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Simple Summary: Trophy hunting and mass tourism were introduced to Khunjerab National Park,
northern Pakistan to generate income for the community and help conserve and sustain the ecosystem
in the region. These initiatives have provided economic benefits, but only at the cost of other
environmental problems, as both trophy hunting and mass tourism have resulted in various ecological
issues. Trophy hunting has not been based on scientific population data and has thus not helped
increase numbers of wild ungulates or wild carnivores. Although mass tourism has increased
enormously in this region, it has damaged the ecosystem through pollution generation and negatively
impacted wildlife. We suggest that trophy hunting should be stopped, and mass tourism should
be shifted to ecotourism as a sustainable solution to help improve the ecosystem, while generating
income for the local community. Further studies are required to investigate ecotourism as a potential
mitigation measure for the conservation issues in this region.

Abstract: Trophy hunting and mass tourism are the two major interventions designed to provide
various socioeconomic and ecological benefits at the local and regional levels. However, these
interventions have raised some serious concerns that need to be addressed. This study was conducted
in Khunjerab National Park (KNP) with an aim to analyze comparatively the socioeconomic and
ecological impacts of trophy hunting and mass tourism over the last three decades within the context
of sustainability. Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) with key stakeholders and household interviews
were conducted to collect data on trophy hunting and mass tourism, and on local attitudes towards
these two interventions in and around KNP. The results revealed that 170 Ibex (Capra sibirica) and 12
Blue sheep (Pseudois nayaur) were hunted in the study area over the past three decades, and trophy
hunting was not based on a sustainable harvest level. Trophy hunting on average generated USD
16,272 annual revenue, which was invested in community development. However, trophy hunting
has greatly changed the attitudes of local residents towards wildlife: a positive attitude towards
the wild ungulates and strongly negative attitude towards wild carnivores. In addition, trophy
hunting has reduced the availability of ungulate prey species for Snow leopards (Panthera uncia), and
consequently, Snow leopards have increased their predation on domestic livestock. This has, in turn,
increased human–snow leopard conflict, as negative attitudes towards carnivores result in retaliatory
killing of Snow leopards. Furthermore, according to official record data, the number of tourists to
KNP has increased tremendously by 10,437.8%, from 1382 in 1999 to 145,633 in 2018. Mass tourism on
average generated USD 33,904 annually and provided opportunities for locals to earn high incomes,
but it caused damages to the environment and ecosystem in KNP through pollution generation and
negative impacts on wildlife. Considering the limited benefits and significant problems created by
trophy hunting and mass tourism, we suggest trophy hunting should be stopped and mass tourism
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should be shifted to ecotourism in and around KNP. Ecotourism could mitigate human–Snow leopard
conflicts and help conserve the fragile ecosystem, while generating enough revenue incentives for the
community to protect biodiversity and compensate for livestock depredation losses to Snow leopards.
Our results may have implications for management of trophy hunting and mass tourism in other
similar regions that deserve further investigation.

Keywords: trophy hunting; mass tourism; Pamir; eco-tourism; human–Snow leopard conflict

1. Introduction

Trophy hunting programs, if designed and implemented scientifically and appropriately, can
provide various socioeconomic and ecological benefits at the regional and global levels. However,
trophy hunting has emerged as a debatable and hot issue in the world due to its profound socioeconomic
and ecological consequences [1–3]. The issues and opportunities associated with trophy hunting are
varying in different geographical settings [4]. There have been many cases in which trophy hunting
can generate income for the local community [5,6], conservation benefits in some countries [1,6], and
financial support for re-introduction of wildlife in some regions [7].

In some cases, trophy hunting generates few benefits for the local community [8,9], and income
generated by trophy hunting is not distributed appropriately to the community helping in conservation
of trophy animals [10,11]. A common problem with trophy hunting is lack of monitoring of trophy
wildlife populations [12], resulting in improper population estimates [13] and improper quota for
trophy hunting [14,15]. There are other problems related to trophy hunting, including no appropriate
permits [16], trophy size being not related to its price [17], and lack of restrictions on the age of
trophy animals [12]. The consequences of trophy hunting include tilted population sex ratio due to
selective harvesting of large males [18,19], changing population dynamics [20], decline of target trophy
animal populations [21–23], loss of genetic diversity and genetic changes [24–26], and increasing
human-wildlife conflicts [27,28]. All of these can ultimately result in the loss of wildlife species [29,30].

Like trophy hunting programs, mass tourism, if not managed and conducted appropriately, has
profound negative ecological impacts, as it may destabilize the ecosystems and increase pollution [31,32].
Due to the associated negative environmental impacts including degradation of natural habitats and
pollution, mass tourism is considered as an unsustainable activity [33–35].

In contrast to mass tourism, ecotourism programs could provide dual benefits, including
biodiversity conservation and economic benefits for the community [36,37]. If designed and
implemented wisely, ecotourism can serve as a source of funding for biodiversity conservation [38].
Strikingly, ecotourism is a non-consumptive activity and far more acceptable compared to trophy
hunting [39]. Similarly, in areas that have tourism potential, e.g., scenic attractions with easy
accessibility [40], trophy hunting may cause wildlife to flee or avoid human presence, thereby
negatively affecting wildlife watching and ecotourism [41].

Khunjerab National Park (KNP) was notified in 1975 by the government of Pakistan with an
area of 4455 km2 to protect Marco polo sheep (Ovis ammon polii) and Snow leopard (Panthera uncia) in
northern Pakistan. KNP is a combination of two different regions: one region is owned by communities
represented by Khunjerab Village Organization (KVO) and named as KVO’s KNP; the other one is
owned by Shimshal Community and named as Shimshal KNP [42,43]. The Shimshal’s KNP covers 3/4
of the national park area, but is not managed properly with almost no presence of the national park staff.
There are no road accesses to Shimshal’s KNP and negligible tourism, and only limited adventurous
trekkers visit there. On the other hand, KVO’s KNP is the managed part of the national park with
officials being permanently employed for guarding and management inside this part. KVO’s KNP is
only one fourth (1/4) of the total area of KNP, but almost all of the tourism in KNP is concentrated in
this region [44].
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Trophy hunting was introduced in 1993 into the Community Controlled Hunting Area (CCHA)
that lies in the buffer zone of KNP [45] and is managed by KVO (so it is referred to as KVO’s CCHA).
The aim was to increase the population sizes of prey ungulates including Ibex (Capra sibirica) and Blue
sheep (Pseudois nayaur) for Snow leopards, and to generate sustainable income for the community at
the same time [46]. An entrance fee was imposed for tourists to KNP since 1999. There have been
few studies on the issues and impacts of trophy hunting and mass tourism in KNP, though trophy
hunting and mass tourism have been operated there for several decades. Therefore, the current study
was conducted to: (1) analyze the trend of trophy hunting and mass tourism in KNP; (2) identify and
explore impacts of trophy hunting and mass tourism on conservation and local communities; and (3)
recommend potential solutions to address the issues concerned with trophy hunting and tourism in
KNP. Our results may have implications for better management of trophy hunting and mass tourism
in other similar regions.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Study Area

The study area with a total area of 2407 km2, consisting of two portions—KVO’s KNP inside
the national park and KVO’s CCHA in the buffer zone of the national park, lies between 36◦33′ N to
37◦01′ N and 74◦47′ E to 75◦26′ E in Hunza District of northern Pakistan (Figure 1). The study area has
an altitudinal range from 2439 to over 4880 m above sea level [43,47], and is bounded in the North
and North-east by Xinjiang Province of China, in the east and south by Shimshal Valley and Shimshal
CCHA. Misgar CCHA and Chipursan CCHA lie in the west [42].

Animals 2020, 10, x; doi: www.mdpi.com/journal/animals 

 
Figure 1. Map showing the study area consisting of Khunjerab Village Organization’s (KVO’s) Khunjerab 
National Park (KNP) and KVO’s Community Controlled Hunting Area (CCHA). The study area is located 
on Pakistan’s northern border with China. 

KVO is a community-based organization of the seven villages in the buffer zone of KNP, and is 
responsible for conservation programs in the region, including trophy hunting. KVO receives 80% of the 
trophy hunting revenue and also 80% of the revenue from KNP’s entry fees [50]. 
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collection during 2018 with well-developed questionnaires. FGD is commonly used as a tool to collect 
scientific data from individuals or communities about a specific topic [51,52] and is also employed in 
conservation sciences. Furthermore, FGD is mostly used for evaluation of management interventions or 
policies  which are already in place [53–55]. FGD tool was selected for this study for the following 
reasons. Firstly, it provides the different stakeholders (local community, National Park staff and KVO’s 
staff) an opportunity to discuss the conservation issues in a non-instructive manner. Secondly, FGD is 
flexible in allowing the discussion to progress gradually, thus prompting sharing of information and 
perspectives. Thirdly, FGD can dig out in-depth data about conservation issues. Finally, FGD can enrich 
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hunting data) with additional information which is more representative of the ground situation. 

