and isolation limit their effectiveness (Joppa &
Pfaff, 2009; Ward et al., 2020). These challenges are
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particularly pronounced for wide-ranging wildlife—
animals like bears, wolves, elk, and deer—whose forag-
ing, dispersal, and migratory behaviors take them beyond
protected area boundaries (Newmark, 1987; Woodroffe &
Ginsberg, 1998). Global biodiversity conservation initia-
tives, including the Kunming-Montreal Global Diversity

This is an open access article under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which permits use, distribution and reproduction in any medium, provided

the original work is properly cited.

© 2025 The Author(s). Conservation Science and Practice published by Wiley Periodicals LLC on behalf of Society for Conservation Biology.

Conservation Science and Practice. 2025;7:€70051.

https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.70051

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/csp2 1o0f11


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7445-2099
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0305-4333
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7589-641X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3887-0434
mailto:hilary.byerlyflint@uwyo.edu
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/csp2
https://doi.org/10.1111/csp2.70051
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1111%2Fcsp2.70051&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2025-05-05

2o0f11 Wl LEY— Sonservation Science and Practice @

BYERLY FLINT ET AL.

journal of the Society for Conservation Biology

Framework's international commitment to protect 30% of
the world's land, inland water, and coastal and marine
areas by 2030, could falter or fail if protected areas are
not adequately connected to nearby habitat (Williams
et al., 2022; Worboys et al., 2010). One proposed solution
to the limits of protected areas is large landscape conser-
vation (Ward et al., 2020). In this approach, practitioners
work across jurisdictional boundaries, often anchored
around protected areas, to enhance environmental qual-
ity on multi-use lands (Hilty et al., 2020; McKinney
et al., 2010). However, large landscape conservation ini-
tiatives are often stymied by their high costs (Maxwell
et al., 2020; McCarthy et al., 2012). For wildlife conserva-
tion, these costs may include purchasing development
rights, improving infrastructure to increase landscape
permeability, investing in habitat restoration, and provid-
ing compensation for wildlife conflict (Dickman
et al., 2011; Nyhus, 2016).

Protected-area visitation provides a potential source
of revenue for large landscape conservation. The pres-
ence of wildlife within protected areas generates consid-
erable value to society, and protected areas receive
billions of visits annually (Balmford et al., 2009, 2015).
For many protected areas, visitors are an important
source of funding for infrastructure and conservation
activities within park boundaries (Buckley et al., 2012).
Yet, only a small number of protected areas leverage visi-
tation to support large landscape conservation
(Middleton et al., 2021). Surveys of visitors at protected
areas show they are willing to pay additional fees to sup-
port wildlife conservation and viewing opportunities
inside protected areas (e.g., Bhattarai et al., 2021;
Richardson et al., 2014; Schutgens et al., 2019). We
extend the existing body of work by examining how
hypothetical losses of wide-ranging wildlife populations
might influence visitor demand for recreation within pro-
tected areas. Separately, we predict how an additional fee
on visitors—the proceeds of which would be used to pro-
tect wildlife—may affect visitor demand. We then com-
pare outcomes under two hypothetical scenarios: losses
in wildlife populations versus increases in the visitor fee.

There are tradeoffs involved in imposing additional
costs on visitors to fund conservation. An increase in the
price of visiting a protected area is expected to decrease
the quantity of visits demanded, resulting in fewer people
enjoying the protected area. Such a loss could dispropor-
tionately affect lower-income visitors. At the same time,
failure to maintain the quality of visitors' experiences
(e.g., by failing to conserve valued species) could also
reduce visitation, or it could reduce the overall net bene-
fits, also known as consumer surplus, attained by those
who do visit. Park managers thus face a conundrum: how
does asking park visitors to fund conservation, which

increases cost and is thus expected to decrease visits
demanded, compare to failing to fund conservation,
which decreases trip quality and is thus expected to also
decrease visits demanded?

