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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Objectives

The first objective of this study was to identify various places in
Australia where tourists can have direct experiences of macropods in
a natural habitat, and to assess the likely quality of such an
experience. This was achieved by formal inquiry from wildlife
researchers and managers with an interest in the kangaroo family, and
through analysis of the distribution and biology of species. This part
of the study identified 16 important sites in New South Wales,
Queensland and Victoria for assessment of the feasibility of kangaroo-
based tourism.

The second objective was to review this set of sites for developing
‘kangaroo tourism’ for international tourists, in terms of the feasibility
for promotion, business enterprises and industries relevant to tourism.
Each site was scored on tourist visits, nights and demographics, and
the site’s industrialisation, geography and attractions. These scores
provided a strategic indicator of the strengths and weaknesses at each
site, and through summation a ranking of tourism potential for the
inbound market. This study of tourism potential is complimented by a
separate report that has evaluated actual practice in organised
tourism involving kangaroos (Higginbottom et al. 2001).

Findings

Wildlife professionals furnished 113 assessments of sites that they
judged provide a high-quality experience with macropods. The sites
covered all states and territories but most were in Queensland and
New South Wales where more respondents had undertaken research
and scientific endeavour with the kangaroo family. The responses
favoured large kangaroos and wallabies that are easily seen, are
abundant and habituate to human presence if not hunted. Most were
found within existing protected areas and forests, and few on private
lands where conflict with agricultural enterprises is often perceived.
At most sites, all weather access by conventional vehicle was practical
and little physical effort need be expended to view wild macropods.
Respondents favoured an expansion of tourism activity at most sites,
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except those last remnant populations of highly endangered species.
However, many recommended that new sites, such as in water
catchments, should initially be opened up with small groups of
tourists under the control and advice of an expert guide.

Indices of the potential quality of a wildlife tourism experience with
each species (and some rare sub-species) of macropod were
calculated from relevant aspects of morphology, ecology and
behaviour. These scores supported the assessment by wildlife
professionals that larger, partially day-active, gregarious species in
open habitats would guarantee a more rewarding experience than
those solitary, nocturnal, cryptic species in often impenetrable habitat.
However, if the attraction were a species’ rarity then many of the
latter would be the targets of observation requiring specialised
activities at night. Centres of high macropod richness in the forests of
northern New South Wales, tropical Queensland, the wet-dry tropics
of Northern Territory and Western Australia and the forests of south-
western Western Australia offer great potential for kangaroo-based
tourism if examination of the diversity of forms is the goal. If high
abundance and the large well-known kangaroos were the focus of
attention then a number of outback areas would fulfil this goal,
especially in the pastoral zones of Queensland, New South Wales and
South Australia. Each offers a different range of species diversity.
Some of the most abundant populations of large kangaroos reside off
protected areas and so some pastoral properties could exploit this
asset, as high abundance is an important attraction in wildlife
tourism.

Current high-quality sites for macropod viewing do not generally
serve tourism markets well. They are distant from centres of high
visitation or off preferred routes of travel. They may also lack other
attractions that would encourage tourism activity. Euroka Clearing in
the Blue Mountains National Park rates highly but is quite small and
may already be over its tourist carrying capacity. Thus, it is vulnerable
to degradation by trampling and over-crowding and opportunities
beckon for other sites to be developed close to Sydney. High-ranking
sites on the quality of the wildlife experience with macropods, such as
Sturt National Park in New South Wales and Idalia National Park in
Queensland, are distant from the main and preferred centres of

tourism activity. Idalia does benefit from other attractions in the
region, especially at Longreach.

Implications to industry

One of Australia’s greatest assets is the quality and variety of its
natural environment. In spite of strong evidence for continued growth
in market demand for nature tourism product, tourism master plans,
such as New South Wales to 2010, observe that this potential is
relatively underused or untapped. The report identifies significant
opportunities for the development of kangaroo-based tourism within
the national parks and native forests and on private lands, with a
focus on the eastern states that garner most international visitors. In
most instances, kangaroos will not be the sole attraction but a
significant part of a set of key taxa, as found in the nature-based
tourism enterprises on Kangaroo Island in South Australia. They may
be an essential indicator in the landscape of the conservation of
natural heritage, such as in the outback, providing a sense of the ‘real’
Australia. Or, they may be an attraction for their diversity, unusual
habits or even rarity to a very small market of touring ‘mammalogists’.

The principal markets for such product will be free and independent
travellers (FIT) or the specialist visitor (e.g. backpacker, nature
tourism). The group or mass market may only be adequately served by
fauna parks and zoos unless more sites, like Euroka Clearing, can be
developed with an appropriate carrying capacity close to capital cities,
and managed following ecologically sustainable development (ESD)
principles. In contrast, self-drive international (and domestic) travellers
are more likely to visit regional tourism nodes where the viewing of
wild kangaroos can be offered as an attraction and an essential
element of the experience.

Implications for community

Agricultural communities should attract a greater share of FIT and
nature-based tourists if they offer exceptional natural attractions or
cultural attractions in a well conserved natural setting. Kangaroos are
recognised as an integral part of the bush, and the high visibility of
some species makes them an obvious referent to the naturalness and
Australianness of the landscape. However, populations are typically
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not encouraged due to perceived conflict between farming
enterprises and this native wildlife. All species have suffered human
persecution and devaluation as pests and so negative sentiments
towards them are echoed at both the farm gate and in the country
towns. Kangaroos, in particular, are seen as unwelcome road hazards
and competitors to stock, not as assets except to the few who make
a living killing them and selling their meat and/or hide.

Both town and country need to re-think their relationship with
wildlife, especially the more prolific and obvious elements such as the
large kangaroos and some wallabies. Their persistence and relative
prosperity is not a measure of a battle lost in ‘taming the land’ but a
valuable remnant of a once more diverse and fascinating fauna that
proclaims a clean, green environment. Communities might one day
emblazon their portals with Australia’s best place to see ‘Big Red’ or
whatever species and thereby profit from the economic activity
engendered by wildlife tourism. We still have large native mammals in
our hinterland so we need to raise this to the world community as a
masthead of national pride. The view of kangaroos in the landscape
undoubtedly authenticates the Australian experience.

Implications for management agencies

National Parks and Wildlife agencies typically have excellent
interpretative signs and poster boards about macropods at visitor
centres, campgrounds and/or along trails in landscapes where they
are a major faunal element. However, FIT and specialist visitors are
likely to increasingly use the Internet and web sites in planning
holidays. New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service has
made an exceptional effort to create an atlas of the state’s fauna. The
web site (www.npws.nsw.gov.au/wildlife/species.htm) allows ready access to
fauna lists, some incomplete, to most of its estate. The paper
information on wildlife in parks and reserves is good and specifically
directs the reader to areas where kangaroos (but not other
macropods) are best seen. Further information on wildlife is limited to
brief statements about a park’s or reserve’s assets and constraints, and
obscure spatial information. Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife offers a
much superior source of electronic information with detailed maps
and descriptions of parks and reserves. These guide visitors to places
to see some of the macropods but report in generalities about others.

Parks Victoria provides similar details to Tasmania and more direction
about the important floral and fauna elements of a park or reserve.
The site has advice and links to tourism operators. Likewise, CALM in
Western Australia has comprehensive information on parks and their
flora and fauna and good direction to where to see many macropod
species, especially the more unusual ones. South Australian National
Parks provides little guidance to where to see macropods. Northern
Territory Parks and Wildlife and Queensland Parks and Wildlife are
relatively uninformative. Queensland Parks and Wildlife have good
general educational material on the biology of macropods but lack
obvious links as to where to see species in Queensland. Environment
Australia likewise has information on the general biology and
distribution of groups of macropods, comprehensive information on
the commercial harvest and its justification, and an interactive species
mapping facility. There are too few records for many macropod
species to make the latter facility useful, in spite of coupling it with
sophisticated climatic modelling algorithms. For example, the
distribution map for red kangaroos is quite misleading. The
Commonwealth agency is, nonetheless, a good repository of
information about conservation of biodiversity and has excellent
information on rare and endangered species and sub-species of
macropods.

The wildlife agencies should each develop a plan for the promotion
and management of wildlife tourism, something that currently seems
to be lacking. However, Tasmania, Victoria and Western Australia
seem to be making effective progress in informing domestic and
international visitors about opportunities on their protected areas’
estates. The State and Territory Wildlife agencies typically have forms
of cooperative agreements with landholders to encourage and assist
the conservation of wildlife and wildlife habitat on private land (eg.
‘Land for Wildlife’ programs in New South Wales, Victoria).
Encouragement, assistance and direction of wildlife tourism with
macropods and other taxa would give impetus to such programs.

Wildlife agencies manage commercial harvests and non-commercial
culling of abundant kangaroos. This seems to have lead to confusion
in the management objectives on protected areas where large
kangaroos abound since the same authorities manage programs for
their suppression on pastoral lands. The tendency is to fear any rise in



Further research

This report looks more at the opportunities for rather than the realities
of a quality tourism experience with kangaroos. Looking through the
eyes of wildlife professionals and tourism operators enhanced the
assessments but the former typically lack expertise in tourism
management and the latter lack biological expertise. The information
will no doubt be refined and corrected with the input of these same
individuals. However, the process of site visits and site assessment,
and the analysis of the feasibility of kangaroo tourism need to be
ongoing and more expansive geographically. Working models of the
products and procedures to sustain a wildlife tourism enterprise based
on kangaroos need to be developed not only in the outback but also
within easy reach of the major tourism centres along the coastline.
We are reasonably well informed about the behaviour and habitat
requirements of many species, and can select, manipulate and
manage habitat appropriately. However, we are decidedly less well
informed about the interaction between visitors and kangaroos in the
wild, and probable extinctions of rock-wallaby populations suggest
caution and research about the appropriate management of this
interface. We also need to further examine the nexus between
tourism and the maintenance and re-introduction of rare and
endangered species, as there is some debate about any favourable
conservation outcomes of ecotourism. An international core of
conservation volunteers from EarthWatch already assists with the re-
introduction program at Herrison Prong in Western Australian. This
and other forms of tourism may help underpin more expansive and
costly programs, and so deserves thorough and urgent investigation. 
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the populations of kangaroos as a potentially degrading influence in
the landscape. Yet the abundance figures show that most of these
protected areas in the outback are not in fact foci of dense and
‘uncontrolled’ populations. Wildlife authorities and other land
management agencies need to recognise that ‘big mobs of roos’, and
all the diversity of their kind, are important assets in the natural
estate. These species, large, obvious and centre stage provide a
wonderful focus for wildlife tourism and the appreciation of
Australia’s endemic natural heritage. Acquisition of large tracts of
land with a mosaic of habitats will be necessary to sustain populations
on reserves and these will have to be adaptively managed.
Neighbours might be encouraged to contribute to wildlife
conservation through incentives to develop and support wildlife
tourism. Likewise further off-reserve conservation could be similarly
encouraged.

Communication of findings to stakeholders

There are several accurate guidebooks of varying scope to Australian
mammals and to kangaroos, wallabies and their kind. All feature a
species distribution map which, for example, would suggest that the
common Wallaroo could be seen across most of Australia. However,
there are relatively few places where this often cryptic species can be
seen at close hand and in abundance. Tourists and tourism operators
could be better informed about where to see macropods of various
kinds in the wild in a guaranteed high quality viewing experience. In
this way wildlife tourism based on kangaroos will be directed towards
a rewarding experience, and stimulated as new challenges are
revealed to a hitherto ignorant audience. Distribution of this report to
wildlife management agencies and the tourism industry will go some
way to achieving this goal. An interactive mapping program on CD-
ROM would facilitate the interpretation of the information. This
should be translated to a web site to reach a wider audience.
Ultimately a guide to locating kangaroos in the bush should be
published with input from state and commonwealth wildlife agencies
and species experts. Scott Buckingham (1999) has produced such a
guide for koalas and so this will test and stimulate the market. Lonely
Planet Publications have produced a general guide to wildlife viewing
across Australia (Bennett et al. 2000). Future editions of this (and
other) guides may profit from the outcomes of this report.
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This project assessed the opportunities for tourism based on kangaroos
by: (1) surveying wildlife experts’ opinions on the best places to view
species and scoring the quality of the experience with each species at
a site, (2) determining macropod species richness in the coverage of
1:250,000 map sheets for Australia, (3) scoring the potential quality of
a tourism experience with each species (and some sub-species) based
on morphology, ecology and behaviour, and (4) determining centres of
high abundance in the management zones for red and grey kangaroos
in South Australia, New South Wales and Queensland. A list of 16 high
quality sites around Brisbane, Melbourne and Sydney and into the
outback was assembled since these cities account for about 70-80%
of domestic and international tourist activity. The sites were scored for
the feasibility of kangaroo-based tourism using tourist visits, nights and
demographics, and the site’s industrialisation, geography and
attractions. Macropod species richness is highest along the East Coast
from southern New South Wales to Cape York Peninsula. Even so
experts rated sites in the outback more highly, probably because
populations are more abundant and more easily viewed in open
habitats. Furthermore, large, gregarious species that forage partly
through the day in open habitat are likely to provide a wildlife-seeking
tourist with a better experience. These are more common in pastoral
lands than the forests of the Great Dividing Range. Each state or
territory can provide a unique experience with macropod species or
sub-species endemic to their region. However, assessment of tourism
activity has focused on the area of highest tourist visitation in the
eastern states. Few sites close the Sydney, Melbourne or Brisbane
scored highly for tourism feasibility and the highest scoring site, Euroka
Clearing, in the Blue Mountains National Park is probably already
above tourist carrying capacity. Outback sites scored low due to
distance from major tourist routes and so are unlikely to attract mass
visitation. We conclude that there is a high potential for the
development of new sites providing a quality wildlife experience with
wild macropods, especially near major tourist destinations. Some
private landholders could profit from such activity.

1
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local scale but do not enter the commercial harvest. About half the
species of small wallabies and rat-kangaroos have much diminished
ranges and are listed as rare or endangered (Calaby and Grigg 1989).
Active management to conserve remnant populations (e.g. predator
control), captive-breeding programs and re-introductions are the
primary activities with these species (e.g. Kinnear et al. 1998). The
range and abundance of most macropod species is broadly
documented but ongoing monitoring is only in the management
zones of the commercially harvested species and, to a lesser extent,
the populations of endangered species (Pople 1999). Even so one new
species and one formerly extinct subspecies have been discovered in
the last two decades (Strahan 1998) suggesting that coverage and
effort across Australia is uneven.

The effort to document the macropod fauna across Australia has
largely been to assess conservation status and, for some species, the
sustainability of the commercial harvest (e.g. ANPWS 1988). Little or
no attention has been paid to defining the tourism potential of
macropod populations. Publications about macropods by wildlife
authorities, from Environment Australia through to state and territory
agencies, are almost all devoted to a defence and justification of
commercial harvests or recovery plans for rare and endangered
species. In contrast, interest from the major wildlife documentary
production houses (e.g. Discovery, National Geographic, BBC Natural
History) is strong due to the novel form and interesting behaviour of
macropods. This suggests a strong potential for wildlife tourism based
on kangaroos along with other natural attractions.

Management of ecologically sustainable populations of macropods
should not neglect value in and opportunities for wildlife tourism
(Croft 2000). For example, closure of artificial watering points in the
rangelands (James et al. 1999) should be undertaken with a sensitivity
to the role these play as focal points for the observation of
macropods, and many other species of wildlife. Many artificial waters
function where natural waters have been lost through siltation and
bank erosion. Strategic emplacement and management of artificial
waters sustain populations within protected areas for wildlife tourism
in the drier parts of southern Africa (Thrash 1998) or North America
(Rodenstock et al. 1999).

3

For much of human history, interaction with wildlife typically involved
killing animals for food, feathers or fur or removing or displacing
them from their natural habitat (e.g. Yalden 1996). In recent times,
non-consumptive use of wildlife has attracted increasing numbers of
recreational users and thereby created economic activity through
tourism. In North America, non-consumptive users now outnumber
commercial or recreational hunters (Duffus and Dearden 1990)  Non-
consumptive use implies a person’s engagement with the wildlife
species whereby it is not purposefully removed or permanently
affected by the experience. The amount of physical interaction is
relatively low compared to capture or killing but more than viewing a
wildlife documentary or some vicarious encounter. The benefit to the
wildlife may be that a broader constituency of appreciative observers
will support the conservation of a broader array of species in their
natural habitats than the more narrowly focussed consumptive users
(Duffus and Dearden 1990). For example, Hvenegaard and Dearden
(1998) compared the conservation values of bird-watchers, ‘general
ecotourists’ and other tourists (general, highlights and trekkers)
visiting Doi Inthanon National Park in Thailand. The first two groups
were significantly more likely to belong to a conservation or wildlife
group (40-73 % vs. 12-20%) and to have donated to a wildlife cause
(50-58% vs. 14-44%). However, wildlife tourism creates its own
challenges in the management of the wildlife-tourist interaction, the
impacts on the environment, and the costs and benefits to local
communities (Duffus and Dearden 1990; Roe et al. 1997; Hasler
1999; Reynolds and Braithwaite 2001).