Thus, a total of four FGDs were conducted: one with KVO’s officials (including KVO’s President and 
all related staff); one with the national park officials (Park Ranger, watchers); and the remaining two with 
the community members that were conducted in the main villages of Morkhun and Sost centre (Table S1). 
For the community FGDs, a total of 13 community members were selected from the two main villages 
(particularly the elders and learned). 

The FGD with the KVO’s officials was conducted to assess their perception about trophy hunting 
and its emerging problems in KVO’s CCHA (Supplementary Materials). Besides, records of trophy 
hunting in the past three decades including number of wild ungulates hunted (Table S2 and Table S3) 
and revenue generated were obtained from KVO’s officials. FGD with the national park staff was 
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Khunjerab National Park (KNP) and KVO’s Community Controlled Hunting Area (CCHA). The study
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The KVO’s KNP has traditionally been used by the community for grazing livestock with an area
of 1168 km2, but it is now managed by the Parks and Wildlife Department (PWD) for its resources
and mainly used for tourism to generate revenues. On the other hand, KVO’s CCHA with an area
of 1239 km2 is managed by KVO for trophy hunting of Ibex and blue sheep. There are no natural or
man-made barriers between the two portions of the study area to prevent wild animals from moving
into either portion [43,48].

The annual precipitation in the study area ranges from 200 mm to 900 mm and is mostly received
in winter in the form of snow. The average temperature is below 0 ◦C from October onward and rises
to about 27 ◦C in May [49]. The key mammal species in KNP are Siberian ibex (Capra sibirica), Blue
sheep, Marco polo sheep, Snow leopard, Wolf (Canis lupus), Brown bear (Ursus arctos isabellinus), Lynx
(Felis lynx), Tibetan red fox (Vulpes vulpes montana), Golden marmot (Marmota caudata aurea) and Cape
hare (Lepus Capensis) [42].

KVO is a community-based organization of the seven villages in the buffer zone of KNP, and is
responsible for conservation programs in the region, including trophy hunting. KVO receives 80% of
the trophy hunting revenue and also 80% of the revenue from KNP’s entry fees [50].

2.2. Data Collection

Qualitative and quantitative approaches were used to collect data on the aforementioned
parameters. Particularly, we used Focus Group Discussions (FGDs) and household interviews
for data collection during 2018 with well-developed questionnaires. FGD is commonly used as a tool
to collect scientific data from individuals or communities about a specific topic [51,52] and is also
employed in conservation sciences. Furthermore, FGD is mostly used for evaluation of management
interventions or policies which are already in place [53–55]. FGD tool was selected for this study for
the following reasons. Firstly, it provides the different stakeholders (local community, National Park
staff and KVO’s staff) an opportunity to discuss the conservation issues in a non-instructive manner.
Secondly, FGD is flexible in allowing the discussion to progress gradually, thus prompting sharing
of information and perspectives. Thirdly, FGD can dig out in-depth data about conservation issues.
Finally, FGD can enrich the data obtained from household interviews and different records (including
mass tourism and trophy hunting data) with additional information which is more representative of
the ground situation.

Thus, a total of four FGDs were conducted: one with KVO’s officials (including KVO’s President
and all related staff); one with the national park officials (Park Ranger, watchers); and the remaining
two with the community members that were conducted in the main villages of Morkhun and Sost
centre (Table S1). For the community FGDs, a total of 13 community members were selected from the
two main villages (particularly the elders and learned).

The FGD with the KVO’s officials was conducted to assess their perception about trophy hunting
and its emerging problems in KVO’s CCHA (Supplementary Materials). Besides, records of trophy
hunting in the past three decades including number of wild ungulates hunted (Table S2 and Table
S3) and revenue generated were obtained from KVO’s officials. FGD with the national park staff was
conducted to assess their perceptions of tourism and its issues inside KVO’s KNP. Data on the status
of tourism (e.g., number of visitors, tourism income, etc.) in the past 20 years in KVO’s KNP were
provided by the national park staff (Table S4). While FGDs were conducted with community members
to assess the community perceptions towards trophy hunting, wild ungulates and wild carnivores,
the stories of retaliatory killing events of Snow leopards were also recorded. Data on changes in
accessibility and tourism to KVO’s KNP and depredation of livestock were obtained by questionnaire
surveys of 106 households. These households were randomly selected from all the 317 households in
the seven villages in the buffer zone of KNP.
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3. Results

3.1. Conservation Impact of Trophy Hunting

The FGDs revealed the perceptions of local community members regarding trophy hunting. Trophy
hunting has changed the perspective of the local community towards wildlife in an antagonistic way.

3.1.1. Perception about the Wild Trophy Ungulates

All of the participants (100%) in the community FGDs agreed that the number of the trophy
ungulates (both Ibex and Blue sheep) should increase in the area (Table 1). They viewed the economic
benefits from trophy hunting as the main reason for the positive attitude in the community.

Table 1. Demography and perceptions of the Focus Group Discussions participants

Category KVO Officials
FGD 1

National
Park Staff

FGD 2

Local Community
Total

FGD 3 FGD 4 Sub-Total (FGD
3 & FGD 4)

No. of participants 7 5 6 7 13 25
Age range (years) 37–55 25–43 28–48 30–67 – –
Location of FGDs Sost Bazar Dhee post Morkhun village Sost village – –

Gender All males All males All males All males – –
Number of Ibex should increase – – 6/6 7/7 13/13 13/13
Number of Blue sheep should

increase – – 6/6 7/7 13/13 13/13

Number of Snow leopards should
decrease – – 4/6 5/7 9/13 9/13

Number of Wolves should decrease – – 6/6 7/7 13/13 13/13
Opinion about Snow leopards as

pest animals in trophy hunting area – – 5/6 5/7 10/13 10/13

No compensation scheme for
depredation loss 7/7 – 6/6 7/7 13/13 20/20

Benefits of trophy hunting 7/7 – 6/6 7/7 13/13 20/20
Disadvantages of trophy hunting 7/7 0/6 0/7 0/13 7/20

Problems due to mass tourism 7/7 5/5 – – – 12/12

Suggestion for Snow leopard
conservation

Alternative
conservation to
replace trophy

hunting

– Compensation
scheme

Insurance of
livestock – –

3.1.2. Perception about the Wild Carnivores in the Community

A majority (69%) of the community participants had negative attitude towards Snow leopards.
They wanted the number of Snow leopards to decrease. About 77% of the FGD members perceived
Snow leopard as a pest in the trophy hunting area (Table 1). Similarly, the community showed a
strongly negative attitude towards wolves, as shown by the FGD result that all of the community FGD
participants (100%) would like the number of wolves to decrease.

3.1.3. Community Perception about the Impact of Trophy Hunting on Retaliatory Killing of Snow
Leopards

Human–Snow leopard conflict was prevailing in the study area. Snow leopards were killed due
to their depredation on livestock, and more importantly due to their depredation on the wild trophy
ungulates. The FGDs with the community revealed that 13 Snow leopards were reportedly killed in
the study area from 2011 to 2018 (Table 2). Snow leopard killings were not reported outside this area,
because local community members feared being punished by the government. Furthermore, all of the
interviewed community members in the FGDs told us the retaliatory killings of Snow leopards would
continue unless there was a comprehensive mechanism to compensate for the losses of livestock due to
depredation by Snow leopards.
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Table 2. Snow leopards reportedly killed in and around KNP from 2011 to 2018.

Month (Year) Description By Whom Exact Location Where Snow
Leopard(s) Was Killed

May or June 2011 One Snow leopard was killed in retaliation
for mass killing of sheep and goats. Livestock herders Dhee Nala, Khunjerab National

Park

2014 The hunters injured two Snow leopards. One
died on spot, while the other died later. Illegal hunters Ghalapan, Khunjerab valley

2014 One Snow leopard was killed in retaliation Farmers Abgarch Khunjerab valley

February 2014 One Snow leopard was killed inside a
livestock corral Locals community Yarzghirch, Chipursan, near

Khunjerab National Park

March 2014 Two Snow leopards were killed inside
livestock corral. The locals Kirman, Chipursan near Khunjerab

National Park

23 June 2014
Four Snow leopards were killed by burning

inside a cave. Petrol was used to make a
flame and they were burned alive.

Locals Boybur valley, Jamalabad,
Khunjerab valley

December 2014

One Snow leopard was killed in Khuda abad
near Sost area. The illegal hunter carried that
Snow leopard and asked some locals to help

in stuffing the Snow leopard hide.

Illegal hunter Khuda abad, Sost, Khunjerab valley

2016 One Snow leopard was killed in retaliation
for killing the livestock in the valley Local farmers Misgar Valley bordering Khunjerab

National Park

Total 13

3.1.4. Opinions about Continuity of Trophy Hunting in the Future

The FGDs with the community and the KVO officials revealed that all of the participants agreed
that trophy hunting had generated economic benefits for the community as a whole. Interestingly,
only the community participants elaborated that trophy hunting should be continued for the economic
benefits to community in KVO’s CCHA, but all the KVO’s officials openly admitted that trophy hunting
was not a conservation tool in KVO’s CCHA.