We explore this question in the context of Yellow-
stone and Grand Teton National Parks, two adjacent pro-
tected areas in the western United States. These parks
attract more than 7 million visits annually, in consider-
able part because of wildlife viewing opportunities
(National Park Service, 2010, 2019). The two parks are at
the core of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE)—
one of the world's largest and mostly intact temperate
ecosystems and home to abundant wide-ranging wildlife,
including large carnivores (e.g., grizzly bears and wolves)
and ungulates (e.g., bison, elk, mule deer, pronghorn,
moose, and bighorn sheep) (Middleton et al., 2020).
These species rely on the core protected areas for habitat
but also require ranges that extend beyond park
boundaries.

The grizzly bear, for example, depends on expansive
landscapes with a variety of habitats and resources. The
lifetime home range of a male grizzly bear in the GYE
can be more than 1500 square miles, and many grizzlies
regularly cross park boundaries (White et al., 2017). The
migrations of elk, mule deer, and pronghorn can extend
tens or even hundreds of miles between seasonal ranges
within and beyond national park boundaries (Middleton
et al., 2020). Under the protection of endangered species
law and hunting regulations, these and other wide-
ranging wildlife of the GYE have generally rebounded
from near extirpation over the past century.

As populations of wide-ranging wildlife have grown
in the GYE, their movement outside the parks has
increased, and so have the challenges and costs experi-
enced by surrounding landowners and communities. For
example, grizzly bears sometimes kill livestock or destroy
property (van Manen et al., 2024) and some have moved
into housing developments in search of food
(Koshmrl, 2021), increasing economic damages from griz-
zly bear-human conflict incidents (Enriquez &
Finnoff, 2021). Migratory ungulates that spend winters
outside the national parks can spread disease to livestock
and damage crops (Cross et al., 2010; Irby et al., 1996).

At the same time, wildlife can bring increased visitor
satisfaction and economic benefits, as from increased
bear viewing opportunities in protected areas like Yellow-
stone National Park (Richardson & Enriquez, 2024). The
implication is that surrounding communities pay a spa-
tial subsidy for the benefits of viewing wildlife experi-
enced by national park visitors (Chester et al., 2022). This
tension between who bears the costs of and who benefits
from wide-ranging wildlife has attracted regional policy
interest. Wyoming and Montana's legislatures both
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passed resolutions that the National Park Service collect
a “conservation fee” from park visitors to fund conserva-
tion outside Yellowstone and Grand Teton National
Parks (Montana Legislature, 2021; Wyoming Legislature,
2018). As the GYE experiences unprecedented develop-
ment and increasing human-wildlife conflict, failure to
fund conservation beyond protected area boundaries
could lead to declines in wide-ranging wildlife popula-
tions once again (Middleton et al., 2022).

The economic concept of social welfare (i.e., overall
wellbeing to all members of society) is useful for evaluat-
ing the potential impacts of a fee to fund conservation,
or—conversely—the potential impacts of fewer wildlife.
Here, we use data from an intercept survey of visitors to
Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks to consider
changes in social welfare under two different scenarios:
one in which a conservation fee is imposed on park visi-
tors for the benefit of wide-ranging wildlife management,
and one in which such a fee is not implemented. A com-
plete social welfare analysis would entail quantifying all
potential effects from the fee on the economic benefits
and damages to all members of society. Given data limi-
tations, we simplify by characterizing only the direct
hypothetical impacts on recreation demand and fundrais-
ing in support of wide-ranging wildlife conservation. Our
paper, which uses empirical data in combination with
broad assumptions, is intended as a starting point for
future conversations and analyses related to funding
large landscape conservation.