In Australia, the management of kangaroos, wallabies and rat-
kangaroos (collectively known as macropods) has been directed at
two ends of the conservation spectrum, neither of which has paid
much attention to their value in wildlife tourism. Most of the large
kangaroos, and a few large wallabies, enter a commercial harvest as
part of the mitigation of agricultural damage (Alchin 1995). Further
justification for this harvest is in the use of a valuable native product
that through its utilisation will conserve the rangelands and
kangaroos (Grigg 1995). Some other macropods are targeted for
control in specific industries (forestry and sugar-cane farming) on a

2

1. INTRODUCTION



1.2 Aims

This report examines opportunities and potential for ‘kangaroo
tourism’ where no organised tourism may exist. Opportunities pertain
to both domestic and overseas tourists but potential is assessed only
from the perspective of international tourism. This limitation is
recognised in the discussion of results. A companion report by
Higginbottom et al. (2001) deals with existing organised tourism with
kangaroos as a focus. The aims of this project are two-fold.

The first aim is to identify various sites in Australia where tourists can
have direct experiences of macropods in a natural habitat, and to
assess the likely quality of such an experience.

The second aim is to review the international tourism activity and
capacity at a set of high quality sites identified from the first part of
the study. Only those sites close to the main ports of entry of inbound
tourists (Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane) were chosen to encompass
the majority of overseas tourism. 

The methods, results and discussion pertaining to these two aims are
presented separately under the headings ‘opportunities’ and
‘potential’ for kangaroo tourism. The two parts are drawn together in
the conclusions.

5

This project has two parts. The first part identifies locations where
diverse, abundant, easily viewed and/or interesting populations of
macropods occur. The second part then relates these findings,
expressed as specific sites with good natural potential, to the
distribution of tourism.

1.1 Scope

Macropods are defined as the extant Australian species of kangaroos
and wallabies (Macropodidae) and rat-kangaroos (Potoroidae and
Hypsiprymnodontidae). Nomenclature follows the Census of
Australian Vertebrate Species (CAVS: Version 8.1.1., Environment
Australia 1995). However, Gilbert’s Potoroo (Potorous gilberti) is
recognised as a full species and the sub-species of the rock wallaby,
Petrogale lateralis, are differentiated. This accords with the recovery
outlines for vulnerable taxa (Environment Australia 1999). All species
of macropods are examined but the commercially harvested species -
red kangaroos, eastern and western grey kangaroos, common
wallaroos, whiptail and red-necked wallabies – form a primary focus
because of superior data and recognition in tourism. The geographic
area includes all Australian states and territories, including off-shore
islands. All land usages – protected, public and private – have been
surveyed.

Kangaroo tourism refers to tourists experiencing the well-known red,
grey and hill (Wallaroo) kangaroos and other less recognised
macropods in natural environments, in the wild. Excluded are settings
such as zoos and fenced wildlife parks.

The context is international tourism in Australia, excluding domestic
tourism - Australian residents. For the purpose of the study,
international tourists are defined as persons who reside abroad and
who visit Australia for at least one night, for any purpose of visit. This
conforms to the common technical definition of international tourist,
followed by all major tourism institutions in Australia. The fact that
this ‘official’ definition is much wider than common sense about
tourism’s scope can be noted, but this does not unduly distort the
research.
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management of tourism but none were tourism professionals (e.g.
planners, marketers, managers). However, all should have been
competent at assessing current tourism activities at their nominated
sites given the simple categories of visitor types. Their recommendation
of ‘appropriate tourism’ should have been from the perspective of a
wildlife manager with concern for the welfare of the species and its
ecosystem, which may not necessarily accord with the judgment of a
tourism planner or marketer. The bias would clearly be towards
ecocentrism and ecotourism as defined in Wearing and Neil (1999).

The responses to the questionnaires were collated in a database.
Information about the frequency of responses to categorical
questions was analysed with SPSS for Windows V9.0 (SPSS Inc.,
Chicago). Spatial information was mapped using ArcView for
Windows V3.2 (ESRI, Redlands). An index of the quality of the
experience with each macropod at each site was determined from the
sum of the score on abundance, sightability and habitation (maximum
15). Where the same species was assessed at a site by more than one
respondent a mean score was derived.

2.2 Macropod Distributions

The distributions of macropods were assessed by their presence is the
1:250,000 map sheets that cover all Australian states and territories,
excluding Christmas, Cocos and Norfolk Islands (irrelevant to this
study). The map sheet names, number and locations were obtained
from the Commonwealth agency, Australian Surveying and Land
Information Group (AUSLIG). The ARC/INFO coverage was imported
in ArcView for entry of the spatial data (see Fig. 1 for coverage).
Species distributions were initially assembled from ANPWS (1988).
These were refined with spatial data from NSW National Parks and
Wildlife Service, Queensland Environmental Protection Agency,
Conservation and Land Management Western Australia, South
Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service, Parks Victoria, and
Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife. Only New South Wales maintains a
comprehensive wildlife atlas and so reliability is highest in this state.
For a number of vulnerable macropod species, the biodiversity group
in Environment Australia has published recovery outlines with current
distribution maps at the 1:250,0000 map-sheet scale. These species
include Macropus robustus isabellinus, Petrogale lateralis, Petrogale

7

2.1 Wildlife Professional Questionnaires

A survey about the best sites to see macropods was conducted with
75 individuals who had a professional interest in studying the
Australian fauna, especially macropods. The subjects were drawn
primarily from the membership of the Australian Mammal Society and
the Australasian Wildlife Management Society. Individuals included
current and former employees of academic institutions, CSIRO, state
and federal agencies for wildlife, national parks and forests, and
environmental consultants. The survey was conducted by mail and
respondents were supplied with a reply-paid envelope to return
completed questionnaires. The subjects were asked to reflect on their
professional lives and recall sites they visited where opportunities for
viewing macropods were presented. They were then asked to rank
these sites by the quality of the experience they had in encounters
with macropods. They were then invited to complete a questionnaire
(Appendix A) for a maximum of five of their best sites and were
accordingly provided with five copies. The questionnaire requested:

1. The name and location of the site

2. The current land usage from sixteen categories

3. The accessibility of the site from initial access to the location where
macropods were viewed 

4. The current tourism development at the site and the respondent’s
opinion of appropriate development

5. The macropod species observed at the site and a five-point rating
of each species’ abundance, sightability and habituation to
people, and the typical behaviour (six broad categories) observed.

With the exception of item 4, all of the questions were well within the
biological training and competency of the selected wildlife
professionals. Those involved in management of wildlife in protected
areas may have had some experience with the development and

6
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2.3 Macropod Abundance

Broad-scale surveys are only performed for the abundance of red and
grey kangaroos in management zones for commercial harvesting
(Pople 1999). The two species of grey kangaroo are not directly
differentiated in New South Wales and Queensland and are rightly
assumed to be all western grey kangaroos in South Australia.
Queensland also surveys common wallaroos. The resolution differs
between these three states from 0.5o of latitude/longitude blocks in
South Australia (Grigg et al. 1999), to 1o in New South Wales (Gilroy
1999), to ten survey blocks (3600-8100 km2) in Queensland (Lundie-
Jenkins et al. 1999). Results for 1998 were used to gain an indication
of the abundance of these key commercially harvested species.

The relative perception of the abundance of these and other species
at key sites was obtained from estimates provided by respondents to
the wildlife professionals’ survey. Abundance was rated from rare to
many (hundreds) (Appendix A).

2.4 Tourism Value of Macropod Species

The tourism value of each macropod species was assessed from the
professionals’ rating of abundance, sightability and habituation at
nominated sites. A species that was abundant, easily seen and well
habituated was rated highest in terms of providing a quality
experience. Assessments by more than one respondent for the same
species were averaged, as concordance was high. A second
independent assessment was made from characteristics of each
species body size, activity pattern, habitat, sociality and conservation
status. The principal data sources were Croft (1989), Seebeck et al.
(1989), Calaby and Grigg (1989) and Strahan (1998). Conservation
status was rated at a national rather than state level and the
Biodiversity group within Environment Australia was consulted for the
most recent determinations. For this rating, a species that is large,
active during daylight, occupies an open habitat and is gregarious was
assumed to provide a more interesting and easily realised experience
than one that is small, nocturnal, solitary and lives amidst dense
vegetation. However, the rating by conservation status could be at
one of two opposite extremes. Some tourists may be attracted to rare
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lateralis hacketti, Petrogale lateralis lateralis, Petrogale lateralis
pearsoni, Potorous gilbertii, Lagorchestes hirsutus, Bettongia tropica,
Potorous longipes, Onychogalea fraenata, Petrogale penicillata,
Petrogale xanthopus xanthopus, Petrogale persephone. Further
information on species distributions in arid and semi-arid Australia
was obtained from Morton et al. (1997), who assessed refugia for
biological diversity.

Species are referred to by the common names in the following tables
and figures. Appendix B provides a cross-reference between common
and scientific names.

Figure 1: Layout of 1:250,000 map sheets across Australia
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2.5 GIS Database

A variety of databases were constructed within the ArcView 3.2
Geographical Information System (GIS). The spatial scale used is the
1:250,000 map sheets. Coverages for macropod species distribution,
species diversity, expert nominated sites, and wildlife tourism value
with macropods were constructed. A future output from the GIS may
be an interactive map on CD-ROM for interrogation by interested
parties.

2.6 Site Visits

A number of site visits to protected areas in the Sydney basin, and
further a field, were made to assess opportunities for wildlife tourism
with wild macropods. The initial focus was on areas that could be
reached within 2-4 hours of the Sydney CBD and thus form part of a
half or one-day tour. In the Sydney basin these areas included, Ku-
ring-gai Chase National Park, Marramarra National Park, Brisbane
Water National Park and Muogamarra Nature Reserve in the northern
Metropolitan region; Royal National Park and Heathcote National Park
in the southern Metropolitan region; and Blue Mountains National
Park, Kanangra-Boyd National Park and Wollemi National Park in the
Blue Mountains region.

Tourism literature provided by NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Service, Tourism New South Wales and operators in the Rocks,
Circular Quay and Darling Harbour areas of Sydney was examined to
determine where tourists might be directed or taken to in order to
view wild macropods. Murramarang National Park on the South Coast
and Warrumbungle National Park in the Central West featured
strongly in this literature and were therefore visited. An assessment of
macropod distributions and NSW NPWS fauna lists revealed that the
nearest centre of high macropod diversity to Sydney was in the Hunter
region. Thus, visits were made to Barrington Tops National Park,
Mount Royal National Park and Coolah Tops National Park.

The project budget precluded site visits beyond the authors’ location
in New South Wales. However, this was not considered a major
constraint since the focus was on opportunities for international
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species within a very limited range, others to large mobs of an
abundant species (Reynolds and Braithwaite 2001). Thus, two indices
were calculated with the conservation status ranked in opposite
directions. The scaling for the five variables differed (Table 1), and so
each was adjusted to a 5-point range. Some species occupy more
than one habitat and so the average score was derived for this
variable. These values were summed and averaged to derive a final
score out of 25. The variable scores for each species are given in
Appendix C.

Table 1: Rating for tourism value of a macropod species’ body
size, activity pattern, habitat, sociality and conservation status

VARIABLE VALUES RATING  

Female body weight (kg) <5 1   
5-10 2   
10-15 3   
15-20 4   
20-25 5   
25-30 6  

Activity Nocturnal 1   
Partial diurnal 2   
Diurnal 3  

Habitat Heath 1   
Tropical rainforest 2   
Temperate rainforest 3   
Wet sclerophyll forest 4   
Dry sclerophyll forest 5   
Woodland 6   
Shrubland 7   
Grassland 8  

Sociality Solitary 1   
Associate partially 2   
Gregarious 3  

Conservation status Rare, endangered 1, 6   
Limited, vulnerable 2, 5   
Secure, scattered 3, 4   
Common. Limited 4, 3   
Common 5, 2   
Abundant 6, 1  
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3.1 Key Sites for Macropod-based Tourism (Professionals Survey)

Fifty of the 75 wildlife professionals surveyed returned questionnaires.
Three surveys were returned unanswered because the address was no
longer current. The professionals identified 114 sites of which one
was rejected since it contained only captive macropods in a nature
park/reserve. The proportion of sites by state/territory was about in
proportion to the residence of the respondent (χ2 = 10.17, df = 7, 
P  = 0.18) (Fig. 2). However, the Australian Capital Territory was under
represented with a small land area and the coverage for South
Australia was broader than the proportion of respondents surveyed.
New South Wales and Queensland dominated the results but these
states have the highest international and domestic tourist activity.
They are especially relevant to the inbound market.

Table 2: Proportional representation of various land usages
amongst professionals’ sites

LAND USAGE PERCENT OF SITES (n = 113)  

National Park 51.3  
Pastoral land 14.2  
Conservation reserve 12.4  
State forest 6.2  
State park 5.3  
Crown land 3.5  
Urban park 0.9  
Wildlife refuge 0.9  
Water catchment reserve 0.9  
Research station 0.9  
Private sanctuary/Tourist resort 0.9  
Power station 0.9  
Agricultural land 0.9  

13

visitors to interact with macropods in the wild. Sydney has been and
remains the principal port of entry for international holiday-makers.
Land-based natural attractions in New South Wales, especially
national parks, attract substantially more international visitors than
those in any other state or territory (Blamey 1995). A national
perspective related to wildlife viewing can be obtained in Bennett 
et al. 2000.
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were accessed initially by boat. At most sites macropods could be
viewed from a vehicle (61.9%). Where this was not possible (n = 43),
a short walk (mean = 24 minutes) along an easy grade (72.1%) was
necessary. The maximum walk time was 200 minutes and 18.6% of
sites requiring walking were along tracks with a hard grade. Such long
walks along difficult grades would typically be associated with
wilderness and/or remoteness and so few sites fell in this category
(see also Fig. 3)

Figure 3: Comparison of current and recommended appropriate
tourism use for sites nominated by wildlife professionals

The most common current and recommended status for sites was
unrestricted access for tourism (Fig. 3). However, current and
recommended tourism activity differed significantly (χ2 = 43.12, df =
8, P <<0.001). Most respondents favoured tourism development
where there currently was none, and recommended that sites have
small (mini-bus) guided groups of visitors. One respondent
recommended all sites move from unrestricted access or agency
permit to wilderness. However, this was a minority view as no
significant increase in this category was recommended. More often
respondents recommended less control by an agency through
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The majority of sites were within national parks or some other form
of protected lands in the national estate (Table 2). Few sites fell within
privately managed lands, and of these pastoral leaseholds dominated.
Two respondents suggested that most of the pastoral zone of western
New South Wales was an excellent place to see large kangaroos of
one or more species. The same could be said of the pastoral zones of
Queensland, South Australia and Western Australia. Thus, the value
of sites in these regions for wildlife tourism with kangaroos must
include species abundance, diversity, habituation to people, landscape
features and accessibility. These features are typically associated with
protected areas and not pastoral enterprises and so most respondents
were biased towards the former.

Figure 2: Comparison of the state/territory of residence of
wildlife professionals and the proportional representation of
sites nominated by them

Access to sites was generally good with a conventional 2WD vehicle.
Most were along a gravel road (44.2%) implying probable constraints
in wet weather but many had sealed roads (32.6%). A few (16.2%)
required a 4WD vehicle along a formed track. Several sites (7%) were
on offshore islands, especially in Western Australia, and therefore
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abundant red and grey kangaroos and wallaroos (i.e. Sturt, Idalia,
Flinders Ranges and Currawinya National Parks).

Table 3: Sites nominated by more than one wildlife professional

SITE NAME STATE NOMINATIONS  

Sturt National Park NSW 6  
Idalia National Park QLD 6  
Warrumbungle National Park NSW 5  
Taunton Scientific Reserve QLD 4  
Flinders Ranges National Park SA 4  
Tidbinbilla Nature Reserve ACT 3  
Fowlers Gap Station NSW 3  
Currawinya National Park QLD 3  
Flinders Chase National Park SA 3  
Blowering Dam (State Forest) NSW 2  
Willandra National Park NSW 2  
Litchfield National Park NT 2  
Lake Eacham QLD 2  
Gammon Ranges National Park SA 2  
Cradle Mountain National Park TAS 2  
Grampians National Park VIC 2  
Cape Range National Park WA 2  
Dryandra Woodland WA 2  

The top-ranked location accessible to tourists in each state is:

• NSW Sturt or Warrumbungle National Park
• QLD Idalia National Park
• VIC Grampians National Park
• TAS Cradle Mountain National Park
• SA Flinders Ranges or Flinders Chase National Park
• NT Litchfield National Park
• WA Cape Range National Park or Dryandra Woodland
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individual permits and guided or open access. The one exception was
the Taunton Scientific Reserve in Queensland, which was nominated
by several respondents. This had the only population of the rare and
endangered bridled nailtail wallaby until re-introduction into Idalia
National Park. No respondent recommended any form of tourism in
this reserve.