One of the problems with trophy hunting in KVO’s CCHA was the lack of population census or survey
of the trophy ungulates in recent years and the annual quotas for trophy hunting were estimated
subjectively. Additionally, the required age of a single trophy ungulate should be about 12 years old,
but most trophy animals were much younger than this. The population sizes of trophy ungulates
were decreasing at a faster rate in recent years, so the trophy hunting program in KVO’s CCHA was
unsustainable. Proper scientific surveys were required for determining the number of trophy animals
to be harvested in a single year. Moreover, trophy hunting in KVO’s CCHA should be stopped at the
earliest for the benefits of wild ungulates. Instead, some conservation-friendly alternative to trophy
hunting was desired. (FGD with KVO’s Officials)

3.1.5. Livestock Holdings and Livestock Depredation

The questionnaire survey of the 106 sampled households revealed that the community in the
study area was dependent on livestock for their livelihood. Livestock population data showed that
sheep (808) were the dominant type of livestock in the study area, followed by goats (677) and cows
(305). Yak (154) was kept in small number in the study area. In the last year, 52 sheep, 47 goats, and 18
yaks were depredated. Cows were depredated less by comparison, with the least number (8) last year
(Table 3).

Table 3. Total number of livestock and number of livestock depredated in the study area last year.

Livestock Species Number of
Livestock (n) Mean ± SD No. of Livestock

Depredated Mean ± SD

Yak 154 1.5 ± 3.7 18 0.17 ± 0.5
Goats 677 6.4 ± 9.9 47 0.44 ± 1.3
Sheep 808 7.6 ± 8.8 52 0.49 ± 1.3
Cows 305 2.8 ± 1.6 8 0.08 ± 0.4
Total 1944 – 125 –
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3.2. Economic Returns of Trophy Hunting Program in KVO’s CCHA

Trophy hunting of Ibex and Blue sheep were introduced into KVO’s CCHA in 1993 and 2004,
respectively. A trophy hunting season in KVO’s CCHA starts in early October and ends in late March.

A total of 170 Iibex were legally hunted as trophies in the past 26 years. The number of Ibex
hunted per year remained only one in the first several years from 1993, but it generally increased since
2000 (Figure 2A). Twenty-nine Ibex were hunted in the hunting season of 2016–2017, while the number
of Ibex hunted almost halved (14) in 2017–2018 (Figure 2A).
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KVO’s CCHA; (B) Annual revenue generated from trophy hunting of Ibex; and (C) Charges for trophy
hunting of an Ibex for a Pakistani hunter and foreign hunter from 1993 to 2018.

Trophy hunting of Ibex in CCHA had generated a total of US$326,963 since its inception in 1993
(Figure 2B). The proceeds were shared between KVO and the government with 75% of the proceeds
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going to KVO before 2000–2001 and 80% after 2000–2001. The total share from trophy hunting of Ibex
for KVO was US$261,321, accounting for 79.92% of the total earnings.

The charge for hunting a single Ibex was different for Pakistani and foreign hunters. Initially, the
charge was much low for Pakistani hunters, but it generally increased since the 1990s (Figure 2C). The
charge for hunting one Ibex by foreign hunters was higher than by Pakistani hunters in most years,
except in 2007–2008, when the charges were the same. There was more variation in the charge for
foreign hunters than for the Pakistani hunters across the entire study period.

A total of 12 adult male Blue sheep were hunted since 2004, among which 10 males were hunted
by foreign hunters. No single Blue sheep was hunted in eight years since 2004 (Figure 3A).
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Like the charge for trophy hunting of Ibex, the charges for trophy hunting Blue sheep were
different for Pakistani hunters and foreign hunters in most of the years (Figure 3B). Pakistani hunters
paid less (US$5000) than foreign hunters (US$8600) in 2014. The charge reached the highest (US$15,000)
in 2007, but reduced to almost half in the following years. The decreased charge for trophy hunting of
the endangered Blue sheep could be attributed to its lower charge in the nearby valley of Shimshal,
where there were more Blue sheep than in KVO’s CCHA. The reduced charge for Blue sheep in
Shimshal drove down the charge in KVO’s CCHA.

Trophy hunting of Blue sheep had generated a gross revenue of US$96,100 in the past 14 years.
KVO’s share was US$76,880 (80%), and the government share was US$19,220 (20%).

3.3. Mass Tourism and Its Economic Benefits

KVO’s KNP has become a major tourist attraction in Pakistan in recent years. The number of
tourists to KVO’s KNP has fluctuated widely, but has generally increased in recent years, generating
economic benefits correspondingly (Figure 4a). Only 1382 people visited KVO’s KNP in 1999, while
the number of tourists surged by 10,437.8% to 145,633 in 2018. There was a sharp decrease in the
number of tourists (13,331) in 2002 due to the occupation of neighboring Afghanistan by US troops
after the September 11 attacks in the United States of America in 2001. Similarly, in 2005, the Kashmir
earthquake resulted in another decreased flow of tourists (14,102) to KVO’s KNP. The most significant
decline in the number of tourists (4,644) took place in 2010 due to the Attaabad landslide (damming
Hunza River) which resulted in a portion of the road being submerged by the Attaabad Lake. In recent
years, the number of tourists to KVO’s KNP has increased by many folds, partially due to construction
of the China-Pakistan Economic Corridor, which has highlighted this important region (Figure 4b).
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However, the many-fold increased number of tourists did not correspondingly increase revenue.
More than half a million (678,075) tourists entered into KVO’s KNP in the past 19 years, but a revenue
of only US$457,137 (US$365,710 for community share and US$91,427 for government share) was
generated. Even in 2018 when the number of tourists to KVO’s KNP surged to a record-high (145,633),
tourism revenue was only US$101,895 (Figure 4b). This was mainly because the admission charge to
KVO’s KNP was low: less than US$1 for Pakistani tourists since the beginning (1999) and US$4 for
foreign tourists between 1999 and 2011. The entry fee was PKR 20 (Pakistani Rupees) (on average equal
to US$0.3) for domestic tourists, and US$4 per person for foreign tourists between 1999 and 2010. The
entry fee was raised to PKR 40 (on average equal to US$0.4) between 2011 and 2016 and then to PKR
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100 (on average equal to US$0.8) since 2017 for domestic tourists (Figure 4c). The entry fee for foreign
tourists was raised to US$8 per person from 2011 onward. Despite the increased entry fees per foreign
tourists, tourism revenue did not increase proportionally because most tourists were from Pakistan.

3.4. Comparison between Trophy Hunting and Mass Tourism

The revenue from trophy hunting of Ibex and Blue sheep during the period (1993–2018) was
calculated to be US$423,063, while that from mass tourism during the period (1999–2018) was
US$457,137 in the study area. Although the entry fee to KVO’s KNP was imposed from 1999, tourism
to KVO’s KNP generated a higher and more reliable revenue stream than trophy hunting (Figure 5).
Trophy hunting returns were even zero in some years due to unavailability of trophy hunters or the
absence of trophy animals in KVO’s CCHA, whereas tourism grew steadily and dramatically after
2010 (Figure 5). The number of tourists to KNP increased from 2017 to 2018, but tourism revenue (in
US$) decreased in 2018 due to devaluation in the national currency against US dollar (Figure 4c).
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3.5. Perception of National Park Staff about Mass Tourism Inside KVO’s KNP

All of the national park staff participating in FGDs observed that mass tourism was increasing at
a faster rate in recent years. As evidence, they pointed out tourists even visited the national park in the
winter season in recent years. They revealed that a proposal was developed to open the Khunjerab
Pass (connecting Pakistan and China) year-round for vehicles in the near future, whereas this high
mountain pass was closed in winter due to heavy snowfall now. The opening of this trade corridor to
winter traffic will be another boost to the tourism inside the national park.

Meanwhile, they expressed their concerns over mass tourism because mass tourism might have
caused some eco-environmental problems within the national park.