2 | METHODS

2.1 | Data collection
We intercepted and surveyed visitors to Yellowstone and
Grand Teton National Parks in July and August of 2022.
The survey asked about park visitation behavior, includ-
ing the number of trips taken to the parks in the last
3 years, the importance of wildlife viewing, the animals
visitors want to see, and demographics. Refer to Data S1,
Supporting Information for the full survey instrument.
The survey included a stated preference question
(specifically, a contingent behavior question) about how
changes in wide-ranging wildlife would be expected to
affect park visitation. Visitors were read descriptions of
common wide-ranging wildlife in the parks and asked to
indicate their agreement with the statement, “I would
take fewer trips to the parks if there were fewer wide-
ranging wildlife around to view.” Similar methods have
been used to estimate changes in visitation associated
with wildlife management in Yellowstone and Grand
Teton National Parks (e.g., Duffield et al., 2006;
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Loomis & Caughlan, 2004; Richardson et al., 2014). Such
approaches have the benefit of using visitor responses to
inform predictions about visitor behavior in response
to management changes. The accuracy of predictions,
however, depends on whether visitors would behave con-
sistently in real life with their responses to hypothetical
scenarios. Potential inconsistency between actual and
observed behavior is referred to as hypothetical bias. We
followed best practices from the economics literature to
mitigate hypothetical bias (for a review of contemporary
guidance, refer to Johnston et al., 2017).

More detailed descriptions of the data collection
efforts and survey methods are provided in Data S1.

2.2 | Travel cost method analysis

To quantify the value of wildlife viewing trips in Yellow-
stone and Grand Teton National Parks, we used the
travel cost method. With this well-established nonmarket
valuation method, researchers estimate overall demand
for recreation trips to a site using underlying information
on the amount it costs people, in terms of expenditures
like gas, to take a trip to that site. All else equal, people
tend to take fewer trips over a given period to destina-
tions that are located farther away from them, which
entail higher costs to reach. However, certain destina-
tions, such as those that provide higher quality recreation
experiences, may inspire people to take on higher travel
costs. Ultimately, the travel cost method yields the net
economic value (i.e., total consumer surplus) of a trip to
a location of interest, using information on how people
make tradeoffs in terms of trip costs to access the site.
The travel cost method is one of several approaches used
by economists to measure consumer surplus, and it uses
data on traveler behavior to reveal an underlying value
for a trip to a destination. In the United States, the
National Park Service relies on estimates of consumer
surplus for use in benefit—cost analyses and a variety of
other applications to inform planning and decision-
making (Neher et al., 2013; Walls, 2022).

In Table S1, we include detailed descriptions of all the
variables included in our travel cost analysis. We used a
negative binomial regression to estimate a baseline travel
cost model. We calculated a baseline consumer surplus
per visitor trip by dividing the number one by the nega-
tive of the coefficient on the trip cost variable. We then
scaled to a per-visitor-day basis by dividing by average
trip length. We provide more details about all our travel
cost method-related analyses and calculations in Data S1.

We estimated three additional travel cost models to
investigate the role of wildlife viewing in generating
value: one model that tests whether wildlife viewers in
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general have different demand for park trips than non-
viewers, one model that tests how demand varies among
people with different preferences for viewing specific spe-
cies, and one model that tests how demand varies among
people with different preferences for viewing broad
groups of species (migratory ungulates and large
carnivores).

To examine the potential impact of a conservation fee
on visitation, we used the trip cost coefficient from our
baseline travel cost model and the average trip cost of a
visit to the parks to estimate a price elasticity of demand
for trips to these parks. The elasticity shows how changes
in price (e.g., from an additional conservation fee levied
at park entrances) might affect visitation. We considered
a range of possible fee amounts (from $1 to $100) and
associated funding raised for wildlife conservation. We
also calculated the fee amount at which the resulting
decline in park visitation would equal the decline in visi-
tation expected from a hypothetical loss in wide-ranging
wildlife.

Using responses to the contingent behavior question,
we estimated the potential impact of fewer wide-ranging
wildlife on park visitation, consumer surplus, and park
revenue. We multiplied the proportion who “agreed” or
“strongly agreed” that they would reduce their trips by
the total number of visitors to the two parks over 3 years.
We conservatively assumed that those who would reduce
their trips due to fewer wide-ranging wildlife would do so
by taking one less trip in 3 years. We explored the sensi-
tivity of changes in park visitation to this assumption by
varying the number of fewer trips that visitors might take
and by considering only visitors who strongly agreed with
the statement.