Figure 4: Distribution of sites across Australia nominated by
wildlife professionals, weighted by the frequency of their
nomination

Sites were distributed across all states and territories but many lay
distant from capital cities (Fig. 4) and these were more favoured by
respondents. Eighteen sites were nominated more than once,
especially in New South Wales and Queensland, and this provides a
crude ranking of the site’s potential quality for wildlife-based tourism
(Table 2). The list is biased towards the residencies of experts but even
so many have lived and undertaken research in more than one
state/territory. Some sites have been used by a number of researchers
including Idalia and Sturt National Parks, Taunton Scientific Reserve
and Fowlers Gap Station. Even so Kinchega National Park, which was
subject to more research effort than Sturt does not make this list.
More clearly there is a bias towards localities in the rangelands with
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Table 4: Sites nominated by wildlife professionals where more
than three macropod species could be readily viewed

SITE NAME STATE SPECIES

Idalia National Park QLD 7  
Mutawintji National Park NSW 5
Watagan Mountains/ Olney State Forest NSW 5  
Warrumbungle National Park NSW 5  
Allyn River Forest Park NSW 5  
Wallaby Creek NSW 5
Currawinya National Park QLD 5  
Taunton Scientific Reserve QLD 5  
Dangar Gorge NSW 4  
Sturt National Park NSW 4  
Kinchega National Park NSW 4  
Western division  NSW 4  
Fowlers Gap NSW 4  
Litchfield National Park NT 4  
Gawler Ranges National Park SA 4  
Flinders Ranges National Park SA 4  
Grampians National Park VIC 4  
Dryandra Woodland WA 4  

The sites offering greatest species richness are mostly in New South
Wales and Queensland. Amongst the top-ranked sites, Idalia,
Warrumbungle, Sturt, Litchfield, Flinders Ranges and Grampians
National Parks retain their prominence (Table 3). However, the analysis
of macropod distributions shows that only Litchfield near Darwin is
within an area expected to have high diversity (Fig. 6). The centres of
diversity are the temperate and tropical rainforests and sclerophyll
forests of the East Coast from about Bega to Cooktown, and the Top
End from Arnhem Land to the Kimberley. There is an additional small
area of high diversity in the forests near to Perth. Access to these
areas of high species richness is well serviced by national parks, state
forests and other public lands, especially in New South Wales. Yet key
sites such as Washpool National Park (9 species), Border Ranges
National Park (8 species), large parks in the Cairns area

19

3.2 Sites for Macropod Diversity

Tourists may initially seek a wildlife experience with a well-known icon
species, such as one of the large kangaroos. However, sites that offer
the chance to view such a species along with a variety of others are
likely to be the most attractive. The picture presented by the experts
for species richness (Fig. 5) differs from that based on nomination
frequency (Fig. 4). Some outback sites offer relatively high richness
but coastal sites assume more prominence by this measure.

Figure 5: Geographic distribution of sites nominated by wildlife
professionals, weighted by the richness of species seen at 
each site
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with the experts’ best sites for red and/or grey kangaroos. Tasmanian
National Parks directs visitors to the Asbestos Range National Park and
Maria Island for eastern grey (or Forester) kangaroos. Parks Victoria
directs visitors to Mornington Peninsula, The Lakes and Wilsons
Promontory for eastern grey kangaroos. South Australia National
Parks mentions Flinders and Gammon Ranges or Flinders Chase on
Kangaroo Island as favoured localities for the large kangaroos. CALM
in Western Australia recommends Yanchep near Perth as an excellent
site to see western grey kangaroos and gives good advice about
quokkas, woylies and rock-wallabies. Northern Territory and
Queensland national parks services offer less specific advice to visitors
to their parks.

The managers of kangaroo management programs in New South
Wales, Queensland and South Australia provided assessments by
aerial survey of the abundance of red and grey kangaroos in their
state’s commercial harvest zones for 1998. In this year, South Australia
supported the highest densities of red kangaroos (> 25 km-2) in the
area to the east of the Flinders Ranges and below the Dog Fence
adjacent to the New South Wales border (Fig. 7). These survey blocks
are used for pastoralism, and contain no protected area. The highest
densities of red kangaroos (> 20 km-2) in New South Wales were in the
far northwest and an area of the central west adjacent to the
Queensland border. Like South Australia, most of this area is not
within any national park except for the well-sighted Sturt National
Park in the third ranked block. Red kangaroo densities in Queensland
were much lower than in many survey blocks in the other two states,
and did not exceed 14 km-2. The Blackall and Hungerford blocks
where Idalia and Currawinya National Parks are respectively located
had <10 km-2. Like the other states, the highest densities fell outside
the protected areas in the pastoral zone.
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(Wooroonooran, Daintree, Cape Tribulation), Kakadu and Kimberley
national parks failed to attract nominations from experts. This may
imply poor access to the site’s potential diversity, impenetrable
habitat, a fauna dominated by cryptic species, a lack of research effort
in these areas or some other factors that deserve further investigation.

Figure 6: Macropod species richness in 1:250,000 map sheets
across Australia

3.3 Sites of High Kangaroo Abundance

The species exploited in the commercial harvests of New South Wales,
Queensland, South Australia, Northern Territory, Western Australia
and Tasmania are amongst the largest and most abundant
macropods. Experts highly valued sites in the rangelands where the
large kangaroos are found. If a tourist wishes to see large mobs of
kangaroos in the wild then they should be taken or directed to centres
of high abundance. In most instances, the wildlife authorities in each
state/territory direct potential visitors to particular sites within their
protected areas estate. For example, New South Wales National Parks
and Wildlife Service nominates parks in the Western region, especially
Sturt, Kinchega and Warrumbungle, and Murramarang and Euroka
clearing in the Blue Mountains on the coast. This generally accords
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Figure 8: Density of grey kangaroos (number km-2) in
management survey blocks in Queensland, New South Wales
and South Australia for 1998

Densities for wallaroos were also provided for Queensland. Two
survey blocks dominate; namely, Blackall (15.6 km-2) and nearby
Longreach (11.6 km-2). Other blocks have less than 5 km-2. It is likely
that areas of the Barrier and Grey Range in New South Wales and the
Flinders and Gammon Ranges in South Australia have comparable
densities of common wallaroos (euros) to those found around Blackall
and Longreach in Queensland.

Grey kangaroos of both species form high-density populations in
coastal regions and so it would be unnecessary for a tourist to travel
to the pastoral zone and outback to see these species. The main
attraction of the outback is to see red kangaroos and the potential to
see four of the six large kangaroos together; viz red, eastern and/or
western grey kangaroos and euros. Six parks in Queensland, New
South Wales and South Australia offer this attraction but differ in the
densities of the three/four species (Table 4). Idalia National Park offers
high densities of three of the four species along with exceptional
diversity and so is rightly rated as a high quality experience for
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Figure 7: Density of red kangaroos (number km-2) in
management survey blocks in Queensland, New South Wales
and South Australia for 1998

Areas of high-density populations of grey kangaroos (20-30 km-2)
were more equally shared between the three states in 1998 (Fig. 8).
In South Australia, high densities of western grey kangaroos were
found in the northern Eyre Peninsula within the Yellabinna Regional
Reserve and a network of contiguous conservation parks (e.g.
Yumburra, Pureba). In New South Wales, high densities of eastern
grey kangaroos were found in the northern areas of the Central West.
However, the block that includes Warrumbungle National Park was
not surveyed and no substantial protected area lies within the very
high-density blocks. In Queensland, high densities of eastern grey
kangaroos were found in the southeast. Thrushton National Park near
Bollon is within the area of the highest density of eastern grey
kangaroos. 
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Table 6: Average quality score (maximum 15) from the addition
of wildlife professionals’ ranking of a species abundance,
sightability and habituation

COMMON NAME STATUS (ANPWS) QUALITY N  

Tasmanian pademelon Moderate range and population 13.5 2  
Quokka Restricted range and low population 13.0 1  
Red kangaroo Widespread and abundant 12.8 20  
Antilopine Wallaroo Moderate range and population 12.0 2  
Western grey kangaroo Widespread and abundant 11.9 17  
Agile wallaby Widespread and abundant 11.5 4  
Eastern grey kangaroo Widespread and abundant 11.5 32  
Banded hare-wallaby Endangered 11.0 1  
Tammar wallaby Restricted range and low population 10.8 2  
Common Wallaroo Widespread and abundant 10.7 24  
Brush-tailed bettong Endangered 10.5 1  
Red-necked wallaby Widespread and abundant 10.0 13  
Northern nailtail wallaby Moderate range and population 10.0 1  
Short-eared rock-wallaby Moderate range and population 10.0 1  
Red-necked pademelon Moderate range and population 9.7 7  
Musky rat-kangaroo Restricted range and low population 9.5 1  
Bridled nailtail wallaby Endangered 9.5 2  
Brush-tailed rock wallaby Moderate range and population 8.6 5  
Black-striped wallaby Widespread and abundant 8.2 3  
Long-nosed potoroo Moderate range and population 8.0 2  
Burrowing bettong Endangered 8.0 1  
Black-footed rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 7.5 2  
Yellow-footed rock-wallaby Moderate range and population 7.4 9  
Black Wallaroo Moderate range and population 7.0 1  
Western brush wallaby Moderate range and population 7.0 1  
Red-legged pademelon Moderate range and population 7.0 2  
Swamp wallaby Widespread and abundant 6.9 17  
Rufous bettong Moderate range and population 6.3 2  
Rufous hare-wallaby Endangered 6.0 1  
Tasmanian bettong Restricted range and low population 6.0 1  
Parma wallaby Restricted range and low population 5.5 2  

N = number of independent ratings
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macropod-based wildlife tourism as suggested in the wildlife
professionals’ survey. Sturt National Park offers all four species of large
kangaroo with greys at low density but an exceptionally high density
of red kangaroos. It more typifies the outback with its open landscape
than Idalia. The parks of South Australia offer high densities of red
kangaroos and probably euros with some western grey kangaroos.
They have the added attraction of dramatic landscape and yellow-
footed rock wallabies (shared with Idalia and Mutawintji).

Table 5: Relative qualities of major outback national parks in
macropod harvest zones of Queensland, New South Wales and
South Australia in terms of densities of large kangaroo species

NATIONAL PARK RED  EASTERN WESTERN EURO 
KANGAROO GREY GREY

Idalia (QLD) 8.9 5.6 0 15.6  
Currawinya (QLD) 6.1 7.4 0 0.7  
Sturt (NSW) 21.1 0.4 1.0 10*  
Mutawintji (NSW) 12.1 1.0 1.9 15*  
Gammon Ranges (SA) 13.7 0 1.4 15*  
Flinders Ranges (SA) 14.4 0 1.3 15*  

(* values are estimated from habitat availability and densities for Idalia)

3.4 Wildlife Tourism Value of Sites and Species

Wildlife professionals rated species at each of their nominated sites by
their abundance, sightability and habituation to people. They further
listed the main types of behaviour typically seen in the species but this
measure proved to be dependent on the three ratings, especially
habituation, and so was not considered further.
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partially day active, gregarious, large and easily seen, and tend to
occupy open habitat at least while foraging. The top 15 also includes
the more common brush wallabies and three rock-wallabies. With the
exception of the black Wallaroo, all these species have been the
subjects of long-term behavioural studies whereas few in the lower
ranks have received similar attention. Thus the qualities that make the
species good candidates for behavioural research (day activity, visibility
and moderate-large body size, open habitats, abundance and
interesting social interactions) are likewise assumed to be attractive to
tourists. Moscardo et al. (2001) found that visitors to Flinders Chase
in South Australia particularly favoured ‘seeing wildlife behaving
naturally’ (72% of respondents), ‘seeing wildlife in a natural
environment’ (74%) and ‘unique/unusual wildlife’ (54%). However,
research on what attracts a visitor to particular species is lacking
except for studies in zoos. In this context, the motion of the animal,
size, presence of an infant, ease of viewability is important (Benefield
et al. 1986). Moscardo et al. (2001) discuss further qualities such as
large size, intelligence, playfulness, usefulness and other symbolic
characters.

27

Members of most of the taxonomic divisions in the Macropodoidea
can provide a quality viewing experience with a rank of 10 or more
(Table 6). A tourist could gain an appreciation of the diversity of the
macropods with a bettong, a hare-wallaby, a pademelon, a rock-
wallaby, some mid-sized or brush wallabies, kangaroos and wallaroos.
However, one would have to travel across a large geographic extent
from Tasmania to the latitudinal extent of Western Australia since the
list contains species that are endangered or in populations with
restricted ranges. In fact, some widespread and abundant species,
notably the swamp wallaby, rate poorly because of their solitary
nature and poor sightability.

Five of the six large kangaroos rank highly on the quality of the
experience a tourist might expect when seeing them in a favoured
site. The black Wallaroo falls well down the list because its habitat on
the Arnhem Land escarpment is complex and relatively inaccessible.
Red kangaroos rank above grey kangaroos and wallaroos, yet DBC’s
experience of 20 years is that this is the least likely species to
habituate to human presence (unless hand-reared). Its superior
ranking reflects the large mobs that can form on good quality forage,
and its open habitat that makes it easier to view.

Large size is not necessarily a criterion for a good viewing experience.
Tasmanian pademelons rank highest and are abundant, easily seen
and habituated at the Mt William and Cradle Mountain-Lake St Clair
National Parks. In contrast, the red-necked pademelon provides a
lesser quality experience and the red-legged pademelon is relatively
poor due probably to its denser habitat. The Quokkas of Rottnest
Island are well known to be abundant, easily seen and fearless of
people. These qualities are not necessarily shared with their mainland
populations.