An estimated 4 Ibex and some other animals were killed per year in collisions with vehicles inside
KVO’s KNP due to the lack of protection/fence on both sides of the road. Mass tourism has also
resulted in pollution inside KVO’s KNP, which could be observed along the main road. The solid
wastes are impacting the serene environment inside KVO’s KNP, and wild animals at times consume
these wastes. In addition, noise from traffic disturbs wildlife inside the park. (FGD with national
park officials)

The KVO organized seasonal campaigns with volunteers to clean the environment inside the park
(only in Khunjerab top), but these efforts were not enough to control the pollution problem as the area
was very large and the mass tourism was increasing exponentially inside the park on a yearly basis.
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3.6. Impact of Infrastructure on Tourism Inside the Park

The questionnaire survey (N = 106) showed that an overwhelming majority (97.2%) of the
respondents believed accessibility to KVO’s KNP increased in the last 15 years, while only 2.8% of the
respondents thought that accessibility did not increase. The increased accessibility to KVO’s KNP was
mostly attributed to road construction and opening of the Attabad tunnels, while very few respondents
believed that the improved security situation in the country contributed to the increased accessibility
to KVO’s KNP (Figure 6).
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4. Discussion

4.1. Trophy Hunting: Its Impacts on Trophy Ungulates

As currently practiced and as revealed by our study, trophy hunting does not seem to be a
sustainable conservation tool for the ungulate species in our study area because it may cause a decrease
in their population sizes. To sustainably hunt wildlife, a specific population census must be conducted
with proper scientific methods. However, no such census has been carried out regularly in the study
area for many years [46,56]. Appropriate monitoring of the trophy ungulate populations employing
standard methodologies were previously proposed by studies in this area [50,57], but consecutive
seasonal surveys are still lacking, which is a basic requirement of trophy hunting. Before 2006, proper
population surveys involving the Wildlife department, local communities and NGOs were conducted
(FGD with KVO’s Officials). The lack of regular population census of wild trophy ungulates has
resulted in trophy hunting quotas that are based on guesstimates and often above the sustainable
harvest level. Furthermore, most trophy hunters opt to hunt in KVO’s CCHA, possibly due to its easy
access from the main Karakoram Highway and the perceived high conservation value of KNP [45].
Therefore, higher quotas (for the same year) have been set by the provincial wildlife department for
Ibex trophy hunting in KVO’s CCHA, to meet the higher demand from the trophy hunters. This has
caused trophy hunting of Ibex to exceed its annual quota in KVO’s CCHA.

A former study estimated the average density of Ibex to be 0.276 km2 in different valleys inside the
national park in 2016 [42]. We used this estimate as a baseline and extrapolated it to KVO’s CCHA with
an area of 1239 km2 and outside of the national park. The very optimistic estimated population size of
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Ibex was 342 in KVO’s CCHA in 2016. In Pakistan, previous studies [57–59] have used a trophy hunting
quota allocation of 1–2% of a target population of similar wild ungulates for sustainable harvesting.
With our optimistic estimate of 342 individual Ibex in KVO’s CCHA, about 3–6 Ibex trophies (1–2%
of the population size) could be harvested sustainably in 2016. However, the current study revealed
that 29 Ibex trophies were harvested in the single year of 2016, which was more than 6 times above
the sustainable harvest quotas. A previous study [45] revealed that Ibex trophy hunting in 2006 was
above 83.3% of the allocated quota for that year, i.e., about 11 Ibex were hunted against the allocated
quota of 6 Ibex in KVO’s CCHA, which was set without any scientific basis. Trophy hunting without
scientifically based harvest quotas may cause the Ibex population to crash in long term [45].

The study area is the westernmost part of the global Blue sheep distribution [46]. Previous studies
in Pakistan have proposed that trophy hunting in similar wild ungulates may not be permitted if the
total population is below 100 individuals [57,58]. There were about only 70 Bblue sheep in KVO’s
CCHA in 2006 [45], suggesting the population was too low for sustainable trophy hunting of even a
single Blue sheep. However, our study revealed that one Blue sheep trophy was harvested in 2006
and another two in 2007. A recent survey observed a total population of 104 Blue sheep in KVO’s
CCHA in 2014 [46], but two trophy Blue sheep were harvested in that year. This shows that trophy
hunting of Blue sheep is not sustainable in this area. Additionally, as the pre-requisites for Markhor
(Capra falconeri falconeri) trophy hunting in this region, two trophy size males could be harvested if
the total population is 150 individuals and 8 trophy size males were observed in consecutive winter
seasons [50]. Unfortunately, consecutive winter seasons surveys are not in practice to find harvest
quota in the study region employing this criteria.

The unsustainable trophy hunting of wild ungulates in an area may pose a threat to their survival
in the long run [60]. This issue was also stressed by the KVO officials who considered that current
trophy hunting in the KVO’s CCHA was not sustainable, and it was not helping in conservation of
wild ungulates. Studies conducted previously have pointed out that proper scientific population
censuses are rare [13,46,61]. Efforts must be undertaken to assess and monitor population trends at
an appropriate time interval to determine if wildlife populations are declining on account of trophy
hunting [46,62,63].

In contrast to our study, trophy hunting of Suleiman Markhor (Capra falconeri jerdoni) and Afghan
Urial (Ovis orientalis cycloceros) in the Balochistan province of Pakistan has been carried out sustainably
since 1986. Trophy hunting in that region has been conducted on the basis of regular and scientific
surveys of wild ungulate populations and has resulted in considerable economic benefits to the
community and helped in the restoration of these wild ungulates [6,64].

4.2. Trophy Hunting: Its Impacts on Carnivores

Trophy hunting in the study region is only centered around trophy ungulates because economic
value is attached to trophy ungulates only. Previous study has shown that trophy hunting has not
helped in changing negative perception against wildlife in a positive way [63]. In our study, the local
community’s perceptions about wolves were strongly negative, and all of the community members
wanted to decrease or eliminate the wolf population. However, community’s perceptions about
Snow leopards were less negative compared to wolves, possibly due to conservation programs
or awareness-raising in the community about Snow leopards. A study in Mongolia found a
similar situation, where the community had stronger negative perceptions on wolves than on Snow
leopards [65].

Snow leopards are the apex predator, largely depending upon wild ungulates as their prey
species. The majority of local community residents perceive Snow leopards as their enemy.
Human-Snow-leopard conflict has increased with the introduction of trophy hunting. Studies
have shown that, after the introduction of trophy hunting, local people have two reasons to kill Snow
leopards: predation on trophy ungulates and depredation on livestock [27,66]. Our study reveals
that Snow leopards are often viewed as a threat to not only the livestock, but also trophy hunting
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because they are perceived to deplete wild ungulates, which local people believe would otherwise
generate more trophy hunting revenues. The depredation of livestock by Snow leopard is high in
our study area with about 12% of the yak, 7% of the goats and 6% of the sheep being depredated in
last year. The trophy hunting program has decreased the number of wild ungulates, compelling the
carnivores to depredate the livestock in this area. Due to unavailability of natural prey, Snow leopards
are depredating more on livestock [67].

Our study shows that on average more than one Snow leopard was reportedly killed per year
in the study area. However, a previous study has concluded that many local people have a negative
perception on Snow leopards, and even kill them without reporting to the authority due to fear of
penalty from the government [68]. Thus, it is more likely that the number of Snow leopard killings is
higher than the number currently reported.

Trophy hunting may provide funds and incentives to protect wild ungulates in this region,
but the benefits certainly do not extend to other wildlife species, even to rare carnivores like Snow
leopards. Interestingly, trophy hunting has increased the perceived value of specific trophy animals [69],
but the associated wild carnivores which prey on them are not valued [70]. Realistically, however,
these carnivores also need to be conserved to ensure a continuing supply of ecosystem services and
maintenance of ecosystem functions [71].

4.3. Trophy Hunting: Its Economic Benefits and Future

Trophy hunting in the KVO’s CCHA has generated a total revenue of US$423,063 from 1993
to 2018, which on average is equivalent to an annual revenue of US$16,271. The local community
obtained on average 80% of the revenue, i.e., about US$13,000 per year. This seems to be a substantial
income for the local community, given the exchange rate. However, the economic return from trophy
hunting is expected to fluctuate and decrease due to the current unsustainable level of harvest of wild
ungulates in KVO’s CCHA.

There is a big difference in the charges for Pakistani and foreign hunters to hunt either Ibex or
Blue sheep in the same year. Pakistani hunters usually pay astonishingly lower prices to trophy hunt
an endangered animal (e.g., Ibex). Interestingly, about 28.8% of all the Ibex trophies in the last four
years were hunted by Pakistani hunters in KVO’s CCHA, and these hunters paid less than US$2000
per animal on average. As such, even though more Ibex are hunted than in previous years, there has
not been a corresponding increase in trophy hunting revenues.

Trophy hunting has put a monetary value on ungulates species. The community has accepted
trophy hunting due to the economic benefits it provides. Yet conflicted perceptions about the
continuation of the trophy hunting were identified in the study area. Community members only
wanted trophy hunting to be continued for its economic benefits. However, the KVO (although
directly receiving the trophy hunting revenue) officials identified ecological problems caused by trophy
hunting. They proposed that trophy hunting should be discontinued due to its negative ecological
impacts. Trophy hunting resulted in monetizing wild trophy ungulates, but recent studies show less
effect of population increase (especially the blue sheep), despite continuous trophy hunting for a
few decades in these valleys. The total number of Blue sheep in KVO’s CCHA previously was 70 in
2006 [45] and 104 in 2014 [46] with no current estimates. Appropriate number of trophy size males in
ungulates population is essential for successful trophy hunting programs and higher fecundity [46].
However, until now no study documented the exact number of trophy size males in the Blue sheep
population in this area. The KVO officials revealed that the number of trophy size ungulates was
decreasing at a faster rate in recent years. The ratio of female to young in the Blue sheep population was
1:0.5 in 2014 [46], representing a very low level of offspring and lower fecundity. Similarly, previous
studies have shown that economic valuation and commodification of wildlife animals have created
problems for conservation [72]. The issue with trophy hunting in many regions is that economic values
in trophy hunting are asymmetric, i.e., wild trophy ungulates are economically valued, while wild
carnivores are not valued, thereby resulting in conflict situations [73]. Instead, the Snow leopards are
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regarded as pests and killed in retaliation. Many studies have found out that giving monetary values
to wildlife can result in conservation conflicts, whereas stressing the intrinsic values of wildlife helps in
conservation [74,75]. Additionally, the monetization of biodiversity is not applied appropriately, thus
not helping in conservation [76]. Some scholars have suggested it is our moral obligation to conserve
wildlife, not just because of their monetary value [77,78]. Although trophy hunting could generate
some income for the local community, the economic benefits cannot be the sole justification for trophy
hunting to continue in the future [29,79].