We estimated the loss in overall consumer surplus
from fewer wide-ranging wildlife by multiplying the
reduction in visitation by the consumer surplus estimate
from our travel cost model. We calculated the loss in park
revenue by multiplying the number of unpaid visits
(equal to the proportion of visitors in our sample who
paid the seven-day entrance fee times the number of
fewer park entries) by the entrance fee amount ($35).
This loss in park revenue (i.e., what visitors actually pay
for the experience of wildlife viewing) is distinct from the
loss in consumer surplus (i.e., the additional amount visi-
tors are willing to pay for the experience of wildlife
viewing).

2.3 | Gauging support for conservation
fundraising options

In the survey, we also asked respondents to indicate the
degree to which they oppose or support three options for

raising money to conserve wide-ranging wildlife in and
around the parks: (1) a mandatory wildlife conservation
fee that would be collected from all park visitors at park
entrances, (2) establishment of a wildlife conservation
fund to collect voluntary donations from park visitors at
park entrances, and (3) a wildlife conservation tax or fee
on goods or services sold within the parks. These options
were based on policy proposals and conversations with
conservation organizations and National Park Service
staff.

We used logistic regressions to test whether respon-
dents’ support for the three fundraising options was asso-
ciated with household income or politics, controlling for
other demographic characteristics. We corrected for mul-
tiple comparisons using the Benjamini-Hochberg
method, and we provide adjusted p-values.

3 | RESULTS

3.1 | Summary statistics

We intercepted 2513 individuals in and around Yellow-
stone and Grand Teton National Parks. Of those, 1111
consented to participate in our survey (a response rate of
44%), but only 991 provided sufficient data to include in
our analysis. We summarize sample demographic and
park visitation characteristics in Table S2. We checked
for non-response bias in our sample by comparing non-
participants' observable characteristics and responses to
two brief follow-up questions (Table S3). We further
assessed the representativeness of the sample by compar-
ing respondent demographics to those from a Visitor Use
Survey conducted in Grand Teton National Park during
the same time period (Table S4). The samples are similar
across most characteristics. Based on these results, we
assume that our survey participants are representative of
visitors to the two parks.

3.2 | Travel cost method analysis
Results from a baseline travel cost model that includes
covariates for visitor characteristics (Table S5; Model 2)
indicate a consumer surplus of $451 per visitor trip and
$98 per visitor day to Yellowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks. Multiplying this value by park visitation,
we estimate a total consumer surplus of $753 million
annually from visits to Yellowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks.

Viewing wildlife is a primary reason for trips to the
parks among 77% of respondents (Table S6). We conser-
vatively attribute $117 million in consumer surplus solely
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to wildlife viewing in an average year for the 15.5% of vis-
itors for whom wildlife viewing is the primary driver of
visitation. An additional $464 million in consumer sur-
plus can be attributed to visitation from those 61.6% of
visitors listing wildlife viewing as one of several equally
important reasons for their trip, for a total of $581 million
in recreational value attributable to wildlife viewing
(Table S6).!

Incorporating preferences for seeing the top five most
popular animals into our travel cost model (Table S5;
Model 4), we find that the interaction term for species
preference and trip cost is only statistically significant for
visitors who most want to see grizzly bears. These visitors
have a more price-inelastic demand for visitation to the
parks. From this model, we estimate a consumer surplus
of $139 per day for visitors who most want to see a grizzly
bear, compared to $91 per day for those who want to see
other animals. These differences also exist when aggre-
gating across visitors who most want to see large carni-
vores (grizzly bears or wolves) (Table S5; Model 5). We
estimate a consumer surplus of $116 per day for visitors
who most want to see large carnivores, compared to $81
per day for those who most want to see other types of
animals.