A second quality score (Q1) was derived based on morphological,
ecological and behavioural characters of each extant species (Table 7).
This score was significantly correlated (r = 0.41, P = 0.02) with that for
species common to the wildlife professionals’ list. However, the
ranking for this score included species, such as tree-kangaroos, that
were not cited in the wildlife professionals’ survey. Abundant status
was accorded the highest ranking on this character and rarity the
lowest. The highest ranked species are the large kangaroos that are
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COMMON NAME STATUS (ANPWS) Q1  

Tammar wallaby Restricted range and low population 11.3  
Tasmanian bettong Restricted range and low population 10.9  
Unadorned rock-wallaby Moderate range and population 10.6  
Bennett’s tree-kangaroo Restricted range and low population 10.4  
Banded hare-wallaby Endangered 10.2  
Proserpine rock-wallaby Endangered 10  
Bridled nailtail wallaby Endangered 9.9  
Quokka Restricted range and low population 9.8  
Rufous hare-wallaby Endangered 9.7  
Parma wallaby Restricted range and low population 9.7  
Brush-tailed bettong Endangered 9.1  
Pearson Island rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 9  
Lumholtz’s tree-kangaroo Restricted range and low population 8.5  
Recherche rock-wallaby Endangered 8.1 
Tropical bettong Endangered 8  
Godman’s rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 7.9  
Long-footed potoroo Endangered 7.5  
Gilbert’s potoroo Endangered 5.6  

Species are ranked in descending order from a maximum score of 25

An attraction for some tourists would be to see rare rather than
abundant and widespread species in the wild. Thus, a second ranking
(Q2) was produced reversing the ordering for conservation status so
that abundant was lowest and rare/endangered was highest (Table 8).
Most of these species will be difficult to see because of small body
size, nocturnality, a solitary habit and a dense habitat. Offshore islands
in Western Australia and South Australia offer the opportunity to see
a number of small endangered species or sub-species with relative
certainty (e.g. burrowing bettongs or boodies, hare-wallabies and
rock-wallabies). However, any tourist activity is likely to be highly
restricted or banned because these are the last remnants of once
widespread species. The exception may be Barrow Island that has
industrial development for natural gas exploitation. A better option is
for tourism activity to develop around or result from re-introduction
programs such as Idalia National Park for bridled nailtail wallabies
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Table 7: Ranking of species tourism quality (Q1) based on a 5-
point score of body size, activity pattern, conservation status,
habitat, and sociality

COMMON NAME STATUS (ANPWS) Q1  

Red kangaroo Widespread and abundant 22.7  
Eastern grey kangaroo Widespread and abundant 21.9  
Western grey kangaroo Widespread and abundant 21.3  
Antilopine wallaroo Moderate range and population 20.9  
Common wallaroo Widespread and abundant 20.4  
Agile wallaby Widespread and abundant 19  
Whiptail wallaby Widespread and abundant 18.4  
Barrow Island euro Restricted range and low population 18.3  
Red-necked wallaby Widespread and abundant 17  
Black wallaroo Moderate range and population 16  
Yellow-footed rock-wallaby Moderate range and population 15.7  
Brush-tailed rock wallaby Moderate range and population 15.3  
Short-eared rock-wallaby Moderate range and population 15  
Black-striped wallaby Widespread and abundant 15  
Nabarlek Moderate range and population 14.9  
Black-footed rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 14  
Western brush wallaby Moderate range and population 13.8  
Red-legged pademelon Moderate range and population 13.5  
Black-flanked rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 13.4  
Burrowing bettong Endangered 13.2  
Spectacled hare-wallaby Moderate range and population 13.2  
Warabi Restricted range and low population 12.9  
Rothschild’s rock-wallaby Moderate range and population 12.7  
Northern nailtail wallaby Moderate range and population 12.6  
Red-necked pademelon Moderate range and population 12.5  
Musky rat-kangaroo Restricted range and low population 12.1  
Swamp wallaby Widespread and abundant 12 
Long-nosed potoroo Moderate range and population 11.9  
Rufous bettong Moderate range and population 11.8  
Tasmanian pademelon Moderate range and population 11.7  
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The wildlife professionals’ rating of the quality of the wildlife
experience with the 31 species listed provides some guide as to where
the best place in Australia might be to see them. The recently
published Lonely Planet guide to watching wildlife in Australia
(Bennett et al. 2000) provides an independent assessment for some of
the same species (or genera) (Table 9). However, biologists and not
tourism professionals likewise nominate the species ‘hotspots’. There
are a number of places in outback Australia where red kangaroos can
be seen easily, in abundance and performing normal behaviour
undisturbed by the observer (Fig. 9). The three key locations are Sturt
National Park (NSW), Idalia National Park (QLD) and Flinders Ranges
National Park (SA) (Table 9). The qualities of these three locations have
been discussed above under the analysis of abundance of
commercially harvested species. On balance, Sturt National Park
should offer the superior experience since it supports the most
abundant population in a more open habitat than at least Idalia. Sturt
also has the largest race of red kangaroos, which would add to the
attraction. The only concordance with Bennett et al. (2000) is Flinders
Ranges. They nominate Uluru-Kata Tjuta (not noted for large numbers
of red kangaroos, G. Edwards pers. comm.) and Mutawintji (close to
Sturt and rated well be several respondents).

Figure 9: Geographic distribution of experts’ sites rated by their
quality (max. 15) of viewing experience with red kangaroos
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(McCallum et al. 1995), Herrison Prong for burrowing bettongs (Short
et al. 1995) and Dryandra Woodland for various species (D. Moncrieff,
pers. commun.).

Table 8: Ranking of species tourism quality (Q2) based on a 
5-point score of body size, activity pattern, conservation status,
habitat, and sociality

COMMON NAME STATUS (ANPWS) Q2  

Barrow Island euro Restricted range and low population 20  
Black-footed rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 15.6  
Black-flanked rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 15.1  
Burrowing bettong Endangered 14.9  
Proserpine rock-wallaby Endangered 13.3  
Bridled nailtail wallaby Endangered 13.2  
Rufous hare-wallaby Endangered 13  
Tammar wallaby Restricted range and low population 13  
Brush-tailed bettong Endangered 12.4  
Bennett’s tree-kangaroo Restricted range and low population 12.1  
Banded hare-wallaby Endangered 11.9  
Recherche rock-wallaby Endangered 11.5  
Quokka Restricted range and low population 11.5  
Warabi Restricted range and low population 11.3  
Long-footed potoroo Endangered 10.8  
Pearson Island rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 10.6  
Musky rat-kangaroo Restricted range and low population 10.4  
Lumholtz’s tree-kangaroo Restricted range and low population 10.2  
Tropical bettong Endangered 9.7  
Parma wallaby Restricted range and low population 9.7  
Godman’s rock-wallaby Restricted range and low population 9.6  
Tasmanian bettong Restricted range and low population 9.3  
Gilbert’s potoroo Endangered 9  

Species are ranked in descending order from a maximum score of 25 and only
those endangered or in restricted ranges at low populations are shown
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SITE NAME SPECIES COMMON NAME STATE QUALITY HOTSPOT

Warrumbungle Eastern grey kangaroo NSW 15.0 ✔
National Park 
Blowering Dam Eastern grey kangaroo NSW 5.0 ✗

Ralph Illidge  Long-nosed potoroo VIC 11.0 ✗
Sanctuary
Cradle Mountain Long-nosed potoroo TAS 5.0 ✗
National Park 
Lake Eacham Musky rat-kangaroo QLD 9.5 ✗

Litchfield National Park Northern nailtail wallaby NT 10.0 $

Watagan Mountains/  Parma wallaby NSW 6.0 $
Olney State Forest
Allyn River Forest Park Parma wallaby NSW 5.0 $

Rottnest Island Quokka WA 13.0 ✔

Sturt National Park Red kangaroo NSW 13.8 ✔

Flinders Ranges  Red kangaroo SA 13.5 ✔
National Park
Idalia National Park Red kangaroo QLD 13.4 ✗

Victoria Park Nature Red-legged pademelon NSW 10.0 ✗
Reserve 
Allyn River Forest Park Red-legged pademelon NSW 4.0 ✗

Allyn River Forest Park Red-necked pademelon NSW 14.0 ✗

Watagan Mountains/ Red-necked pademelon NSW 12.0 ✗
Olney State Forest 
Barrington Tops Red-necked pademelon NSW 12.0 ✗

Mt William National Park Red-necked wallaby TAS 14.0 ✗

Cradle Mountain  Red-necked wallaby TAS 13.0 ✗
National Park
Warrumbungle Red-necked wallaby NSW 12.5 ✔

Wallaby Creek Rufous bettong NSW 8.0 ✗

Taunton Scientific Rufous bettong QLD 4.5 ✗
Reserve 
Bernier Island Rufous hare-wallaby WA 6.0 ✗

Litchfield National Park Short-eared rock-wallaby NT 10.0 ✗

Watagan Mountains/ Swamp wallaby NSW 11.0 ✗
Olney State Forest 
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Table 9: Wildlife professionals’ highest rated locations (max. 3)
based on their quality of viewing individual macropod species

SITE NAME SPECIES COMMON NAME STATE QUALITY HOTSPOT

East Point Reserve Agile wallaby NT 14.0 $

Litchfield National Park Agile wallaby NT 11.0 $

Townsville Common Agile wallaby QLD 11.0 $

Litchfield National Park Antilopine Wallaroo NT 12.0 $

Coomalie Landing Antilopine Wallaroo NT 12.0 $
Ground
Bernier Island Banded hare-wallaby WA 11.0 ✗

East Alligator  Black Wallaroo NT 7.0 $
Ranger Station
Simpsons Gap  Black-footed rock-wallaby NT 11.0 ✔
National Park
Alice Springs  Black-footed rock-wallaby NT 4.0 ✗
Telegraph Station
Taunton Scientific  Black-striped wallaby QLD 1.0 $
Reserve
Idalia National Park Black-striped wallaby QLD 9.5 $

Wallaby Creek Black-striped wallaby NSW 4.0 $

Idalia National Park Bridled nailtail wallaby QLD 9.8 $

Taunton Scientific Bridled nailtail wallaby QLD 9.3 $
Reserve 
Dryandra Woodland Brush-tailed bettong WA 10.5 ✔

Cape Range Brush-tailed rock wallaby WA 13.0 ✗

Pearson Isles Brush-tailed rock wallaby SA 13.0 ✗

Dangar Gorge Brush-tailed rock wallaby NSW 10.0 ✗

Bernier Island Burrowing bettong WA 8.0 ✗

Lark Quarry  Common Wallaroo QLD 15.0 $
Nature Reserve
Mutawintji National  Common Wallaroo NSW 15.0 $
Park
Gammon Ranges  Common Wallaroo SA 14.5 $
National Park
Mount Ainslie Eastern grey kangaroo ACT 15.0 ✗

SITE NAME SPECIES COMMON NAME STATE QUALITY HOTSPOT
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Figure 10: Geographic distribution of sites rated by quality
(max. 15) of viewing experience with eastern grey kangaroos

Western grey kangaroos can be viewed under excellent conditions in
a number of outback locations in New South Wales, Victoria, South
Australia and Western Australia (Fig. 12). However, similar quality
experiences can be found close to Adelaide and Perth. Common
wallaroos are best seen in the outback of Queensland, New South
Wales and Western Australia (Fig. 13). However, four subspecies are
recognised and these locations cover one, the euro (Macropus
robustus erubescens). The eastern Wallaroo (M. r. robustus) occupies
less open habitat and so is less easily and frequently seen even though
it is abundant along much of the Great Dividing Range. The northern
Wallaroo (M. r. woodwardi) can been readily seen around the
escarpment of Kakadu National Park but could be confused with the
black Wallaroo. It inhabits hills south of Darwin, such as around the
Coomallie Creek landing field, but is relatively cryptic compared to the
closely related antilopine Wallaroo (Croft 1987). The fourth
subspecies, the Barrow Island Wallaroo (M. r. isabellinus), is easily seen
on Barrow Island off the Western Australia coast but is now
considered vulnerable to extinction. Neither species is singled out by
Bennett et al. (2000) in their wildlife gallery.
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SITE NAME SPECIES COMMON NAME STATE QUALITY HOTSPOT

Allyn River Forest Park Swamp wallaby SW 1.0 ✗

Dangar Gorge Swamp wallaby NSW 10.0 ✗

Grassmere Tammar wallaby SA 11.0 $

Flinders Chase Tammar wallaby SA 10.7 $

Epping Forest Tasmanian bettong TAS 6.0 ✗

Mt William National  Tasmanian pademelon TAS 14.0 ✗
Park
Cradle Mountain  Tasmanian pademelon TAS 3.0 ✗
National Park  
Dryandra Woodland Western brush wallaby WA 7.0 $

Coffin Bay National Western grey kangaroo SA 14.0 $
Park 
Dryandra Woodland Western grey kangaroo WA 14.0 $

Gawler Ranges Western grey kangaroo SA 14.0 $

Idalia National Park Yellow-footed rock-wallaby QLD 10.5 ✗

Wallaby Hill Yellow-footed rock-wallaby QLD 9.0 ✗

Brindana Gorge Yellow-footed rock-wallaby SA 9.0 ✔

Concordance with Bennett et al. (2000) is shown under ‘Hotspot’ where 
✔= nominated, ✗= not nominated, $ = not used in wildlife gallery section (pp.
244-253)

There are a large number of locations around eastern and south-
eastern Australia where a high-quality experience viewing eastern
grey kangaroos can be obtained (Fig. 10). The top three sites (Table 9)
reflect areas of high abundance with open habitat and individuals that
are fearless of close approach to people. Similar quality experiences
can be had elsewhere in New South Wales, Queensland, Victoria and
Tasmania but the Warrumbungle National Park was chosen by a
number of professionals as providing an exceptional experience.
Bennett et al. (2000) likewise rate Warrumbungle first and then
Grampians (VIC) and Mt William (TAS) national parks.
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There are a number of mid-sized or brush wallabies. The whiptail
wallaby is subject to culling in Queensland but no location to see this
species was identified by a wildlife professional. In contrast, Bennett
et al. (2000) single this species out as an attraction best seen in
Gibraltar Range and Carnarvon National Parks. Agile wallabies are
abundant across the top end and are readily seen close to or in major
cities such as Darwin (East Point Reserve), Cairns and Townsville (Table 9).
The western brush wallaby has a restricted distribution in Western
Australia and is best seen in Dryandra Forest, which is an exceptional
location to see woylies (brush tailed bettongs). Tammar wallabies can
be viewed in Western Australia and South Australia with sites on
Kangaroo Island in South Australia providing excellent quality
viewing. The red-necked wallaby is one of the more widespread
species and high quality viewing is possible in sites in southern
Queensland through to western Victoria and Tasmania (Fig. 13). The
latter populations are subject to culling and represent a separate
subspecies from that on the mainland. Even so, Tasmania has some
exceptional sites for viewing abundant populations of this species.
Bennett et al. (2000) concur with a nomination of Warrumbungle in
New South Wales, but choose Bruny Island in Tasmania and add
Bunya Mountains in Queensland. The most geographically
widespread species is the anomalous wallaby, the swamp wallaby. It is
the lone occupant of most of the metropolitan parks in the Sydney
basin, yet it is rarely seen in more than a fleeting glimpse. State forests
provide important habitat for this species where it can be regarded as
a pest and subject to control. Even so, some of the best sites for
viewing this elusive species may be in forest reserves (Table 9). Bennett
et al. (2000) chose Warrumbungle and Wilsons Promontory national
parks as the hotspots for this species. These are mentioned as good
sites by the wildlife professionals but are not the top-rated ones.
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Figure 11: Geographic distribution of sites rated by quality
(max. 15) of viewing experience with western grey kangaroos

Figure 12 - Geographic distribution of sites rated by quality
(max. 15) of viewing experience with common wallaroos
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hotspots for red-necked pademelons are Bunya Mountains and
Washpool/Gibraltar (also red-legged) and Mt Field for Tasmanian
pademelons. None of these sites was singled out by the wildlife
professionals although subsequent reviewers of this report have noted
the omission of Bunya Mountains.

Figure 14: Geographic distribution of sites rated by quality
(max. 15) of viewing experience with rock-wallabies

The most diminutive macropods are the potoroids (potoroos,
bettongs and rat-kangaroos). Most of the species have qualities that
make them poor candidates for wildlife tourism. They are small,
nocturnal, cryptic and live in moist, impenetrable and densely
vegetated habitats. However, the musky rat-kangaroo is diurnal and
can be viewed with patience at a popular tourist locality, Lake
Eacham, near Cairns (Fig. 15). Bennett et al (2000) point to nearby
Julatten. To further tourism with this species an appropriate aboriginal
name should be applied as the ‘rat’ in rat-kangaroo may detract from
this exceptionally interesting animal. The Western Australians apply
this rule, employing the exotic sounding woylie to the less interesting
brush tailed bettong, and boodie to the burrowing bettong. Long-
nosed potoroos at Ralph Illidge Sanctuary in Victoria provide a high
quality experience, matched only by woylies in Dryandra Woodland in
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Figure 13: Geographic distribution of sites rated by quality
(max. 15) of viewing experience with red-necked wallabies

Rock-wallabies often occupy spectacular rugged landscapes such as
gorges and canyons. They may be day active or at least visible as they
sun themselves on the rocks in cooler weather or around dusk/dawn.
They often have attractive colouration in their pelage, especially the
yellow-footed rock-wallaby. These features and their skill in
negotiating their rugged habitats make them good candidates for
wildlife tourism. Unfortunately they are also vulnerable to fox and cat
predation and these predators follow human activity so that opening
up rock-wallaby sites to tourism could put already vulnerable
populations at increased risk. Even so, there are good localities for
viewing rock-wallabies in most mainland states and territories (Fig. 14).
The dramatic and recent decline in brush-tailed rock-wallaby
populations however, is degrading tourism opportunities with rock-
wallabies around Sydney and Melbourne. Bennett et al. (2000) single
out a few species and hotspots where there is concordance with the
wildlife professionals’ rating (Table 9). They add Carnarvon (brush-
tailed) and Kimberley (short-eared) national parks.

The least concordance between the wildlife professionals and Bennett
et al. (2000) is for the three species of pademelon. The latter’s
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Figure 16: Rating of map sheets by the total quality of the
wildlife experience with macropods. See Table 6 for individual
species’ scores

Figure 17: Rating of map sheets by the average quality of the
wildlife experience with macropods (max. 25). [See Table 6 for
individual species’ scores.]

41

Western Australia. The quality of a tourism experience with species
such as these will be improved if night-viewing activities are included
in the itinerary. Bennett et al. (2000) concur with the high value of
Dryandra Woodland for woylies but nominate Mt Field National Park
in Tasmania for long-nosed potoroos.