4.4. Mass Tourism: Its Economic Benefits, Environmental Problems and Future

Mass tourism in KVO’s KNP has increased by 10,437.8% and generated an average revenue of
US$33,904 per year. The local community obtained on average 80% of the total revenue, i.e., on average
about US$27123 per year. For the local community having a total population of 317 households, this
is a considerable income that can be used to improve their livelihood. Besides, as perceived by the
national park staff in this study, the revenue from tourism will increase further in the coming years due
to the increasing number of tourists into this national park. Such perceptions are similar to studies in
other regions [80–82].

Compared to trophy hunting, tourism provided a more reliable and sustainable stream of
revenue because the income from trophy hunting (US$16,271/year) was highly variable, partly due to
non-availability of trophy hunters or non-availability of trophy size animals. As a result, no revenue
was generated by trophy hunting in some years. On the other hand, the revenue from tourism
(US$33,904/year) was sustainable and increasing year to year in KVO’s KNP.

The improved maintenance of highways, and construction of the Attabad Tunnels [83] and the
China-Pakistan Economic Corridor (CPEC) passing through KVO’s KNP [84] have contributed to
a tremendous increase in tourism, and this increasing trend is expected to continue in the future.
Currently, the CPEC is helping to promote tourism in this region [85], and there is huge potential
for mass tourism due to economic development, enhanced livelihood standards and improved
infrastructure in the region. Previous studies have pointed out that tourism is generating the most
sustainable flow of benefits to communities living with wildlife or near protected areas [86,87]. We
thus believe that tourism will prevail in KVO’s KNP in the future and result in significantly increasing
income for both KVO and the local communities.

Rapid increase in tourism could provide a good source of income [88,89], but uncontrolled
tourism would also degrade the local environment [88,90]. Mass tourism has considerable negative
environmental impacts and threatens local biodiversity, and thus ultimately can degrade the
ecosystem [91,92]. The emissions from the vehicles transporting tourists are responsible for degrading
the air quality [93] and the solid waste pollution generated by the mass tourism could cause degradation
to environment and wildlife habitats [94]. Previous studies have revealed that stakeholders perceived
environmental problems arose from tourism in an area [95–97]. In addition to the environmental
problems, mass tourism also results in social problems over resource use [91,98]. As revealed by
our study, the current tourism is adversely impacting the environment inside the KVO’s KNP due
to the pollution and degradation of the habitat. These environmental challenges need a sustainable
solution [91].

KVO receives 80% of the income from the entry fees to KVO’s KNP. The current income from the
park entry fees is low for the local community because of the low entry fee charged for each tourist.
There is huge potential and room to increase the income from tourism for the local community. The
current entry fee (less than 1 US$ for local and 8 US$ for foreigner) to KVO’s KNP is significantly low
in comparison to similar national parks in nearby countries. For example, the entrance fee to Kanha
Tiger Reserve in India is US$14.80 per domestic tourist and US$47.47 per foreign tourist [99], and the
entrance fee to Sagarmatha National Park in Nepal is US$30 per foreign tourist [100]. A very small
increase in the entrance fee to KVO’s KNP could greatly increase income for the KVO community,
with potential positive impacts on the national park and the entire community. In addition, studies
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in China, the United States and Malaysia have found that increasing the entry fee to a national park
will result in a decrease in the total number of tourists [101–103]. This would potentially protect the
KNP biodiversity from the adverse effects of mass tourism in the long run, while generating even more
income than current tourism.

Ecotourism, in comparison to mass tourism, has more benefits [103] and could be a better option to
balance conservation and local community development in the current context. Studies have shown that
ecotourism is the best option for areas with wildlife availability and easy accessibility for tourists [40,80].
Previous studies have shown that ecotourism has dual benefits including environmental conservation
and income generation for the community [104–106]. Eco-tourism could even replace trophy hunting
as a sustainable revenue sources and a beneficial tool for conservation in this region [86] if we design
and implement a better tourism plan.

5. Conclusions

Trophy hunting and mass tourism are providing economic benefits to the community in the
buffer zone of KNP. Analyzing the success of these programs based only on income generation tells an
incomplete story. Currently, both trophy hunting and mass tourism are failing to support conservation
of wildlife in and around KNP. Trophy hunting is not beneficial to the trophy prey ungulates or to the
endangered Snow leopards, which are killed in retaliation for their predation on wild trophy ungulates
and livestock. Mass tourism, meanwhile, has damaging environmental consequences. KVO’s KNP
has become a major tourist attraction, which could provide an alternative source of income to the
community from entry fees. However, mass tourism has environmental consequences that need to
be mitigated, possibly by shifting to ecotourism. Tourism revenue in KVO’s KNP could be increased
many folds by raising the entrance fee slightly. Raising the entrance fee to a proper level could provide
higher revenue for the community, and meanwhile potentially deter mass tourism, which could help
restore degraded areas in the park.

Considering the limited benefits and significant problems created by trophy hunting and
mass tourism, we suggest trophy hunting should be stopped in and around KNP. We conclude by
recommending eco-tourism as a possible and sustainable alternative solution to address issues related
to local community development and wildlife conservation, which deserves further investigation.
Ecotourism could mitigate human–Snow leopard conflicts and help conserve the fragile ecosystem,
while generating enough revenue incentives for the community to protect biodiversity and compensate
for livestock depredation losses by Snow leopards. Ecotourism is considered to be economically viable,
socially acceptable, ethically justifiable, and ecologically sustainable. Our results may have implications
for management of trophy hunting programs and tourism in other similar regions. Future research can
explore the possibility of ecotourism as an alternative to trophy hunting in easily accessible regions.

Supplementary Materials: The followings are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2076-2615/10/4/597/s1,
Table S1: Questions for focus group discussion, Table S2: Details for Trophy hunting of Ibex, Table S3: Details for
Trophy hunting of blue sheep, Table S4: Mass tourism details.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, W.R., J.S. and I.u.R.; methodology, W.R. and S.D.; software, W.R.;
validation, W.R., J.S. and I.u.R.; formal analysis, H.S.; investigation, W.R.; resources, J.S. and S.D.; data curation,
W.R.; writing—original draft preparation, W.R.; writing—review and editing, J.S., S.D. and H.S.; visualization,
I.u.R.; supervision, J.S.; project administration, J.S.; funding acquisition, J.S. and S.D. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by National Natural Science Foundation of China (Project No.: 31572281),
China Scholarship Council (CSC No. 201639180003), and the Interdisciplinary Research Funds of Beijing
Normal University.

Acknowledgments: We gratefully acknowledge the support provided by CAPRIL (Center for Applied Policy
Research in Livestock), University of Veterinary and Animal Sciences, Lahore (Pakistan). We also thank Chelsea
Batavia and Muhammad khurshid for their constructive comments on an earlier version of this article.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design of the
study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript, or in the decision to
publish the results.

http://www.mdpi.com/2076-2615/10/4/597/s1


Animals 2020, 10, 597 16 of 20

References

1. Lindsey, P.A.; Roulet, P.A.; Romanach, S.S. Economic and conservation significance of the trophy hunting
industry in sub-Saharan Africa. Biol. Conserv. 2007, 134, 455–469. [CrossRef]

2. Naidoo, R.; Weaver, L.C.; Diggle, R.W.; Matongo, G.; Stuart-Hill, G.; Thouless, C. Complementary benefits of
tourism and hunting to communal conservancies in Namibia. Conserv. Biol. 2016, 30, 628–638. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

3. Angula, H.N.; Stuart-Hill, G.; Ward, D.; Matongo, G.; Diggle, R.W.; Naidoo, R. Local perceptions of trophy
hunting on communal lands in Namibia. Biol. Conserv. 2018, 218, 26–31. [CrossRef]

4. Mysterud, A. Trophy hunting with uncertain role for population dynamics and extinction of ungulates.
Anim. Conserv. 2012, 15, 14–15. [CrossRef]

5. Naevdal, E.; Olaussen, J.O.; Skonhoft, A. A bioeconomic model of trophy hunting. Ecol. Econ. 2012, 73,
194–205. [CrossRef]

6. Woodford, M.H.; Frisina, M.R.; Awan, G.A. The Torghar Conservation Project: Management of the Livestock,
Suleiman Markhor (Capra Falconeri) And Afghan Urial (Ovis Orientalis) in the Torghar Hills, Pakistan. Game
Wildl. Sci. 2004, 21, 177–187.