Forty-eight percent of respondents agreed that they
would take fewer trips to Yellowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks if there were fewer wide-ranging wildlife
around to view (Figure 1). Based on the responses to this
question, we estimate that 749,000 visitors would take
fewer trips to the parks if there were fewer wide-ranging
wildlife to view. Extrapolating out, this could result in 3.4
million fewer visits to Yellowstone and Grand Teton
National Parks over 3 years, or 1.1 million fewer visits
annually. This would be a 16% decrease in annual visita-
tion to the two parks and a loss in consumer surplus of
$335 million over 3 years. Accounting for the proportion
of visitors paying the 7-day entrance fee (18%), the aver-
age number of people per car (2.7), and the average num-
ber of times visitors enter the park on different days
during a trip (2), we estimate that fewer wide-ranging
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wildlife could reduce revenue to the two parks by $3.9
million over 3 years. Visitation would decline consider-
ably more if we assumed greater reductions in trips, but
less steeply if we assumed trip behavior would change
only for those who strongly agree with the contingent
behavior statement (Figure 2).

We estimate that the parks could charge a $5 conser-
vation fee and reduce park visitation by only 1%, while
also raising $2.7 million annually for conservation
(Table 1). The parks would have to charge a fee of at least
$76 to reduce visitation by the same amount as might
occur if there were fewer wide-ranging wildlife to view
(Figure 2). If we only assume that those who strongly
agree with the contingent behavior statement will reduce
their trips, the equivalent visitation-reducing fee is $33
(Figure S1). However, if visitors take two fewer trips over
3 years, the corresponding fee would have to be $176 to
match the visitation reduction from those who agree or
$69 to match the visitation reduction from just those who
strongly agree (Figure S1).

3.3 | Gauging support for conservation
fundraising options

Most visitors supported the three proposed options to
raise money for wide-ranging wildlife conservation
(Figure 3). Support for fundraising from park visitors
through a mandatory fee or voluntary fund does not
depend on visitors' household income (Table S7). There
is a statistically significant positive relationship between
income and support for a wildlife conservation tax or fee
on goods and services sold within the parks (odds ratio
(OR) = 1.0041, pagjustea < -05), as well as for supporting
all  three fundraising options (OR = 1.0034,
Dadjustea < -05). Politically moderate and conservative visi-
tors are less likely to support a wildlife tax or fee on
goods and services sold within the parks, compared to
visitors who identify as liberal (p,gjustea < -001 for both
political categories).
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FIGURE 2 Predicted effects on annual visitation to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks based on a survey administered to
visitors to those parks in July and August 2022. Predictions cover the following: (1) reductions in trips from there being fewer wide-ranging
wildlife (left plot), and (2) reductions in trips from there being increased visitor costs due to the establishment of a visitor fee that fundraises
for wide-ranging wildlife conservation (right plot). In the left plot, the dark line attributes reductions in trips to people who both agreed and
strongly agreed that they would take fewer trips to the parks if there were fewer wide-ranging wildlife to view. The lighter line attributes
reductions in trips only to people who strongly agreed. The dotted line represents the break-even where the reduction in park visitation from
fewer wildlife is equal to that from an increase in the price of visiting due to a conservation fee.

TABLE 1 Impacts of conservation fees of various increasing amounts on loss in park visitation, loss in park revenue, and gains in
conservation funding, as grounded in results from a survey administered to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park visitors in July and
August 2022.

Fee amount Trip cost increase Loss in park visitation® Loss in park revenue Conservation revenue
$0 - - - -

$1 0.1% —16,945 (—0.2%) $0.0 million $0.5 million

$5 0.7% —84,132 (—1.1%) $0.1 million $2.7 million

$10 1.3% —166,799 (—2.2%) $0.2 million $5.3 million

$20 2.6% —327,891 (—4.4%) $0.4 million $10.4 million

$35 4.5% —559,453 (—7.6%) $0.7 million $17.6 million

$50 6.4% —779,711 (—10.7%) $1.0 million $24.4 million

$100 12.4% —1,442,086 (—20.8%) $1.8 million $44.1 million

$76 9.6% —1,137,906 (—16.0%) $1.4 million $35.2 million

Note: The bottom row represents the conservation fee value at which the predicted loss in park visitation is equal to that from visitors taking fewer trips due to
fewer wildlife.