Figure 15: Geographic distribution of sites rated by quality
(max. 15) of viewing experience with potoroids

Areas of Australia were ranked by the quality of the experience
expected with macropods. If the species scores for each map sheet are
summed then the highest quality experience is where the highest
species richness occurs (Fig. 16) since many low-medium scores
outweigh a few high scores. The tropical world heritage area in North
Queensland, and the forests of northern New South Wales would
therefore be the most favoured sites. If species scores are averaged for
each map sheets then richness is unimportant and areas with a few
high quality species are selected (Fig. 17). The outback then becomes
the favoured region. Bennett et al. (2000) also favoured outback sites
(Warrumbungle and Flinders Ranges national parks) for a general
overview of the kangaroos and wallabies but added Kakadu national
park, which did not rate highly for macropods with any of the wildlife
professionals.
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The Blue Mountains National Park is the largest protected area close
to Sydney with its 248,146 ha extent. It thus holds the highest
diversity of macropods with five species from relic populations of the
brush tailed rock-wallaby to introduced and natural populations of
the eastern grey kangaroo. Euroka Clearing is a picnic area and
campground near the Glenbrook entrance. New South Wales NPWS
recommends this site for viewing eastern grey kangaroos in the wild.
On DBC’s visit, the picnic area beyond vehicle access supported
around 20 individuals of all age/sex classes. The members of this mob
allowed close approach to about 5 m but did not approach people
suggesting that feeding by visitors (which is discouraged) has not
influenced the natural behaviour. In fact, I saw the whole gamut of
the species’ repertoire from maternal behaviour, through sexual
behaviour to a brief ‘boxing match’ between two young males. I
noted several young German tourists sitting entranced watching a
female with a large pouch-young at the head-out stage (Fig. 18).
Others photographed a mother and young-at-foot at close range as
she was followed by a mid-sized male in pursuit of an unlikely mating
opportunity.

Figure 18: Young German tourists observing and photographing
wild eastern grey kangaroos in Euroka Clearing, Blue
Mountains National Park, NSW
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3.5 Site Visits

Sydney has large national parks and reserves on its southern, western
and northern boundaries. All are potentially accessible by tourists in a
half-day trip but the macropod fauna is impoverished. The most
common, or sole free-ranging species, is the swamp wallaby and this
is poorly rated as a quality experience for wildlife-seeking tourists.
Visits to Royal and Heathcote National Parks in the south revealed
little more than a fleeting glimpse of a swamp wallaby along walking
trails and no evidence of macropods at picnic areas. Royal has red-
necked pademelons on its fauna list but much better quality viewing
of this species is possible in parks and forests in the Hunter region.

In the north, Lane Cove National Park holds some captive swamp
wallabies and thus affords Sydney visitors an opportunity to see close-
hand the species that inhabits bushland on the urban fringe; however,
such an attraction is outside the scope of this study. Likewise Ku-ring-
gai Chase National Park holds a few eastern grey kangaroos in a large
enclosure at the Kalkari Visitor Centre. The setting seems somewhat
artificial in relation to surrounding bushland and gives little sense of
the species in the wild. Swamp wallabies abound in Ku-ring-gai but
close and prolonged encounters would be rare. Eastern wallaroos and
red-necked wallabies are listed in the park’s fauna but there are no
sites that would guarantee a quality viewing experience with these
species. Neighbouring Muogamarra Nature Reserve likewise has
abundant swamp wallabies that could be seen at night on some
grassy knolls. A small population of eastern grey kangaroos was
introduced to Peat’s Crater and can be viewed by binoculars or
telescope from high on the ridge overlooking the crater. The crater
can be accessed by a 4WD track or steep graded walking trail.
However, the eastern grey population is relatively fearful of human
approach. The reserve is not generally open to the public but has a
Department of Education study centre for school groups. It thus
serves an important educational function about the fascinating
Hawkesbury sandstone ecosystem, and could include compatible
tourism. Marramarra National Park has swamp wallabies and red-
necked wallabies and dedicated walkers might be rewarded with a
view of these species.
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appealing image of the East Coast. Tourists can indeed obtain a close
encounter with eastern grey kangaroos in this park, and excellent
close-up photographs. Diversity is low with the swamp wallaby as the
only other macropod. Feeding of kangaroos has led to some
becoming intrusive upon people’s activities, and consequently there is
less sense of a wild encounter with the species.

Warrumbungle National Park was rated exceptionally highly by
wildlife professionals for both the quality of viewing macropods and
the richness of species. Bennett  et al. (2000) likewise rate this park
are the premier site for macropod viewing. The Warrumbungles are
offered as a 2-day tour of the outback to Sydney visitors in much of
the literature available around tourism hubs in the city. For example,
the Australian Travel Service offers a one-day ‘Blue Mountain
Wilderness’ tour that incorporates wild kangaroos at Euroka clearing,
and a two day ‘Outback Tour’ that incorporates kangaroos and emus
at the Warrumbungle National Park and koalas in the nearby Pilliga
Scrub. For the latter tour, the wildlife imagery is matched with a
photograph of not the Warrumbungles but the ‘Jump-up’ at Olive
Downs in Sturt National Park!  Much of this literature is found
wanting for geographical and zoological accuracy.

The Warrumbungle National Park has a well-deserved reputation for a
quality experience with macropods. Immediately one enters the park,
eastern grey kangaroos can be seen along either side of the road with
the occasional red-necked wallaby. At the visitors centre, both species
graze around the building as part of the natural landscape. The open
grassy areas of the picnic grounds and campgrounds attract mobs of
eastern grey kangaroos. One can enjoy breakfast or dinner with 20-30
individuals grazing and interacting with each other at a respectful
distance. There was no evidence that individuals sought food from
campers. Along the extensive network of walking trails, swamp
wallabies can be encountered. At Belougery Split Rock trail, I observed
swamp wallabies at distances of 5-10 m although they remained
vigilant unlike the eastern grey kangaroos and red-necked wallabies
around other sites of human activity. On this trail, a walker would
formerly have seen brush tailed rock-wallabies on the rocky peak. This
now endangered species is only found well away from people in the
park. One can speculate that the activity of many people walking this
trail opened a route for foxes (and feral goats) that led to the demise
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Discussions with members of walking clubs, naturalist and
conservation societies in the Blue Mountains revealed that Euroka
Clearing was the only place to guarantee a close and prolonged
encounter with macropods. Swamp and red-necked wallabies, and
eastern wallaroos occasionally reveal themselves along the extensive
network of walking tracks in the park. The Newnes plateau and
Megalong Valley support populations of eastern grey kangaroos and
wallaroos that can be seen around dawn and dusk. These areas could
be developed for wildlife tourism on private lands abutting the park
where the interface between forest and cleared improved pasture
provides an attraction for kangaroos, wallaroos and wallabies.
Wollemi National Park has a campground at the Newnes historic
ruins. At this site and other grassy areas in the park, eastern grey
kangaroos, red-necked wallabies and eastern wallaroos can be seen
in the periods around dawn and dusk. A patient observer may see
brush-tailed rock wallabies in this area, and on the northern part of
the park around Widden Brook.

The development of private tourist accommodation in cabins above
Jenolan Caves has exploited the attraction and habitation of eastern
grey kangaroos from the surrounding area. Amidst the cleared
surrounds of these cabins, eastern grey kangaroos and the occasional
wallaby rested or grazed offering an excellent experience with these
species.

Kanagara-Boyd National Park, near the Boyd Crossing campground,
has a more extensive area than Euroka to view a well-habituated
eastern grey kangaroo population. The site is formerly cleared pasture
bordered by woodland and affords a clear view of the kangaroos.
Apart from a few remnants of its former agricultural heritage, it does
not have the intrusive elements of picnic tables and rubbish bins
found at Euroka, nor human habitations around the site at Jenolan
caves. Thus it affords the most ‘natural’ setting of the sites in the
vicinity of Sydney.

Murramarang National Park is a small reserve (2,169 ha) about 300
km south of Sydney and 150 km southeast of Canberra. Images of the
eastern grey kangaroos of Pebbly Beach are often used to promote
the South Coast region around Bateman’s Bay. The combination of
kangaroos and a sandy beach overlooking the Pacific Ocean is an
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There are many tourist developments on private lands in the area
abutting the forests and park. Most offer horse riding and cabins of
various qualities. The long-standing Barrington Lodge has macropods,
especially eastern grey kangaroos, grazing around its grounds. A
development is planned at the Barrington Wilderness Lodge and
Research Centre for 12 rooms in a lodge located on private land on
the northern boundary of the park/forest near the source of the
Manning River. At this development, eastern grey kangaroos, red-
necked and swamp wallabies were readily seen but not fully
habituated. Common wombats grazed in the evenings and the river
has several platypuses. This development potentially offers a model
for wildlife tourism on land formerly logged and grazed by cattle.

3.6 Sites Recommended for Assessment of Tourism Activity

A major output from this study was to develop a list of sites near
Sydney and Brisbane that offered high-quality experiences with wild
macropods. In the final list, it was decided to add sites near
Melbourne as well since experts provided significant input towards
the assessment of macropod-based tourism around this major
population centre. These cities were chosen, as they are the ports for
entry/departure for 80% of inbound tourists and major foci of
domestic tourism. The sites were selected by an assessment of the
recommendations of experts, tourism literature, guides provided by
wildlife management agencies, and analyses of species distributions
and richness. The final list (Table 10) was drawn from three qualities:

1. abundance and easily viewed large kangaroos,
2. high macropod diversity
3. rare and endangered species

The geographic extent included sites within the immediate vicinity of
the city, half day drive and more distant outback localities.
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of this population. Thus, wildlife tourism with the many vulnerable
small macropods should be developed with caution.

The remaining site visits were to examine regions of high macropod
diversity within a half-day drive from Sydney. Coolah Tops National Park
lies to the east of the Warrumbungles. The NPWS guide recommends
this park as a place to see eastern grey kangaroos at high altitude
amidst forest and waterfalls. Access is through cleared farmland along
a steep gravel road and so the forest of the park strikes an immediate
contrast and creates a wilderness impression. Immediately on entering
the park, a large mob of eastern grey kangaroos was seen but they
were less habituated than at the Warrumbungle National Park. The tall
open forest provides excellent viewing opportunities and the landscape
is indeed spectacular. The park offers an excellent experience for tourists
seeking solitude in a seemingly out of the way place. Barrington Tops
National Park further east is more developed around the fringes of a
large wilderness and offers better access, more macropod diversity and
less distance from Sydney.

The Barrington Tops and Gloucester Tops areas feature both national
park (primarily wilderness) and state forest. The latter operation will
generally terminate soon and much of the forest will be given over to
the control of NPWS. Gloucester is about 3 hours’ drive from Sydney
and entry to the park is a further 38 km west along some gravel road.
The park offers potentially eight species of macropod, the highest
diversity close to Sydney. This includes the rufous bettong, the long-
nosed potoroo, both red-necked and red-legged pademelons, the
rare parma wallaby, red-necked and swamp wallabies, and the
eastern grey kangaroo. Red-necked wallabies were readily seen
grazing around the Pollblue Swamp campground, a World Heritage-
listed rainforest reserve. Eastern grey kangaroos were abundant and
easily seen on grassy areas, especially in the logged areas. Swamp
wallabies were frequently seen crossing or alongside the vehicle
access tracks across Gloucester Tops. Walkers along the extensive
network of trails would be rewarded with a close view of this species.
South of Gloucester Tops towards Dungog, the Allyn River Forest Park
with an associated campground offers an exceptional opportunity to
see red-necked pademelons in the late evenings, along with good
numbers of red-necked and swamp wallabies. Small numbers of red-
legged pademelons and parma wallabies are also found there.
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The wildlife professionals provided comprehensive input to the
assessment of the best localities to see macropods. However, some
significant species such as whiptail wallabies and tree-kangaroos were
not mentioned in the completed questionnaires. This contrasts to
Bennett et al. (2000) who single out whiptail wallabies and Lumholtz’s
tree-kangaroo in their wildlife gallery and identify hotspots to view
them. Coverage was also relatively poor for the wet-dry topics (or Top
End) even though this is an area of high species richness and
conserves a number of small macropods free from the depredation of
rabbits and foxes. Again Bennett et al. (2000) nominate Kakadu as a
hotspot for macropod viewing given its diversity of unique Top End
species. However, the experience of one of the authors (Croft 1982,
1987) would favour Litchfield National Park and sites closer to Darwin
over Kakadu for macropods. There was reasonable concordance
between the top-ranked sites for various species in the wildlife
professionals’ survey and Bennett et al. (2000). The latter work
provides an independent rating but the criteria used to identify the
‘hotspots’ are not given. The author of the mammal section of the
wildlife gallery, Bec Donaldson, would not have been sought as a
wildlife professional involved in research/management with
macropods as she apparently studies dolphins in a postgraduate
degree. However, she probably gathered some expertise and interest
in macropods from her mother who reared orphaned joeys in
Tasmania.

Wildlife professionals tended to weight their listings towards the large
kangaroos and so a number of sites in the outback around pastoral
lands were highly favoured. However, the quality scores whether from
the professionals’ ratings of abundance, sightablity and habituation or
an independent score based on biological characters of each species
supported the notion that larger kangaroos and wallabies in open
habitats provide the best guaranteed wildlife experience. These results
concur with Reynold’s and Braithwaite’s (2001) review of the species
and habitat characteristics that favour wildlife tourism. The large
kangaroos and wallabies are relatively predictable in activity and
location, approachable, readily viewable because their habitat is open
and allows good visibility, they have proved to be tolerant of human
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Table 10: Sites in New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria
recommended for assessment of tourism activity in part 2 of
this study

NAME QUALITY  

NSW Sites   
Barrington Tops Highest species diversity (8 spp) closest to Sydney,

includes endangered parma wallaby  
Blowering Dam High abundance of eastern grey kangaroos, easily seen

(+two species of wallaby)  
Euroka Clearing Closest place to see eastern grey kangaroos in wild in

Sydney Basin - very habituated (Other small populations in
Jenolan Cave area and Kanangra-Boyd)  

Sturt Outback experience with highest abundance of four large
kangaroo species (red, eastern and western grey and euro)
in Australia  

Warrumbungle High abundance of eastern grey kangaroos, very
habituated, high diversity and endangered brush tailed
rock-wallaby  

Washpool Highest species diversity (9 spp) probably in Australia and
includes two endangered species, other parks nearby (Guy
Fawkes, Border Ranges) have similar diversity   

QLD Sites  
Girraween National High abundance of eastern grey kangaroos near to 
Park Brisbane  
Idalia National Park High abundance and diversity with rare and endangered

yellow-footed rock wallaby and bridled nailtail wallaby  
Lake Eacham Only diurnal species, musky rat-kangaroo  
Townsville Common Red-necked and rock wallabies close to City  
Venman Bushland Red-necked wallabies close to Brisbane CBD 
National Park  
VIC Sites  
Hattah-Kulkyne High abundance of eastern and western grey kangaroos

and some red kangaroos  
Ralph Illidge Sanctuary Swamp wallabies and potoroos close to Melbourne  
Serendip Sanctuary Abundant eastern grey kangaroos close to Melbourne  
Victoria Valley Airfield Eastern and western grey kangaroos and two wallabies in

high abundance  
Yan Yean Reservoir Abundant eastern grey kangaroos close to Melbourne 
Catchment 

[The quality by which the sites were chosen is given]
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sanctuary in the cover of the forest, and can be viewed to maximal
advantage foraging and interacting on the open grassland.

Such conditions are present on many agricultural lands that abut
national parks, native forests or large remnants of bushland. Well-
placed landholders may gain an economic advantage by learning to
live with their wildlife and exploiting the excellent viewing
opportunities for macropods on their pastureland at ‘forest’ edges.
This tourism on farms may simply be to provide an authenticity to a
visitor’s experience in the bush. The best localities with more adept
business managers may then make the transition to farm tourism
where tourism income outstrips that derived from agricultural
production (Busby and Rendle 2000). In fact, some farmland in the
regions of the Blue Mountains, Warrumbungle and Barrington Tops
National Parks (and no doubt elsewhere) has been given over to
tourist accommodation, or full-scale tourist enterprises (e.g. Jenolan
Caves Cottages, Timor Country Cottages, Altimira Holiday Ranch,
respectively). However, the current emphasis seems to often be on
horse-riding and adventure sports rather than wildlife. A few eastern
grey kangaroos or wallabies grazing around may be seen as an asset
but not a major attraction. Landholders that have good-quality river
frontage could additionally capitalise on the avian diversity afforded
by well-maintained riparian vegetation and the platypuses that
occupy unpolluted streams.