7. Leader-Williams, N.; Milledge, S.; Adcock, K.; Brooks, M.; Conway, A.; Knight, M.; Mainka, S.; Martin, E.B.;
Teferi, T. Trophy Hunting of Black Rhino Diceros bicornis: Proposals to Ensure Its Future Sustainability. J.
Int. Wildl. Law Policy 2005, 8, 1–11. [CrossRef]

8. Pasmans, T.; Hebinck, P. Rural development and the role of game farming in the Eastern Cape, South Africa.
Land Use Policy 2017, 64, 440–450. [CrossRef]

9. Yasuda, A. The Impacts of Sport Hunting on the Livelihoods of Local People: A Case Study of Bénoué
National Park, Cameroon. Soc. Nat. Resour. 2011, 24, 860–869. [CrossRef]

10. Harris, R.B.; Pletscher, D.H. Incentives toward conservation of argali Ovis ammon: A case study of trophy
hunting in western China. Oryx 2002, 36, 373–381. [CrossRef]

11. Nordbo, I.; Turdumambetov, B.; Gulcan, B. Local opinions on trophy hunting in Kyrgyzstan. J. Sustain. Tour.
2017, 26, 1–17. [CrossRef]

12. Lindsey, P.A.; Balme, G.A.; Funston, P.; Henschel, P.; Hunter, L.; Madzikanda, H.; Midlane, N.; Nyirenda, V.
The Trophy Hunting of African Lions: Scale, Current Management Practices and Factors Undermining
Sustainability. PLoS ONE 2013, 8, e0073808. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Baker, J.E. Trophy Hunting as a Sustainable Use of Wildlife Resources in Southern and Eastern Africa. J.
Sustain. Tour. 1997, 5, 306–321. [CrossRef]

14. Croes, B.M.; Funston, P.J.; Rasmussen, G.; Buij, R.; Saleh, A.; Tumenta, P.N.; De Iongh, H.H. The impact
of trophy hunting on lions (Panthera leo) and other large carnivores in the Bénoué Complex, northern
Cameroon. Biol. Conserv. 2011, 144, 3064–3072. [CrossRef]

15. Caro, T.M.; Young, C.R.; Cauldwell, A.E.; Brown, D.D. Animal breeding systems and big game hunting:
Models and application. Biol. Conserv. 2009, 142, 909–929. [CrossRef]

16. Lindsey, P.A.; Balme, G.A.; Funston, P.J.; Henschel, P.H.; Hunter, L.T. Life after Cecil: Channelling global
outrage into funding for conservation in Africa. Conserv. Lett. 2016, 9, 296–301. [CrossRef]

17. Palazy, L.; Bonenfant, C.; Gaillard, J.M.; Courchamp, F. Rarity, trophy hunting and ungulates. Anim. Conserv.
2011, 15, 4–11. [CrossRef]

18. Aryal, A.; Morley, C.G.; Cowan, P.; Ji, W. Conservation trophy hunting: Implications of contrasting approaches
in native and introduced-range countries. Biodiversity 2017, 17, 1–3. [CrossRef]

19. Aryal, A.; Dhakal, M.; Panthi, S.; Yadav, B.P.; Shrestha, U.B.; Bencini, R.; Raubenheimer, D.; Ji, W. Is trophy
hunting of bharal (blue sheep) and Himalayan tahr contributing to their conservation in Nepal? Hystrix
2015, 26, 85–88. [CrossRef]

20. Milner, J.M.; Nilsen, E.B.; Andreassen, H.P. Demographic Side Effects of Selective Hunting in Ungulates and
Carnivores. Conserv. Biol. 2007, 21, 36–47. [CrossRef]

21. Creel, S.; M’soka, J.; Dröge, E.; Rosenblatt, E.; Becker, M.; Matandiko, W.; Simpamba, T. Assessing the
sustainability of African lion trophy hunting, with recommendations for policy. Ecol. Appl. 2016, 26,
2347–2357. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2006.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12643
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26537845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2017.11.033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1795.2011.00519.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2011.10.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13880290590913705
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landusepol.2017.03.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08941920.2010.486394
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0030605302000728
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1319843
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0073808
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24058491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669589708667294
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2011.09.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.12.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/conl.12224
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-1795.2011.00476.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14888386.2016.1263974
http://dx.doi.org/10.4404/hystrix-26.2-11210
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2006.00591.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eap.1377
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27755732


Animals 2020, 10, 597 17 of 20

22. Muposhi, V.K.; Gandiwa, E.; Makuza, S.M.; Bartels, P. Ecological, Physiological, Genetic Trade-Offs and
Socio-economic implications of trophy hunting as a conservation tool: A narrative review. J. Anim. Plant Sci.
2017, 27, 1–14.

23. Packer, C.; Kosmala, M.; Cooley, H.S.; Brink, H.; Pintea, L.; Garshelis, D.; Purchase, G.; Strauss, M.;
Swanson, A.; Balme, G.; et al. Sport Hunting, Predator Control and Conservation of Large Carnivores. PLoS
ONE 2009, 4, e5941. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Crosmary, W.-G.; Loveridge, A.J.; Ndaimani, H.; Lebel, S.; Booth, V.; Côté, S.D.; Fritz, H. Trophy hunting in
Africa: Long-term trends in antelope horn size. Anim. Conserv. 2013, 16, 648–660. [CrossRef]

25. Coulson, T.; Schindler, S.; Traill, L.; Kendall, B.E. Predicting the Evolutionary Consequences of Trophy
Hunting on a Quantitative Trait. J. Wildl. Manag. 2018, 82, 46–56. [CrossRef]

26. Allendorf, F.W.; England, P.R.; Luikart, G.; Ritchie, P.A.; Ryman, N. Genetic effects of harvest on wild animal
populations. Trends Ecol. Evol. 2008, 23, 327–337. [CrossRef]

27. Hussain, S. The status of the snow leopard in Pakistan and its conflict with local farmers. Oryx 2003, 37,
26–33. [CrossRef]

28. Teichman, K.J.; Cristescu, B.; Darimont, C.T. Hunting as a management tool? Cougar-human conflict is
positively related to trophy hunting. BMC Ecol. 2016, 16, 44. [CrossRef]

29. Rosenblatt, E.; Becker, M.S.; Creel, S.; Droge, E.; Mweetwa, T.; Schuette, P.A.; Watson, F.; Merkle, J.; Mwape, H.
Detecting declines of apex carnivores and evaluating their causes: An example with Zambian lions. Biol.
Conserv. 2014, 180, 176–186. [CrossRef]

30. Rashid, W.; Shi, J.; Rahim, I.U.; Sultan, H.; Dong, S.; Ahmad, L. Research trends and management options in
human-snow leopard conflict. Biol. Conserv. 2020, 242, 108413. [CrossRef]

31. Davenport, J.; Davenport, J.L. The impact of tourism and personal leisure transport on coastal environments:
A review. Estuar. Coast. Shelf Sci. 2006, 67, 280–292. [CrossRef]

32. Wang, S.; Du, J.; Li, S.; He, H.; Xu, W. Impact of tourism activities on glacial changes based on the tourism
heat footprint (THF) method. J. Clean. Prod. 2019, 215, 845–853. [CrossRef]

33. Kuvan, Y. Mass Tourism Development and Deforestation in Turkey. Anatolia 2010, 21, 155–168. [CrossRef]
34. Ozturk, I.; Al-Mulali, U.; Saboori, B. Investigating the environmental Kuznets curve hypothesis: The role of

tourism and ecological footprint. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2015, 23, 1916–1928. [CrossRef]
35. Saenz-de-Miera, O.; Rosselló, J. Modeling tourism impacts on air pollution: The case study of PM10 in

Mallorca. Tour. Manag. 2014, 40, 273–281. [CrossRef]
36. Hausmann, A.; Toivonen, T.; Heikinheimo, V.; Tenkanen, H.; Slotow, R.; Minin, E.D. Social media reveal that

charismatic species are not the main attractor of ecotourists to sub-Saharan protected areas. Sci. Rep. 2017, 7,
763. [CrossRef]

37. Tsaur, S.-H.; Lin, Y.-C.; Lin, J.-H. Evaluating ecotourism sustainability from the integrated perspective of
resource, community and tourism. Tour. Manag. 2006, 27, 640–653. [CrossRef]

38. Brightsmith, D.J.; Stronza, A.; Holle, K. Ecotourism, conservation biology, and volunteer tourism: A mutually
beneficial triumvirate. Biol. Conserv. 2008, 141, 2832–2842. [CrossRef]

39. Novelli, M.; Barnes, J.I.; Humavindu, M. The Other Side of the Ecotourism Coin: Consumptive Tourism in
Southern Africa. J. Ecotour. 2006, 5, 62–79. [CrossRef]

40. Jew, E.; Bonnington, C. Socio-demographic factors influence the attitudes of local residents towards trophy
hunting activities in the Kilombero Valley, Tanzania. Afr. J. Ecol. 2011, 49, 277–285. [CrossRef]

41. Buckley, R.; Mossaz, A. Hunting tourism and animal conservation. Anim. Conserv. 2015, 18, 133–135.
[CrossRef]

42. Khan, B.; Ablimit, A.; Khan, G.; Jasra, A.W.; Ali, H.; Ali, R.; Ahmad, E.; Ismail, M. Abundance, distribution
and conservation status of Siberian ibex, Marco Polo and Blue sheep in Karakoram-Pamir mountain area. J.
King Saud. Univ. Sci. 2016, 28, 216–225. [CrossRef]

43. Khan, B.; Abdukadir, A.; Qureshi, R.; Mustafa, G. Medicinal uses of plants by the inhabitants of Khunjerab
national park, Gilgit, Pakistan. Pak. J. Bot. 2011, 43, 2301–2310.