“Reduction in visits (percent reduction). Loss in visitation, loss in revenue, and conservation funding raised are presented as annual values. Average annual
park visitation is 7.66 million, and the baseline average trip cost is $754.

4 | DISCUSSION visitors, two globally important protected areas that pro-
vide critical habitat for large-bodied mammals. We found
Most visitors to protected areas do not pay for  that the presence of wide-ranging wildlife influences peo-
cross-boundary wildlife conservation, yet they may  ple's visitation decisions, for example in terms of the
obtain considerable benefits from wildlife that range number of trips people expect to take to the parks.
beyond protected area boundaries. We administered a Large carnivores, particularly grizzly bears, are espe-
survey to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park  cially important to visitors to Yellowstone and Grand
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Respondents’ views on three fundraising options that could support wide-ranging wildlife conservation, based on a survey

administered to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Park visitors in July and August 2022.

Teton National Parks. Visitors who most want to see
large carnivores are willing to pay more to visit the parks
(by about 50%), and they are more likely to continue vis-
iting as prices increase. This result aligns with public sup-
port for maintaining or restoring populations of large
carnivores in parts of the American West (Hiroyasu
et al., 2019; Nesbitt et al., 2023). It also indicates the pres-
ence of potential spatial mismatches between those who
bear the ecosystem service benefits and costs of large
carnivores and their ungulate prey. While protected area
visitors may obtain benefits from safe viewings of wide-
ranging wildlife, local property owners may bear eco-
nomic damages from those same species. As detailed by
Chester et al. (2022) in their discussion of the spatial sub-
sidies approach, a potential solution would be the estab-
lishment of a compensation system that accounts for the
imbalances across space. In our application, this could
entail asking protected area visitors to contribute to
cross-boundary wildlife conservation through one of the
fundraising options described herein.

Declines in wide-ranging wildlife populations could
have considerable negative impacts on visitation to the
national parks we studied, in turn affecting park revenue
and overall social welfare. Remarkably, nearly half of
park visitors agreed that they would visit these parks less
often if there were fewer wide-ranging wildlife to view. A
reduction in wide-ranging wildlife is a highly plausible
future scenario given the threats facing such wildlife
beyond park boundaries (Kauffman et al, 2021;
Middleton et al., 2020). Asking visitors to pay towards
conserving wide-ranging wildlife (which would increase
trip costs and thus decrease expected demand for visits)
appears to affect park visitation less than if there were
fewer wide-ranging wildlife for visitors to view (which

would decrease trip quality and thus also decrease
demand).

Our results further show that park visitor-based
fundraising to support cross-boundary, landscape-scale
conservation has broad support from visitors themselves.
Visitors to Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks
support charging a mandatory conservation fee and col-
lecting voluntary donations at park entrances irrespective
of their income and political orientation. Taxes or fees on
goods and services are less favorable among lower-
income and politically moderate and conservative visi-
tors. A mandatory wildlife conservation fee may thus be
less politically contentious in this case than a tax. A fee is
also more likely to generate meaningful funding than vol-
untary donations, as visitors would be required to con-
tribute and could not free ride on the contributions of
others (Jack et al., 2008). We show that a relatively small
fee could raise substantial conservation funding while
having a negligible impact on visitation.