There are opportunities, as yet unrealised, within a few hours drive of
Sydney (eg. Blue Mountains, Goulburn area, Central Coast) to present
a rich wildlife experience to tourists. A property with quality river
frontage supporting diverse bird life, a platypus pool, wombats in the
pastures, a forest edge from which emerge kangaroos and wallabies,
and moist temperate rainforest in the gullies to support potoroos,
pademelons and parma wallabies would be an outstanding attraction.
It is possible and potentially more economically and ecologically
sustainable than a marginal existence based on a herd of beef cattle or
some horses. The Australian farm of 2020 may well derive only 55%
of income from traditional agricultural commodities, the rest may be
ecosystem services (Daily et al. 2000), where ecologically sensitive
tourism with wildlife may find an economically sustainable place.
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intrusion, they are locally super abundant, and if not active in daylight
they can be viewed at night by spotlighting. The drier habitats offer
features, like waterholes (natural or made for storage and stock
watering), which concentrate animal activity. Many species are
seasonal and opportunistic breeders (Croft 1989) and so infants
(pouch young and young-at-foot) will typically be visible.

The more diminutive rock-wallabies potentially offer a similar
experience, especially as their habitat is often amongst the more
spectacular landscapes. Bennett et al. (2000: 250) offer the advice that
“anyone exploring high slopes of plateaus and canyons has a chance
to glimpse a rock-wallaby” and for the more adventurous “passing
through remote gorges an audience of sometimes dozens of rock-
wallabies may watch from safety above”. Rock-wallabies have
favourable species characters like rarity but local abundance, novel
behaviour in their agile traverses of rock faces, and interesting colour
patterns and fur adding to their ‘cuteness’ (Reynolds and Braithwaite
2001). Unfortunately, many rock-wallaby populations have been lost
or are endangered (Eldridge 1997). Intensive activity by tourists could
lead feral predators and competitors to vulnerable populations along
broad access ways and odour trails. Predation by foxes, cats and dogs,
and competition with goats, rabbits and sheep are the main
threatening processes (e.g. Dovey et al. 1997). Thus tourism
developments need to be appropriate and sensitive to the vulnerability
of species and populations to both indirect and direct effects of human
disturbance. Adverse impacts on wildlife through recreational and
tourism activities include habitat modification, pollution and
disturbance (Knight and Cole 1995). Isaacs (2000) takes the cynical
view that ecotourism, of which wildlife tourism may be a part, may not
be the most appropriate means of environmental protection, especially
in endangered species management as business imperatives may
override ethical appeals to minimise harmful practices.

As many species of macropod, from pademelons to grey kangaroos,
occupy the interface between grassy areas and forest or woodland,
there is good potential to favourably control the tourist-wildlife
encounter (Hendee and Schoenfeld 1978). Observation points and
infrastructure are best placed at a distance from the edge in the open
habitat. Thereby the wildlife subjects have a retreat and daytime
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unique array of macropod species and/or subspecies, centres of
abundance and/or diversity amidst spectacular landscapes that it can
promote through appropriate wildlife tourism. This report will
hopefully provide a guide and stimulus to examine how to do it best.
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In this sense, Kangaroo Island in South Australia perhaps heralds a
new future of living with wildlife (see examples in Beeton 1998).
Uneconomical ‘dirt’ farming based on grains and wool is giving way
to high-quality agricultural markets (.eg. honey, eucalyptus oil, free-
ranging poultry, sheep dairying) where environmental quality is an
important selling point. A third of the island is given over to protected
areas and land clearance is in abatement. Tourism including wildlife
tourism is burgeoning (e.g. 21% growth in visitor numbers at Seal Bay
Conservation Park and 8% overall for 1999-2000: Tourism South
Australia 2000) with wildlife assets that perhaps represent Australia’s
‘Big Five’ - kangaroos, koalas, penguins, seals and cetaceans. The
South Australian Tourism Index predicts further moderate growth for
Kangaroo Island in the next three years.

The outback also has much potential for tourism development on
pastoral leases (Croft, 2000). The impression promoted by graziers
and other land managers is that kangaroos are abundant (usually
overabundant) in the large protected areas set aside in the pastoral
zone (Hacker et al. 1999). Managers of such protected areas
constantly face criticism and pressure to curtail populations of
kangaroos on their estate. However, the reality is somewhat different.
The surveys of kangaroo abundance in the management zones of
three states show than with the exception of the small Thurston
National Park in Queensland, no protected area is located in the
management block with the highest abundance of red or grey
kangaroos. Thus some properties in these zones of high abundance
must have a combination of attractive landscape and large mobs of
kangaroos that would overshadow any of the remote national parks.
If they had rock-wallabies or the opportunity to eventually re-
introduce them then they would be doubly blessed. Some wildlife
professionals pointed to such properties in central Queensland.

Clearly we sit at the interface of a new era where we exploit wildlife
for products in the meat, hide and pet trade (Grigg et al. 1995) or we
place more value on the living entity in the wild (Duffus and Dearden
1990). Some suggest we can do both (Grigg 1997), but perhaps more
successfully in a personalised ‘bush-tucker’ experience than a pest
eradication program. Perhaps Australians can learn to live with their
wildlife and profit by exposing the populace and international visitors
to it with a high quality experience. Each state or territory has its own
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5.1 Particular Sites to be Assessed

Sixteen sites were identified in the earlier phase as being especially
worthy of analysis. The geographical scope for this was New South
Wales, Queensland and Victoria, and all three States are represented in
the sixteen sites. In fact there are many sites with abundant kangaroos
in other parts of Australia. The sites assessed in this report are: 

New South Wales
• Barrington Tops National Park
• Blowering Dam
• Euroka Clearing
• Sturt National Park
• Warrumbungle National Park
• Washpool National Park

Queensland
• Girraween National Park
• Idalia National Park
• Lake Eacham
• Townsville Common
• Venman Bushland National Park

Victoria
• Hattah-Kulkyne
• Ralph Illidge Sanctuary
• Serendip Sanctuary
• Victoria Valley Airfield
• Yan Yean Reservoir Catchment

5.2 Analysing Tourism

In order to assess the potential for kangaroo tourism at various sites,
concepts are needed for the analysis. The research literature on
tourism offers a range of possibilities. The following six concepts have
been employed for this study:

1. number of visits
2. number of visitor nights
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The research for this phase of the project was based on secondary
sources. No fieldwork was conducted, although in a preliminary step
the researcher was in the field for two days gaining general
background information about wildlife tourism and associated tour
operations where macropods are featured.

From the secondary sources, four sets of information have been
assembled. Their combination allowed a synthesis to emerge, relating
to the aims noted above. The sets are:

• findings from the first phase of this project;

• data from the latest available IVS (International Visitor Surveys);

• models and secondary research findings about aspects of tourism,
concerning tourist behaviour along with tourism markets,
economics, business enterprises and industries relevant to
international tourism in Australia; these provide a basis for making
assessments about feasibility; Leiper’s (1995) book is one source
for this topic; 

• empirical data about tourism in various regions of Australia; this
comes from the researcher’s own knowledge, from other sources
such as questions put to tour operators and visitor information
centres, and from a guide book (Browne 1998).

The IVS is conducted by the Bureau of Tourism Research, an agency of
the Commonwealth Government, and is based on personal interviews
with a large sample of visitors, conducted in departure lounges of all
international airports in Australia. It has been conducted regularly for
many years. IVS data are quite accurate and reliable in reference to
international tourism across the whole country, the States, and for the
most popular regions in the main States. The data are not so reliable
in reference to less-visited regions, which imposes problems for
aspects of the analysis. The latest available calendar year IVS for 1999
was used.
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Table 12: Percentage of International Visitors to Australia who
visit particular regions

REGION % OF VISITORS TO AUSTRALIA 
(OR COMBINATION OF REGIONS) VISITING THE PLACE  

Sydney 56%  
All NSW 68%  
ACT 4%  
Melbourne 24%  
All VIC 26%  
Brisbane 17% 
Gold Coast 25%  
Total QLD 48%  
SA 8%  
WA 13%  
TAS 2%  
NT 9%  

[Source: BTR (IVS, 2000, Table 16)]

Only a fraction of all tourists in a region typically have an interest in
making trips to see kangaroos in the wild, a fact which might seem to
indicate that the total number of tourists is less important than
whether certain types of tourists are present, even in very small
numbers, to form what might be termed a market segment or
“niche”. The weakness in that approach to this analysis is its implicit
assumption that a very small quantity in the niche will visit the site in
a relatively even flow through an interval such as a week or a year, an
assumption that is generally unrealistic. Flows are normally highly
irregular and accordingly a larger total quantity in the region is a
useful indicator of a feasible flow to the site.

5.2.2 Number of visitor nights

Measured by nights spent in various locations, international tourism in
Australia is concentrated in a few cities and provincial regions (Table
13). They typically do not spend many nights in the outback (only
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3. a demographic variable: country of origin
4. degree of industrialisation
5. the site’s connections to tourism geography
6. distinctiveness of kangaroos as an element in attractions

These six are explained below, in order to clarify their use in the
subsequent analysis.

5.2.1 Number of visits

Annual arrivals of international tourists in Australia have increased in
recent years (Table 11).

Table 11: Arrivals of tourists coming to Australia 

YEAR ARRIVALS CHANGE FROM PREVIOUS YEAR  

1993 2,996,200   
1994 3,361,700 +12%  
1995 3,725,800 +11%  
1996 4,164,800 +12%  
1997 4,317,900 +4%  
1998 4,167,200 -3%  
1999 4,459,500 +7%  

[Source: BTR (IVS 2000, Table 1)]

Number of visits to Australia and to any region within Australia (Table
12) over some specified time interval (such as one year) is roughly
synonymous with the number of tourist-visitors in that interval. The
two quantities normally vary slightly, since some tourists visit the
country and certain regions more than once in a year. Broadly
speaking, the more visits, the greater are the potential and feasibility
for kangaroo tourism to any site identified as suitable for that activity.
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This also implicitly takes into account another variable: the main
purpose of visit. A tourist who visits for the main purpose of business
is commonly on a brief visit, and thus less prone to spend a portion of
any free time engaged in ‘touristic’ activities such as sightseeing or
seeking kangaroos in the wild. Those on visits for the main purpose
of holidaying are, in contrast, generally on longer-duration visits and
are relatively more likely to choose such activities. In other words, the
salient variable is not really main purpose of visit, since visitors whose
main purpose is business might be in the region for an extended
period and have days free of business commitments when they might
engage in holiday-type (‘touristic’) activities.

Evidence supporting the point is in survey findings showing that
among visitors to Australia whose main purpose of visit is business,
31% go to a beach, 18% visit national parks, 2% visit Aboriginal sites
and cultural displays, 18% visit heritage or cultural sites, 4% go to
theme parks, 17% go to zoos or wildlife parks, 20% visit casinos,
12% visit art galleries or museums, these items amongst other
recreational activities not reflecting a ‘business’ purpose (BTR, IVS
2000 Table 34). 

5.2.3 Country of origin

A finding emerged from interviews conducted, for a related part of
this study (Higginbottom et al. 2001), with wildlife tour operators.
Almost all international tourists in Australia who go on wildlife tours
are from North America or Europe. Operators in all five States where
the survey was conducted expressed this observation consistently.

Probing questions as to why few Asian tourists took these tours led to
similar answers: typically Asian tourists in Australia lack time and
interest to go on specialist wildlife tours; they prefer common
sightseeing tours and, while they certainly want to see kangaroos, this
desire can be best satisfied in a zoo or a wildlife park, the sort of
location that fits easily with a general, sightseeing tour. Moreover,
Asian tourists often prefer tours that specialise in serving their own
nationality, where the language of the guide is their own language.

Even so 43% of Japanese, 41% of Taiwanese and 25% of
Singaporeans nominated ‘the experience of Australia’s nature,
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10% of all visitors went to the outback in 1999) or on the Great
Barrier Reef.

Table 13: Nights in locations in Australia, International Visitors
in 1999

LOCATION NIGHTS (‘000) % OF TOTAL NIGHTS  

Sydney 32,267 30  
Other NSW   6,453   6  
Melbourne 17,209 16  
Other VIC   3,227   3  
Brisbane   7,529   7  
Gold Coast   5,378   5  
Tropical Nth Qld   5,378  5  
Other QLD   6,453   6  
Adelaide   4,302   4  
Other SA         0   0  
Perth   9,680   9  
Other WA   2,151   2  
TAS   1,076   1  
Darwin   1,076   1  
Alice Springs   1,076   1  
NT   1,076   1  
ACT   2,151   2  
Total 107,558 100  

[Source: BTR (IVS 2000, Table 24). Data have been rounded off, for simple
presentation]

If visitors are in a region for a brief interval, say one or two nights,
there is less likelihood of them choosing to go on trips to sites where
kangaroos can be seen. In this regard, longer duration visits (or a
greater quantity of visitor nights) are a valid indication of the potential
and feasibility in a tourist region for the development of a particular
site for such activities.
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on some sort of pre-packaged arrangement (18% on group packages
and 14% on non-group), while the remaining 66% were travelling
independently of any pre-packaged arrangements (BTR, IVS 2000,
Table 15).

Broadly, sites for kangaroo tourism in regions where a local tour
operator industry exists and functions regularly have greater short-
term potential and feasibility than sites in regions where industrialised
tourism is not present to any marked extent.

5.2.5 Geography and Transit Routes

Sites located on or close to transit routes where large numbers of
tourists are travelling have greater potential than sites on small-
volume routes. (Another geographical factor, the proximity of a
kangaroo site to a large market for tourism in the form of a large
quantity of tourists staying in a city or town, is accounted for under
item 6.1 and 6.2). 

5.2.6 Kangaroos and other tourist attractions

Most tourists enjoy attractions reflecting a range of features and
phenomena. Survey findings on this issue are broadly consistent year
after year (BTR, IVS).

Asked to nominate one thing they enjoyed most, departing visitors in
1997 reported as follows (Table 14).
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landscapes and wildlife’ as a factor influencing their decision to come
to Australia (BTR, IVS 2000, Table 10). This compares to 20% for
Americans and Canadians, 46% for Germans, 26% for British and
33% for other Europeans. However, a ‘visit to rural areas or the
outback’ or an ‘experience in a nature based outdoor activity’
influence the decisions of 21% and 16% of Germans, respectively,
but only 3% and 5% of Japanese.

Repeat visitors are more inclined to recreational and cultural activities
and less inclined to go on sightseeing tours and wildlife tours (Leiper
1995, pp 40-42). Tourists from New Zealand seem to support this
conclusion since most have been to Australia before - 92% in 1999
(BTR, IVS 2000, Table 14) - but relatively few go on specialist wildlife
tours in Australia. Most visit friends and relatives (63%), or go to the
beach (46%) and the fewest (26%) of all nationalities visit national
parks, or go walking in the bush or rainforest. However, New Zealand
provided only 16% of the 4,459,500 international tourist arrivals in
1999. Those more interested in nature-based activities with wildlife
from Europe (24%), and North America (11%) outnumbered them,
with Asians (40%) and residents of other countries (7%) representing
a substantial remainder (BTR, IVS 2000, Table 1).

5.2.4 Independent versus industrialised tourism

Some tourists are largely independent of tourism industries; this form
of tourism can be termed independent or non-industrialised. At the
other extreme, some rely heavily on services offered by an integrated
supply system reflected in a range of tourist-related enterprises,
including operators of fully escorted tours.

For the purpose of this research, both extremes are relevant, but in
different ways. Sites for kangaroo tourism can be visited, as a rule, by
all types of tourists. Different interest groups require different
marketing strategies. Empirical data relevant here are the proportions
of tourists likely to be in the area that travel in various modes of
industrialisation.

Broad indications of the degree of industrialisation of international
tourism in Australia comes from the IVS questions asking about travel
arrangements. In 1999, approximately 34% of visits were by tourists
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illustrated in the results for Euroka Clearing below. Kangaroos at
Euroka Clearing function as the nuclear element of a popular tourist
attraction, but tourism occurs there largely because of the added
value accruing to the day trip from the synergy of a sequence of
multiple attractions in the Blue Mountains.

5.2.7 Measuring the six concepts

The six concepts can be used in assessments of specific sites in two
broad ways: qualitatively and quantitatively. For scientific research the
latter is desirable. To date no detailed empirical research is known that
would allow the use of proven quantitative measures in a statistical
model for that assessment. However, estimates can be used as an
approximation, as a rough indicator. Thus each of the sixteen sites in
the analysis below will be rated in terms of the six factors, on a scale
of 0 to 5, where 5 represents the greatest potential.

5.2.8 Carrying capacity

The concept of carrying capacity in recreation and tourism
management is derived from the biological concept (Wearing and Neil
1999). The latter may have several meanings: ecological carrying
capacity (equilibrium point of a population), economic carrying
capacity (population providing maximum sustainable yield) and
aesthetic carrying capacity (population that sustains some human
requirement for scenery) (Caughley and Sinclair 1994). In recreation
and tourism management is has three main elements: the ecological
(impacts on the environment), the socio-cultural (impacts on the host
population and culture), and facility (impacts on the visitor
experience). However, Wearing and Neil (1999) argue that the
assessment of unacceptable impacts is too variable and subjective for
the concept to carry much weight in visitor management for a
sustainable operation. Carrying capacity for the sites in this study has
not been assessed; as this would require detailed research on each
location for an agreed framework.