44. PGoGB. Re-Notification of the Boundaries of Khunjerab National Park, Hunza-Nagar; F&A-8 (4)/F/2001; Forest,
Wildlife and Environment, Provincial Government of Gilgit Baltistan: Gilgit, Pakistan, 2010; pp. 1–12.

45. Mir, A. Impact Assessment of Community Based Trophy Hunting in MACP areas of NWFP and Northern
Areas. In Mountain Areas Conservancy Project (MACP); IUCN Islamabad Program Office: Islamabad, Pakistan,
2006; p. 38.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0005941
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19536277
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/acv.12043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jwmg.21261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2008.02.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0030605303000085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/s12898-016-0098-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2014.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2020.108413
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecss.2005.11.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.01.120
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13032917.2010.9687096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11356-015-5447-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2013.06.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-00858-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2005.02.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2008.08.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14724040608668447
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2028.2011.01260.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/acv.12204
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jksus.2015.02.007


Animals 2020, 10, 597 18 of 20

46. Khattak, R.H.; Ali, H.; Rehman, E.U.; Nawaz, M.A. Population Structure of Blue Sheep (Pseudios nayaur) in
Shimshal Valley Gilgit-Baltistan Pakistan. Pak. J. Zool. 2019, 52, 699–707. [CrossRef]

47. Shafiq, M.M.; Ali, A. Status of large mammal species in Khunjerab National Park. Pak. J. For. 1998, 48, 92–96.
48. Knudsen, A. Conservation and Controversy in the Karakoram: Khunjerab National Park, Pakistan. J. Polit.

Ecol. 1999, 6, 1–30. [CrossRef]
49. Ali, S.; Gao, J.; Begum, F.; Rasool, A.; Ismail, M.; Cai, Y.; Ali, S.; Ali, S. Health assessment using aqua-quality

indicators ofalpine streams (Khunjerab National Park), Gilgit, Pakistan. Environ. Sci. Pollut. Res. 2016, 24,
4685–4698. [CrossRef]

50. Shackleton, D.M. A Review of Community-Based Trophy Hunting Programs in Pakistan; The World Conservation
Union (IUCN-Pakistan): Islamabad, Pakistan, 2001; pp. 1–59.

51. Nyumba, T.O.; Wilson, K.; Derrick, C.J.; Mukherjee, N. The use of focus group discussion methodology:
Insights from two decades of application in conservation. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2018, 9, 20–32. [CrossRef]

52. Chakraborty, S.; Gasparatos, A. Community values and traditional knowledge for coastal ecosystem services
management in the “satoumi” seascape of Himeshima island, Japan. Ecosyst. Serv. 2019, 37, 100940.
[CrossRef]

53. Mukherjee, N.; Zabala, A.; Huge, J.; Nyumba, T.O.; Esmail, B.A.; Sutherland, W.J. Comparison of techniques
for eliciting views and judgements in decision-making. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2018, 9, 54–63. [CrossRef]

54. Sutherland, W.J.; Dicks, L.V.; Everard, M.; Geneletti, D. Qualitative methods for ecologists and conservation
scientists. Methods Ecol. Evol. 2018, 9, 7–9. [CrossRef]

55. Dube, N. Voices from the village on trophy hunting in Hwange district, Zimbabwe. Ecol. Econ. 2019, 159,
335–343. [CrossRef]

56. Jamal, S. Requests to increase Markhor’s trophy hunting permits declined. Dawn 2019.
57. Jackson, R. Pakistan’s Community-based Trophy Hunting Programs and Their Relationship to Snow Leopard

Conservation; Snow Leopard Conservancy: Sonoma, CA, USA, 2004; pp. 1–8.
58. Frisina, M.R.; Awan, G.A.; Woodford, M.H. Determining trophy harvest quotas through a status survey of

urial (Ovis orientalis) in the Kalabagh game reserve, Punjab province, Pakistan. J. Bombay Nat. Hist. Soc. 2007,
104, 35–39.

59. Frisina, M.R.; Wood, C.; Woodford, M. Population Trend of Suleiman Markhor (Capra falconeri jerdoni) and Afgan
Urial (Ovis orientalis cycloceros), With Reference to Habitat Conditions, Torghar Hills, Baluchistan Province, Pakistan;
United States Fish and Wildlife Service Office of International Affairs And Society for Torghar Environmental
Protection (STEP): Washington, DC, USA, 1998.

60. Fenberg, P.B.; Roy, K. Ecological and evolutionary consequences of size-selective harvesting: How much do
we know? Mol. Ecol. 2008, 17, 209–220. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

61. Packer, C.; Brink, H.; Kissui, B.M.; Maliti, H.; Kushnir, H.; Caro, T. Effects of trophy hunting on lion and
leopard populations in Tanzania. Conserv. Biol. 2011, 25, 142–153. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Hockley, N.J.; Jones, J.P.G.; Andriahajaina, F.B.; Manica, A.; Ranambitsoa, E.H.; Randriamboahary, J.A.
When should communities and conservationists monitor exploited resources? Biodivers. Conserv. 2005, 14,
2795–2806. [CrossRef]

63. Frost, P.G.; Bond, I. The CAMPFIRE programme in Zimbabwe: Payments for wildlife services. Ecol. Econ.
2008, 65, 776–787. [CrossRef]

64. Frisina, M.R.; Tareen, S.N.A. Recreational Hunting, Conservation and Rural Livelihoods. In Recreational
Hunting, Conservation and Rural Livelihoods: Science and Practice; Dickson, B., Hutton, J., Adams, W.M., Eds.;
Blackwell Publishing Ltd.: Oxford, UK, 2009; pp. 141–156.

65. Mijiddorj, T.N.; Alexander, J.S.; Samelius, G. Livestock depredation by large carnivores in the South Gobi,
Mongolia. Wildl. Res. 2018, 45, 237–247. [CrossRef]

66. Kachel, S.M.; McCarthy, K.P.; McCarthy, T.M.; Oshurmamadov, N. Investigating the potential impact of
trophy hunting of wild ungulates on snow leopard Panthera uncia conservation in Tajikistan. Oryx 2016, 51,
597–604. [CrossRef]

67. Sharma, R.K.; Bhatnagar, Y.V.; Mishra, C. Does livestock benefit or harm snow leopards? Biol. Conserv. 2015,
190, 8–13. [CrossRef]

68. Rosen, T.; Hussain, S.; Mohammad, G.; Jackson, R.; Janecka, J.E.; Michel, S. Reconciling Sustainable
Development of Mountain Communities With Large Carnivore Conservation. Mt. Res. Dev. 2012, 32,
286–293. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.17582/journal.pjz/20180919050909
http://dx.doi.org/10.2458/v6i1.21421
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11356-016-8186-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12860
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecoser.2019.100940
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12940
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.12956
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2019.02.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-294X.2007.03522.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17868288
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1523-1739.2010.01576.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20825444
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10531-005-8416-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecolecon.2007.09.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/WR18009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0030605316000193
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2015.04.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1659/MRD-JOURNAL-D-12-00008.1


Animals 2020, 10, 597 19 of 20

69. Saayman, M.; Merwe, P.; Saayman, A. The economic impact of trophy hunting in the South African wildlife
industry. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 2018, 16, e00510. [CrossRef]

70. Meinard, Y.; Dereniowska, M.; Gharbi, J.-S. The ethical stakes in monetary valuation methods for conservation
purposes. Biol. Conserv. 2016, 199, 67–74. [CrossRef]

71. Qi, J.; Holyoak, M.; Ning, Y.; Jiang, G. Ecological thresholds and large carnivores conservation: Implications
for the Amur tiger and leopard in China. Glob. Ecol. Conserv. 2019, 21, e00837. [CrossRef]

72. Gomez-Baggethun, E.; Ruiz-Perez, M. Economic valuation and the commodification of ecosystem services.
Prog. Phys. Geogr. 2011, 35, 613–628. [CrossRef]

73. Gren, I.-M.; Häggmark-Svensson, T.; Elofsson, K.; Engelmann, M. Economics of wildlife management—An
overview. Eur. J. Wildl. Res. 2018, 64, 22. [CrossRef]

74. Wallach, A.D.; Bekoff, M.; Batavia, C.; Nelson, M.P.; Ramp, D. Summoning compassion to address the
challenges of conservation. Conserv. Biol. 2018, 32, 1255–1265. [CrossRef]