It is crucial to note that the impacts of a fee are
likely to be greater on low-income visitors, for whom
any price increase represents a larger share of their
household income. While a small fee (e.g., $5) would
increase trip costs by less than 1% on average, it would
be a greater share for some visitors, especially those who
live locally. The predicted 1% decline in visitation may
not be spread evenly across visitors of different back-
grounds. This is in line with previous research showing
low-income visitors are more responsive to fee increases
than high-income visitors (More & Stevens, 2000). Pol-
icymakers considering fee increases must also consider
public perceptions of fairness, which are complex and
often associated with concerns about equity and access
(Zou et al., 2024).
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Additional insights could be gathered through exten-
sions of this research. For example, estimating specific
conservation benefits from the additional revenues col-
lected from visitors. While beyond the scope of the cur-
rent study, this exercise would provide a more complete
understanding of a potential policy change in terms of
how it would be expected to affect social welfare. It is also
important to underscore the hypothetical nature of the
contingent behavior question. Future research might test
how asking visitors to contribute toward conservation
affects observed visitation, particularly among low-
income and historically marginalized groups. Also of
note, the relationship between fee prices and visitation
may not necessarily be linear. Visitors are likely to think
differently about marginal increases in different catego-
ries of trip costs, using different mental accounts from
which they are willing to spend money (Thaler, 1990).
For example, a $35 increase in lodging costs, which may
represent only 5%-10% of the overall lodging budget,
may be perceived differently than a $35 fee in addition to
the park entrance cost (a 100% increase). Finally, addi-
tional research might directly estimate how much visitors
are willing to pay to prevent the loss of wide-ranging
wildlife.

Practically, we acknowledge park managers' other
considerations when deciding whether to levy conserva-
tion costs on visitors. Charging fees for wildlife
conservation—especially when the money can be redis-
tributed outside park boundaries—may displace fundrais-
ing opportunities for essential but less appreciated
activities, such as paving roads and cleaning bathrooms.
It is also worth noting that in some countries, including
the United States, laws mandate that entrance fee reve-
nue be used within parks to enhance the visitor experi-
ence.> However, as we demonstrated for Yellowstone and
Grand Teton National Parks, the visitor experience is
contingent on conservation efforts beyond park bound-
aries. Decision makers may need to re-examine such poli-
cies to better match the transboundary nature of
protected area resources and the growing threats they
face, such as habitat loss and climate change.

While we surveyed visitors to protected areas in a
high-income country, the tension between visitors who
value wildlife and locals who incur costs beyond park
boundaries is characteristic of many protected areas glob-
ally (Adams & Hutton, 2007; Maxwell et al., 2020). In
protected areas in the Global South, which harbor most
of the world's biodiversity, wildlife viewing is often the
primary reason for tourists' visits, and visitors may spend
thousands of dollars and travel thousands of miles for
their trips (Buckley et al., 2012). It is possible that our
key result—that the potential loss in visitation from
fewer wildlife can overshadow that from increased costs

imposed on visitors to conserve wildlife—may be stron-
ger in areas where conservation efforts are even more
critical and underfunded (McCarthy et al., 2012).

In our study of visitors to Yellowstone and Grand
Teton National Parks, we found that asking visitors to
pay towards wildlife conservation would likely have a
lesser effect on visitation than failing to fund wildlife con-
servation. This suggests a potential win-win for decision
makers working towards landscape-scale conservation.
Protected area visitors can be a source of much-needed
revenue while largely continuing to enjoy the wildlife
benefits associated with protected area visitation. A simi-
lar dynamic is true for many hunters, whose behavior
depends on conservation and who are often willing to
contribute towards conservation success (Fischer
et al., 2015; Gascoigne et al., 2021). Policies that channel
funding from conservation beneficiaries towards local
communities who bear conservation costs can help avoid
inequities and promote sustainable conservation.

Across the globe, wildlife range outside protected area
boundaries into habitat that is increasingly at risk. This
wildlife also attracts millions of visitors to protected
areas. Here, we find that asking visitors to fund conserva-
tion: (1) has support from visitors themselves, (2) may
have small effects on visitation, and (3) can provide
meaningful funding to help maintain the quality of visi-
tors' experiences and the wildlife on which those experi-
ences depend.
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ENDNOTES

! This assumes that the importance of wildlife viewing to park visi-
tation does not vary much throughout the year, which is consis-
tent with the results of past visitor surveys at Yellowstone
National Park (Duffield et al., 2006; Kulesza et al. 2012a, 2012b).

2 The Federal Lands Recreation Enhancement Act (FLREA) allows
the National Park Service to collect and retain recreation fees and
requires that fee revenue is used to enhance visitor experience.
Refer to https://www.nps.gov/aboutus/fees-at-work.htm for more
information.
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