However, the issue is relevant to the feasibility of promoting and
otherwise developing sites for kangaroo tourism from both an
ecological and visitor management perspective. Thus we discuss
carrying capacity and associated issues of site management for one
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Table 14: What was most enjoyable about visiting Australia?

ITEM % OF VISITORS NOMINATING THE ITEM  

Friends, relatives 12%  
Weather 9%  
People 9%  
Countryside/ scenery 8%  
Wildlife/ nature 6%  
Lifestyle/ relaxation 4%  
Beaches 3%  
Shopping 3%  

[Source: BTR (IVS 1998, Table 49)]

Care is needed when interpreting the ‘wildlife/ nature’ item in the
data above. It does not always represent animals in natural settings.
For many tourists, animals in zoos and fenced reserves, where tourists
are assured of sightings and close photo opportunities, represent it.
For example, 48% of international visitors went to a national park or
on a bush or rainforest walk where they might expect to see free-
living wildlife but an almost equal proportion (43%) visited a wildlife
park or zoo (BTR, IVS 2000, Table 34).

The presence of kangaroos at a site is probably insufficient to create
a tourist attraction for more than a very small minority of tourists
especially interested in the species. Other features of natural and
cultural environments, besides kangaroos, are normally essential
before tourists will become interested in going to a site or district.
Many tourists are interested in wildlife in general or, quite often,
especially birds. For this majority, kangaroos might be important but
are not a dominant feature in tourists’ choice of activity. Thus,
kangaroos are not generally an effective single-feature as the nuclear
(central) element in tourist attractions.

What all this means is that to assess the potential of kangaroo tourism
at specific sites in natural settings, an assessment must be made
about other potential features at or near these sites, the other
features that might add value to the nuclear element of wildlife
attractions and/or might provide a complementary nucleus. This is
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6.1 Tourists in Australia, Past and Future – Total numbers

Total arrivals of international tourists in Australia increased at a greater
rate through the 1990s than did total trends in tourism worldwide. In
other words, Australia has been gaining a growing share of global
tourism. In 1990 there were an estimated 458,000,000 arrivals of
international tourists worldwide (Waters 1998) of which 2,215,000
arrivals were recorded in Australia (BTR 1991), which represented an
Australian share of 0.48%.

By 1997 these flows had increased to 613,000,000 and 4,318,000
respectively, which meant an Australian share of 0.70%. Over the
seven-year interval, global tourism increased by 34% while arrivals in
Australia increased by 95%. The Australian share is still very small but
has almost doubled in seven years.

Most predictions see tourism into Australia continuing to increase.
Forecasts published by Australia’s Tourism Forecasting Council, an
official agency with representatives from government and industry,
have previewed 8% annual compounding growth rates from the
1990s into the first decade of the next century. Hindsight shows these
forecasts to be excessively optimistic and blind to chaotic events; for
example until it suddenly occurred, the Asian economic crisis of 1997-
8 and a concurrent slide in tourist flows from East Asia was ignored
by all tourism forecasters. However, there is no reason to dismiss the
general pattern of forecasts which sees Australian tourism continuing
to expand, albeit irregularly, during the next decade.

6.2 Assessments of the Sixteen Sites

The sequence of sites in the following list is irrelevant. A score is given
to each site for each of the six factors described above. This enables
the sites to be ranked, but more importantly it allows each one to be
assessed against an ideal. The main aim is not to produce a national
ranking, since kangaroo tourism can be developed in many sites,
which are not in any real sense in competition with one another. 
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site assessed (Euroka Clearing) below. This case suggests that these
issues can have an important bearing on the conclusions drawn from
this research. Further field research on wildlife and visitor
management seems desirable.
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From these assessments, scores for the five factors can be estimated
for the site (Table 15). Scores for “visits” and “nights” are, in a sense,
a double weighting of this major issue.

Table 15: Assessment of Barrington Tops National Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 2
nights 2
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 2
attractions 1
Total 14

6.2.2 Blowering Dam

Near the towns of Batlow and Tumut on the western side of the
Kosciusko National Park, this site can draw on day-trip tourists staying
in the region encompassing Canberra and the Snowy Mountains.

The same assessment and scores for visits, nights, demographics,
industrialisation and geography can be applied to this site (Table 16)
as were outlined above in reference to Barrington, a site in another
provincial region of New South Wales. 

The region in which Blowering Dam is located, the Snowy Mountains,
is not among the five most popular regions in New South Wales
outside Sydney as it ranks 14 out of 15 in 1999 (Tourism New South
Wales 2000).

Blowering Dam is on the Snowy Mountains Highway, a popular
sightseeing route - except in winter when it is sometimes under snow.

Other attractions nearby include, most notably, ski-fields. These do not
substantially complement the kangaroos at Blowering, since the two
features relate to different forms of tourism, which research has shown
have little complementarity (Leiper 1995, p 40-2). However, other features
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6.2.1 Barrington Tops National Park

As noted above, accurate data on the number of tourist visits to all
rural regions are not available. However, as Table 13 indicates, all
provincial regions in New South Wales (i.e. excluding Sydney)
recorded 6% of total visitor nights in Australia, or approximately 6.5
million out of the total 107.6 million in 1999. The share going to the
region in which Barrington is located is a small fraction of those 6.5
million. Barrington is located in the Hunter, the second most popular
region in New South Wales outside Sydney in 1999 (Tourism New
South Wales 2000). The top five regions in terms of visitor nights for
international tourists are (i) Northern Rivers - Tropical New South
Wales, (ii) Hunter, (iii) Illawarra/Southern Highlands, (iv) Riverina and
(v) Big Sky Country (New England North West).

Located 100 km north west of Newcastle, Barrington Tops National
Park is too remote for day-trip tourists who are based in
accommodation in Sydney or Newcastle.

The target demographic groups (tourists from USA, Canada and
Europe) identified above as having most potential for kangaroo
tourism in wildlife settings, show a greater than average propensity
for travelling beyond Sydney to stay in provincial regions of New
South Wales (IVS 2000, Table 24).

No regular organised tours are known to include Barrington in their
itineraries, although tourist information centres in the region say that
custom itineraries can be arranged for that destination. 

To reach Barrington requires a wide detour from the most popular
road routes used by tourists in the eastern part of the State, which is
the Pacific Highway. Thus geographically, Barrington is not well
positioned to gain passing tourists on short detours. 

Guest house accommodation is available on the edge of the National
Park. The ‘Tops’ is not so popular now as it was years ago as a location
for overnight hiking and camping out, partly because of extensive
infestation with exotic scrub, which restricts easy movement across
sections of the high country.
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The Blue Mountains is established as one of the most popular districts
for international tourists to visit. Thirty-one percent of visitors to New
South Wales visited the Blue Mountains in 1999 (BTR, IVS 2000, Table
26). The district is popular among visitors to New South Wales from
the USA (23% went there), from Canada (26%), Germany (41%),
other Europe (39%), but more so by visitors from Japan (42%),
Taiwan (64%) and Korea (52%).

The Blue Mountains district is very well served by tour operators
providing a range of organised and semi-organised trips from Sydney.
Many dozens of tour operator companies are active.

Geographically, Euroka Clearing is well positioned. Getting there
requires a short detour off the highway, so a visit is not a major
interruption to the normal itinerary of tourists heading from Sydney
to the main features of the Blue Mountains, located further up, near
Katoomba.

Complementing the kangaroos, nearby is the Red Hands Cave, one of
the best-preserved examples of Aboriginal hand stencils and prints in
the Sydney region. However, reaching the cave requires a longer
journey, 15 km along an unsealed road, which reduces its suitability
for some tour operators. Moreover, the Cave’s environment has been
vandalised and trashed and, to prevent damage to the Cave itself, the
National Park has installed a mesh cover. In the opinion of one tour
operator, the result of all this is that the site is unsuitable for tourism:
he says “it’s a mess”. 

Euroka Clearing achieves a high score in this assessment of potential.
However, there seem to be looming visitor management problems as
recognised in the draft plan of management (NSW NPWS 1997). The
site is currently visited by large numbers of tourists. At least 50 tour
operator companies go there regularly, according to operators asked
about this site. The result may be that mass tourism is creating sub-
standard experiences of wildlife for many visitors and has the
potential to damage the environment and have negative impacts on
the kangaroo population. Facilities are scheduled to be improved to a
high standard commensurate with high usage and the site’s focus for
ecotourism (NSW NPWS 1997) but there is no indication of tourism-
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in the vicinity can complement the kangaroos, to form synergistically linked
attractions: these features are the scenery of the mountains and the
engineering infrastructure of the Snowy Hydro Scheme.

Table 16: Assessment of Blowering Dam

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 2
nights 2
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 2
attractions 4
Total  17

6.2.3 Euroka Clearing

Research for an earlier component of this study identified Euroka
Clearing as the closest place to Sydney where good numbers of
eastern grey kangaroos can be seen in the wild. Browne’s (1998, pp.
26 and 36) guidebook singles out this site in New South Wales as that
State’s top spot to see kangaroos in the wild.

Situated on the edge of the Sydney metropolitan area, the site draws
on Australia’s most visited tourist destination region. Over the 1999
year, 56% of all visitors to Australia or 32.1 million visited Sydney
(BTR, IVS 2000, Table 16). Sydney recorded 30% of total visitor nights
by all visitors to Australia (BTR, IVS 2000, Table 24).

Euroka is well positioned too in terms of the key demographic
variable: country of origin, as Sydney is visited by disproportionately
high shares of total visitation to Australia from the USA, Canada and
Europe: 68% of visitors from the USA, 67% of those from Canada,
67% of Germans, 66% of other Europeans.

As Euroka is on the main road linking Sydney with the Blue
Mountains, the site is also suitable for general sightseeing tours taken
by Asian tourists.
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provincial region of New South Wales. The Living Outback is the
largest regional area of New South Wales but ranks 12 out of 15 in
terms of international visitor nights in 1999 (Tourism New South
Wales 2000).

There are diverse features of the Sturt National Park and its environs
which tourists find interesting, however no major features are located
nearby which can provide a high value associated attraction to
complement the kangaroos.

Table 18: Assessment of Sturt National Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 1
nights 1
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 1
attractions 2
Total 12

6.2.5 Warrumbungle National Park

Located 500 km northwest of Sydney, this Park is widely known and
promoted for its spectacular, unusual scenery. The Park is well
developed as a tourist destination, and tourist support facilities in the
service town nearby, Coonabarabran, are also well developed.
Tourism here is very largely dominated by domestic visitors; the Park
is not so popular among international tourists, being well away from
the main routes they follow. ‘Explorer Country’ ranks 7 out 15 with
international visitors nights in 1999 (Tourism New South Wales 2000).

The same assessment and scores for visits, nights, demographics,
industrialisation and geography can be applied to this site (Table 19)
as were outlined above in reference to Barrington, a site in another
provincial region of New South Wales. 

Complementary attractions, which add to the kangaroos, are notable
in this case, as various tour guide books suggest.
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oriented research on the resident kangaroo population (e.g. visitor
impacts, ecological carrying capacity, aesthetic effects of heavy
grazing on grassed areas).

According to one tour operator, the National Park should increase the
admission fee from $1.50 per visitor to $10 per visitor. This would
reduce the numbers but also reduce the environmental problems,
while improving the quality of experience. This has not happened
because certain tour operators want to keep prices as low as possible,
and their influence has been effective on Park policy.

These environmental issues have been ignored in the scoring (Table
17), which is looking at potential feasibility, not recognising these
sorts of possible constraint.

Table 17: Assessment of Euroka Clearing, Blue Mountains
National Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM) 

visits 5
nights 5
demographics 5
industrialisation 5
geography 4
attractions 3
Total 27

6.2.4 Sturt National Park

Sturt is the most remote national park in New South Wales, situated
1,400 km west of Sydney and 330 km north of Broken Hill. That
creates great difficulties for efforts to attract tourists, but
simultaneously is an attractive feature for a small minority of tourists
- the few who are strongly motivated to visit truly remote places. 

The same assessment and scores for visits, nights, demographics,
industrialisation and geography can be applied to this site (Table 18)
as were outlined above in reference to Barrington, a site in another
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Table 20: Assessment of Washpool National Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 3
nights 3
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 3
attractions 4
Total 20

6.2.7 Girraween National Park

This small Park is in southern Queensland, on the border with New
South Wales, located between the towns of Stanhope and Tenterfield.

The same assessment and scores for ‘visits’, ‘visitor nights’,
‘demographics’ and ‘industrialisation’ can be applied to this site (Table
21) as were outlined above in reference to Barrington, a site in a
provincial region of New South Wales. 

Girraween and its immediate environs are not among the five most
popular places for international tourists in Queensland (BTR, IVS
2000, Table 28). Those five places are (i) Gold Coast theme parks, (ii)
Great Barrier Reef, (iii) Cairns, Kuranda, (iv) Southbank Parklands in
Brisbane, and (v) Gold Coast Rainforests/Mountains/Hinterland.

Geographically, Girraween and Bald Rock Parks are not well situated
to capture large quantities of tourists passing along transit routes,
since they are 200 km inland from the popular coastal route, too far
to get any day-trippers from popular coastal tourist destinations, such
as Byron Bay. 

Girraween possesses notable attractions that can add greatly to the
synergistic value of its varied attractions. Girraween is described as
having “The best floral displays in Queensland ... a photographer’s
paradise” (Browne 1998, p 448). The Park also has a series of massive
granite outcrops, adding to the photographic appeal, as well as a
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Table 19: Assessment of Warrumbungle National Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 2
nights 2
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 2
attractions 4
Total 17

6.2.6 Washpool National Park

This park is inland from Grafton, in northern New South Wales. The
same assessment and scores for visits, nights, demographics,
industrialisation and geography can be applied to this site (Table 20)
as were outlined above in reference to Barrington, a site in another
provincial region of New South Wales. The ‘Big Sky Country’ is ranked
fifth and borders the top ranked ‘Northern Rivers’ (Tourism New
South Wales 2000) so that the region does attract substantial
international visitors.

The Gwyder Highway, linking Glen Innes with Grafton, passes
through the Washpool National Park, but is not a major transit route
for international tourists. However, as it is located only 80 km inland
from the Pacific Highway passing through Grafton, Washpool has
potential for catching the interest of the large quantities of tourists
passing along that coastal route.

Washpool is known as one of the more spectacular of the rainforest
parks in northern New South Wales. World Heritage listing for these
rainforests has added to their reputation. This gives synergy to the
linked attractions.
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Major tourist attractions in those towns, notably in Longreach and
Winton, can complement those in the Idalia National Park.

Table 22: Assessment of Idalia National Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 1
nights 1
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 3
attractions 4
Total 16

6.2.9 Lake Eacham

Located near Atherton, 80 km south west of Cairns, this site is on a
popular route taken by tour operators offering day-trips from that city
for wildlife sightseeing in the region, and is easily found by
independent tourists using self-drive transport for day trips from
Cairns to the Atherton Tableland.

One in five international tourists who visit Queensland include Cairns
in their itinerary (BTR, IVS 2000, Table 28), which indicates the large
tourist market on hand for day trips to Lake Eacham (Table 23).

The Lake is close to the main road, so is geographically advantaged in
reference to transit routes.

There are a number of lakes in close proximity. Tour operators in
Cairns say that their itineraries tend to go to one or the other. The
larger number of macropods at Lake Eacham does not appear to have
made it a preferred site.
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reputation as an excellent place for bush walking. This Park abuts
another one over the State border, Bald Rock National Park, and the
two in combination, with similar features, are complementary. 

Table 21: Assessment of Girraween National Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 2
nights 2
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 2
attractions 5
Total 18

6.2.8 Idalia National Park

Idalia National Park is near Blackall in central Queensland,
approximately 800 km inland. It is 300 km south of the better-known
town of Longreach. With relatively few international tourists in this
region of outback Queensland, a low score can be assigned to Idalia
for ‘visits’ and ‘nights’ (Table 22).

The same assessment and scores for ‘demographics’ and
‘industrialisation’ can be applied to this site as were outlined above in
reference to Barrington, a site in a provincial region of New South
Wales. 

Idalia and its immediate environs are not among the five most popular
places for international tourists in Queensland. Like New South Wales,
Outback Queensland is the largest region but had the fewest visitor
nights (0.4 million) of the 12 regions in 1999 (Tourism Queensland
2000 - all visitors). For comparison, tropical north Queensland (4.4
million) and the Gold Coast (6.5 million) had ten-fold that number.