75. Batavia, C.; Bruskotter, J.T.; Jones, J.A.; Vucetich, J.A.; Gosnell, H.; Nelson, M.P. Nature for whom? How
type of beneficiary influences the effectiveness of conservation outreach messages. Biol. Conserv. 2018, 228,
158–166. [CrossRef]

76. Temel, J.; Jones, A.; Jones, N.; Balint, L. Limits of monetization in protecting ecosystem services. Conserv. Biol.
2018, 32, 1048–1062. [CrossRef]

77. Bruskotter, J.T.; Vucetich, J.A.; Dietsch, A.; Slagle, K.M.; Brooks, J.S.; Nelson, M.P. Conservationists’ moral
obligations toward wildlife: Values and identity promote conservation conflict. Biol. Conserv. 2019, 240,
108296. [CrossRef]

78. Pearson, R.G. Reasons to Conserve Nature. Trends Ecol. Evol. 2016, 31, 366–371. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
79. Nelson, M.P.; Bruskotter, J.T.; Vucetich, J.A.; Chapron, G. Emotions and the Ethics of Consequence in

Conservation Decisions: Lessons from Cecil the Lion. Conserv. Lett. 2016, 9, 302–306. [CrossRef]
80. Dickman, A.; Packer, C.; Johnson, P.J.; Macdonald, D.W. A sideways look at conservation and consistency in

tourism policy. Conserv. Biol. 2018, 32, 744–746. [CrossRef]
81. Sirivongs, K.; Tsuchiya, T. Relationship between local residents’ perceptions, attitudes and participation

towards national protected areas: A case study of Phou Khao Khouay National Protected Area, central Lao
PDR. For. Policy Econ. 2012, 21, 92–100. [CrossRef]

82. Al-Tokhais, A.; Thapa, B. Stakeholder Perspectives towards National Parks and Protected Areas in Saudi
Arabia. Sustainability 2019, 11, 2323. [CrossRef]

83. Cook, N.; Butz, D. Mobility Justice in the Context of Disaster. Mobilities 2015, 11, 400–419. [CrossRef]
84. Manzoor, F.; Wei, L. A Review of China-Pakistan Economic Corridor and Tourism Opportunities. Adv. Econ.

Manag. Bus. Res. 2018, 56, 79–82.
85. Kanwal, S.; Rasheed, M.I.; Pitafi, A.H.; Pitafi, A.; Ren, M. Road and transport infrastructure development and

community support for tourism: The role of perceived benefits, and community satisfaction. Tour. Manag.
2019, 77, 104014. [CrossRef]

86. Kiss, A. Is community-based ecotourism a good use of biodiversity conservation funds? Trends Ecol. Evol.
2004, 19, 232–237. [CrossRef]

87. Hawkins, D.E.; Mann, S. The World Bank’s role in tourism development. Ann. Tour. Res. 2007, 34, 348–363.
[CrossRef]

88. Chong, K.L. The side effects of mass tourism: The voices of Bali islanders. Asia Pac. J. Tour. Res. 2019, 25,
157–169. [CrossRef]

89. Habibi, F.; Rahmati, M.; Karimi, A. Contribution of tourism to economic growth in Iran’s Provinces: GDM
approach. Future Bus. J. 2018, 4, 261–271. [CrossRef]

90. Zorpas, A.A.; Voukkali, I.; Pedreño, J.N. Tourist area metabolism and its potential to change through a
Proposed Strategic Plan in the framework of Sustainable Development. J. Clean. Prod. 2018, 172, 3609–3620.
[CrossRef]

91. Alipour, H.; Arefipour, T. Rethinking potentials of Co-management for sustainable common pool resources
(CPR) and tourism: The case of a Mediterranean island. Ocean Coast Manag. 2019, 183, 104993. [CrossRef]

92. Fantinato, E. The impact of (mass) tourism on coastal dune pollination networks. Biol. Conserv. 2019, 236,
70–78. [CrossRef]

93. Rico, A.; Martínez-Blanco, J.; Montlleó, M.; Rodríguez, G.; Tavares, N.; Arias, A.; Oliver-Solà, J. Carbon
footprint of tourism in Barcelona. Tour. Manag. 2019, 70, 491–504. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2018.e00510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2016.04.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gecco.2019.e00837
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0309133311421708
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10344-018-1180-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13126
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2018.10.029
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13153
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.108296
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2016.02.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26936225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/conl.12232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cobi.13066
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.forpol.2012.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su11082323
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/17450101.2015.1047613
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.104014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2004.03.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2006.10.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10941665.2019.1683591
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.fbj.2018.09.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2017.02.119
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2019.104993
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2019.05.037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2018.09.012


Animals 2020, 10, 597 20 of 20

94. Akis, A. The effects of mass tourism: A case study from Manavgat (Antalya—Turkey). Procedia Soc. Behav.
Sci. 2011, 19, 289–296. [CrossRef]

95. Herrera, M.R.G.; Sasidharan, V.; Hernández, J.A.Á.; Herrera, L.D.A. Quality and sustainability of tourism
development in Copper Canyon, Mexico: Perceptions of community stakeholders and visitors. Tour. Manag.
Perspect. 2018, 27, 91–103. [CrossRef]

96. Andereck, K.L.; Valentine, K.M.; Knopf, R.C.; Vogt, C.A. Residents’ perceptions of community tourism
impacts. Ann. Tour. Res. 2005, 32, 1056–1076. [CrossRef]

97. Almeida-García, F.; Pelaez-Fernandez, M.A.; Balbuena-Vazquez, A.; Cortes-Macias, R. Residents’ perceptions
of tourism development in Benalmadena (Spain). Tour. Manag. 2016, 54, 259–274. [CrossRef]

98. LaVanchy, G.T. When wells run dry: Water and tourism in Nicaragua. Ann. Tour. Res. 2017, 64, 37–50.
[CrossRef]

99. Sinha, B.C.; Qureshi, Q.; Uniyal, V.K.; Sen, S. Economics of wildlife tourism—Contribution to livelihoods of
communities around Kanha tiger reserve, India. J. Ecotourism 2012, 11, 207–218. [CrossRef]

100. Baral, N.; Kaul, S.; Heinen, J.T.; Ale, S.B. Estimating the value of the World Heritage Site designation: A
case study from Sagarmatha (Mount Everest) National Park, Nepal. J. Sustain. Tour. 2017, 25, 1776–1791.
[CrossRef]

101. Wang, P.-W.; Jia, J.-B. Tourists’ willingness to pay for biodiversity conservation and environment protection,
Dalai Lake protected area: Implications for entrance fee and sustainable management. Ocean Coast Manag.
2012, 62, 24–33. [CrossRef]

102. Melstrom, R.T.; Vasarhelyi, L. Modeling recreation demand and fees at national parks. Ann. Tour. Res. 2019,
77, 175–178. [CrossRef]

103. Kaffashi, S.; Radam, A.; Shamsudin, M.N.; Yacob, M.R.; Nordin, N.H. Ecological Conservation, Ecotourism,
and Sustainable Management: The Case of Penang National Park. Forests 2015, 6, 2345–2370. [CrossRef]

104. Hunt, C.A.; Durham, W.H.; Driscoll, L.; Honey, M. Can ecotourism deliver real economic, social, and
environmental benefits? A study of the Osa Peninsula, Costa Rica. J. Sustain. Tour. 2015, 23, 339–357.
[CrossRef]

105. Horton, L.R. Buying Up Nature: Economic and Social Impacts of Costa Rica’s Ecotourism Boom. Latin
American Perspectives 2009, 36, 93–107. [CrossRef]

106. Walter, P.; Regmi, K.D.; Khanal, P.R. Host learning in community-based ecotourism in Nepal: The case of
Sirubari and Ghalegaun homestays. Tour. Manag. Perspect. 2018, 26, 49–58. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2011.05.134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2018.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2005.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2015.11.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2017.02.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/14724049.2012.721785
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2017.1310866
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ocecoaman.2012.03.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.annals.2018.12.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/f6072345
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2014.965176
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0094582X09334299
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tmp.2018.02.002
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Area 
	Data Collection 

	Results 
	Conservation Impact of Trophy Hunting 
	Perception about the Wild Trophy Ungulates 
	Perception about the Wild Carnivores in the Community 
	Community Perception about the Impact of Trophy Hunting on Retaliatory Killing of Snow Leopards 
	Opinions about Continuity of Trophy Hunting in the Future 
	Livestock Holdings and Livestock Depredation 

	Economic Returns of Trophy Hunting Program in KVO’s CCHA 
	Mass Tourism and Its Economic Benefits 
	Comparison between Trophy Hunting and Mass Tourism 
	Perception of National Park Staff about Mass Tourism Inside KVO’s KNP 
	Impact of Infrastructure on Tourism Inside the Park 

	Discussion 
	Trophy Hunting: Its Impacts on Trophy Ungulates 
	Trophy Hunting: Its Impacts on Carnivores 
	Trophy Hunting: Its Economic Benefits and Future 
	Mass Tourism: Its Economic Benefits, Environmental Problems and Future 

	Conclusions 
	References