Not too far off the main road, 70 km to the south of Blackall, the
Idalia National Park is well-positioned to draw in a percentage of
tourists travelling along the Matilda Highway en route to or from
towns further north such as Longreach, Winton, Cloncurry and Mt Isa.
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quantities of tourists are accommodated (see Table 13 above). The
proximity to the city also means there are ample tour operators on
hand who might service visits to the site. In terms of the geography
relevant to transit routes, Venman is not far off the main highway
linking Brisbane with the Gold Coast, so there is good potential on
this account. Off-setting these factors, no other notable attractive
feature for tourists is known located close to Venman, in that district
of southern Brisbane (Table 25).

Table 25: Assessment of Venman Bushland Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 4
nights 4
demographics 5
industrialisation 5
geography 3
attractions 1
Total 22

6.2.12 Hattah-Kulkyne National Park

This site is on the south bank of the Murray River in western Victoria,
40 km from the town of Mildura. Similar to sites at Barrington Tops
and Warrumbungle, noted above, this site is in a region with small
quantities of international tourists and with relatively few tour
operators serving such markets. It is not close to large volume transit
routes and there are few notable attractions in the immediate vicinity
(Table 26).
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Table 23: Assessment of Lake Eacham

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 3
nights 3
demographics 5
industrialisation 5
geography 4
attractions 4
Total 24

6.2.10 Townsville Common

Townsville Common is also described as an ‘environmental park’, on
the coast and the edge of Townsville. 

Precise data on tourist visitation data for Townsville is not available,
however the city does not get the same large numbers as Cairns (0.89
million guest-nights in the Northern region versus 4.4 million in TNQ
- Tourism Queensland 2000). This reduces the relative size of the pool
that might visit the Common (Table 24). 

Table 24 - Assessment of Townsville Common

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 2
nights 2
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 2
attractions 1
Total 14

6.2.11 Venman Bushland National Park

On the southern fringe of Brisbane, 30 km from the city centre,
Venman is a feasible site for day trips from that source where large
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from Australia’s second ranking destination region (Table 28). From
the point of view of international tourism, it is on the lesser (western)
side of Melbourne. The eastern side, to the Mornington Peninsular
(7% international visitors) and Phillip Island (29%), is more
established as a tourist venue for international visitors in Melbourne
wanting day trips out of the city (BTR, IVS 2000, Table 27).

Table 28: Assessment of Serendip Sanctuary

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 5
nights 5
demographics 4
industrialisation 5
geography 1
attractions 1
Total 21

6.2.15 Victoria Valley Airfield – Grampians National Park

This site is at Halls Gap, a town on the edge of the Grampian National
Park in western Victoria. Similar to sites at Barrington Tops and
Warrumbungle, noted above, this site is in a region with small
quantities of international tourists and with relatively few tour
operators serving such markets (Table 29). It is not close to large
volume transit routes for international tourists. However, there are
notable attractions in the immediate vicinity, which are features of the
well-known Grampian Park. About 8% of international visitors went
to the Grampians National Park in 1999 but 31% took the Great
Ocean Road and visited the Twelve Apostles (BTR, IVS 2000, Table 27).
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Table 26: Assessment of Hattah-Kulkyne National Park

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 2
nights 2
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 1
attractions 2
Total 14

6.2.13 Ralph Illidge Sanctuary

At Terang, in south-western Victoria on the Princes Highway, this
Sanctuary is not on the most popular tourist road between Victoria
and South Australia - that is the coast road located further south.
Similar to sites at Barrington Tops and Warrumbungle, noted above,
this site is in a region with small quantities of international tourists
and with relatively few tour operators serving such markets. It is not
close to large volume transit routes and there are few notable
attractions in the immediate vicinity (Table 27).

Table 27: Assessment of Ralph Illidge Sanctuary

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 2
nights 2
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 1
attractions 1
Total 13

6.2.14 Serendip Sanctuary

This sanctuary is located at Lara, a town on the Princes Highway 50
km west of Melbourne. As such it is within easy range for day trips
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Assembling the total scores for the sixteen sites produces the
following summary (Table 31):

Table 31 - Feasibility for Kangaroo Tourism

SITE TOTAL SCORE  

Barrington Tops 14  
Blowering Dam 17  
Euroka Clearing 27  
Sturt 12  
Warrumbungle 17  
Washpool 20  
Girraween 18  
Idalia 16  
Lake Eacham 24  
Townsville 14  
Venman 22  
Hattah-Kulkyne 14  
Ralph Illidge 13  
Serendip 21  
Victoria Valley 17  
Yan Yean 21  

Scores for Sixteen Sites (Max. score is 30)

From these results, all sixteen sites have feasible potential for further
development as venues for kangaroo tourism with international
visitors. Scores assigned to each site for particular attributes, in the
analysis earlier in this report, can provide indications of strengths and
weaknesses for strategic development in each case. However,
conclusions must be tempered with the recognition that we are
considering only international tourists and domestic tourists may seek
different kinds of experience with kangaroos.
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Table 29: Assessment of Victoria Valley Airfield

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 2
nights 2
demographics 5
industrialisation 2
geography 2
attractions 4
Total 17

6.2.16 Yan Yean Reservoir Catchment

On the fringe of the Melbourne’s northern suburbs, approximately 
40 km from the city centre, this site (Table 30) can be scored in the
same manner as Serendip above (Table 28).

Table 30: Assessment of Yan Yean Reservoir Catchment

FACTOR SCORE (30 IS MAXIMUM)  

visits 5
nights 5
demographics 4
industrialisation 5
geography 1
attractions 1
Total 21
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capacity of the area. On the other hand, increased kangaroo numbers
may lead to increased attempts to scavenge food from visitors as
foraging competition intensifies, and high densities of faecal pellets
on the grassed areas. Both of these may breach the aesthetic carrying
capacity of the area. Thus thorough research of the kangaroo-visitor
interaction seems warranted to manage the site for appropriate
ecotourism. The management of visitor numbers through the levying
of an appropriate fee (Laarman and Gregersen 1996) needs to be
addressed in the view of some operators. According to tour operators
interviewed in regard to Euroka, the site is already suffering
environmental damage. If this is true, the case suggests a need for the
establishment of new sites near Sydney where tourists (and Sydney
residents) can view kangaroos in ‘natural’ settings.

Sturt National Park received a low score mainly because it is the most
remote site, far away from centres of mass tourism. The quality of
tourists’ experiences at Sturt, from the presence of kangaroos and
from other phenomena, might be greater than those in many other
sites. Feasibility of site development is not dependent on high quality
experiences.

The ‘Living Outback’ had 163,000 international visitor nights in 1999
and this was more than triple the 48,000 of 1988 suggesting some
increasing attraction to this region (Tourism New South Wales 2000)
but this still represents only 1% of visitors to New South Wales. Only
22.5% of tourism establishments rate the natural environment as the
main factor contributing to their business success and this is below
the state average. Domestic overnight visitors infrequently engage in
outdoor ecotourism (14% -1998; 10% - 1999). This may be critical to
the development of wildlife tourism with international visitors since
the most common transport (44%) was a private or company car and
the most common reason for the visit (71%) was to see family and
friends in 1999. The challenge for this region is to capture more
visitors and to encourage more wildlife-based tourism. The plan of
management for Sturt National Park (NSW NPWS 1996) directs most
effort in visitor management to the promotion and interpretation of
the park as ‘a desert park with the red kangaroos and wedge tailed
eagles as its abundant symbols’ and the provision of basic camping
and picnicking facilities accessed by well-maintained roads.
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While the main aim was not to rank the sites, but to reveal which has
most potential, inevitably the scores trigger inferences of that sort.
Accordingly, comments in that respect might be helpful. These will
refer to the top scoring site, Euroka, and the site with the lowest
score, Sturt.

Euroka Clearing seems to have much potential for further
development as a site for kangaroo tourism. The Blue Mountains had
2,237,000 international visitors in 1999 and this was up 150,000 from
1998 (Tourism New South Wales 2000). The visitor nights were
38,334,000 in 1999, up about 5 million from 1998. The majority of
these visitors (91%) were on holiday in Australia and typically arrived
in the Blue Mountains using a rental car (33%) with only about 14%
on a charter or tour bus or long distance bus/coach. Thus Euroka
clearing is within easy reach of this mainly FIT (free and independent
traveller) market. Fifty-three percent of tourism establishments in the
Blue Mountains rated the natural environment as the main factor
contributing to their business success. The state average was 26% and
the Blue Mountains figure was only eclipsed by the World Heritage site
at Lord Howe Island. Since the Blue Mountains have recently been
accepted for World Heritage listing, the natural environment as an
attraction is likely to grow even more. The activities of international
visitors are not quantified but domestic overnight visitors frequently
engage in outdoor ecotourism (61% - 1988; 44% - 1999).

The ability of Euroka to continue and expand as a centre for
kangaroo-based wildlife tourism will depend on how the site is
managed, because the issue of visitor management (or carrying
capacity) seems critical. NPWS recognise Euroka as a ‘focus for
ecotourism’ with high growth potential in the draft plan of
management (NSW NPWS 1997: p 67). The response is to improve
visitor facilities (e.g. car parking, picnic shelters, gas barbecues, toilets)
and engage in some measures to protect the environment (e.g. bridge
the creek, fence and revegetate the creek banks, possible rotation of
campsites). However, more visitors and more overnight campers may
cause intolerable disturbance to the kangaroos causing them to spend
more time in the forest and less on the open grassed areas. More
visitor traffic may reduce and degrade the grassed areas through
trampling leading to less attractive foraging for the kangaroos and
reduced numbers. These factors would reduce the ecological carrying
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Australia has a diverse and endemic fauna of kangaroos, wallabies
and rat-kangaroos that can form the basis of a unique wildlife
experience for international and domestic tourists alike. The highest
centres of species richness lie along the most visited and travelled
routes of the East Coast. Southern Australia, especially Tasmania, the
West and the Top End contribute their unique macropod faunas so
that each state or territory has a potentially unique attraction. Yet the
best sites in New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria rate relatively
low on a score for feasibility of tourism. The highest rating site,
Euroka Clearing, may be unable to meet any increased visitor pressure
without adverse affects to the environment, the kangaroo fauna, and
the quality of visitors’ experience. Many private properties abutting
National Parks, hardwood forests or other large tracts of native
bushlands attract macropods to their pastures since many species use
the ‘forest edge’. There is good potential for well-placed landholders,
especially around the most visited cities, to exploit their macropod
faunas as a valuable tourism attraction rather than an unwelcome
pest. Even in pastoral lands in the outback, the most abundant
populations of large kangaroos fall in blocks not serviced by a
National Park. Cooperative management with state wildlife agencies
through activities such as wildlife refuges could reward landholders
who can offer ‘large mobs of roos’ as a tourism attraction. We hope
this report will stimulate managers of protected areas and private
lands alike, to appropriately market kangaroos, wallabies and their
like as one of the prime attractions of Australia’s natural heritage.

The realisation of this vision will not be without many challenges. For
instance, Tourism New South Wales (1998) notes that ‘the potential
for nature tourism experiences in many parts of New South Wales is
tremendous’ but that the potential ‘remains relatively underused and
untapped’ relative to the perception of ‘continued growth in market
demand for nature tourism product’. However, to meet the demand
adverse environmental effects of tourism development and visitor
activity will have to be contained by the principles of ecologically
sustainable development. Wildlife tourism, embedded within the
framework of ecotourism, offers a potential to shift the visitor’s
experience from recreation in a natural setting to more
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At present there seem to be relatively few sites with potential for
kangaroo tourism located within the day-tripping range of major
tourist destinations in Australia: Sydney, Gold Coast, Cairns.
Melbourne seems to be better favoured and there are ample sites in
rural regions and in outback Australia. The scarcity of sites close to the
larger tourist markets, alongside the issue of visitor management at
individual sites such as Euroka located near the major cities, points to
the opinion that nation-wide, unless new sites are established,
kangaroo tourism is not feasible for promotion as a major feature in
Australian tourism, and not a feature that can involve a sizeable
percentage of international visitors.
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tourists. Some individuals and species habituate to human contact
more readily than others and the underlying genetic/experiential basis
is poorly known. This report only considered potential for kangaroo
tourism with international tourists and so clearly we need to
investigate the same issue with the much larger domestic market.
Here attitudes to kangaroos may be markedly different, especially
amongst rural communities. Landholder attitudes and perspectives
need to be canvassed to progress off-reserve tourism. Good
neighbour relations are also necessary to support on-reserve activities,
especially in regard to mobile species like kangaroos. Finally, we need
to examine the context of opportunities for tourism with kangaroos
more broadly. For example, a number of golf courses, caravan parks
and even city parks have free-ranging kangaroos foraging on their
fairways and lawns.
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environmentally responsible behaviour (Orams 1995). The visitor
should derive satisfaction and enjoyment through an educational
experience that leads to minimal environmental disturbance,
improved habitat protection and assures the long-term health and
viability of the environment. However, all these benefits have seldom
been realised in ecotourism developments around the world (Honey
1999). Moderate to severe environmental degradation occurs in
campgrounds and along access ways (e.g. roads and walking trails)
(for example, Kibale National Park in Uganda: Obua and Harding
1997). These same effects, soil erosion and vegetation damage, along
with litter, detract severely from the ecotourists’ experience (for
example, Bako National Park, Borneo: Chin et al. 2000). Local
communities often fail to adequately benefit in the nexus of people,
natural resources and ecotourism (for example, North Sulawesi
Indonesia: Ross and Wall 1999a). There is typically a major leakage of
economic value away to external operators as happens in another
Indonesian national park, Komodo (Walpole and Goodwin 2000). In
some cases, cultivators and pastoralists suffer costs rather than
benefits as they cannot protect themselves from injury and property
damage from wildlife (Akama 1996). These same concerns will be
strongly expressed by pastoralists and farmers in Australia in relation
to kangaroos. Finally, revenue from non-consumptive use of wildlife
may be inadequate to meet management costs (Blom 2000). Thus
government subsidies or sale of other products may be necessary to
economically sustain an enterprise based on wildlife tourism alone.

In spite of these apparent failings of ecotourism, there are strong
frameworks to guide development in appropriate directions (Boyd
and Butler 1996; Wearing and Neil 1999) and to test outcomes (Ross
and Wall 1999b). There is strong support for ecotourism development
in regional communities (e.g. WCMC 1997) and in government
(Tourism New South Wales 1998). Once a commitment is made then
there are practical guides to put a tourism operation in place (Beeton
1998; McKercher 1998). Within this tourism segment, wildlife tourism
like that with kangaroos needs to be advanced on principles that
ensure positive conservation outcomes, humane treatment of animals
and attitudinal changes in visitors that support these outcomes.

Further research needs to be conducted from the animals’ perspective
on what stresses they suffer from repeated contact with wildlife
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Wildlife professional’s questionnaire to assess the best sites to
see macropods

SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT OF WILDLIFE TOURISM
Five best sites to see macropods!

Dear Colleague:

The Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism is
conducting research to assess opportunities for tourism based on wild
kangaroos in Australia. Here the term ‘kangaroos’ is used to include
all macropods within Australia; i.e. the extant species of kangaroos
and wallabies (Macropodidae) and rat-kangaroos (Potoroidae and
Hypsiprymnodontidae). The geographic area includes all Australian
states and territories, including off-shore islands. Macropods on any
land usage – protected, public and private – are of interest. However,
we are not seeking information on captive macropods in zoological
gardens and fauna parks. The information you provide will be used for
statistical purposes and no personal details will be retained or are
required.

What information are we seeking?

You have been selected for this survey because of your professional
interests in studying the Australian fauna. We thus expect that in the
course of your professional life you would have visited sites where
opportunities for viewing macropods were presented. We would like
you to recall your recent encounters with macropods at different sites
and to rank each site by the quality of your experience. Then we
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Site Information (complete one questionnaire for each site)

Name of site: ...............................................................................................................
Nearest town: ..............................................................................................................
State/Territory: ............................................................................................................
Map coordinates (if known):
Latitude: ................................................. OR Northing. ..............................................
Longitude: .............................................. OR Easting .................................................

1. Please identify the land usage at this site?

National Park 1
State Park 2
Conservation reserve 3
Wildlife refuge 4
State forest 5
Crown land 6
Defence land 7
Urban park 8
Urban golf course 9
Rural park 10
Rural golf course 11
Agricultural land (cropping) 12
Mixed farming (crops and pastures) 13
Pastoral land 14
Other public land 15 Please specify......................
Other private land 16 Please specify......................
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would like you to choose a maximum of five of the best sites and to
answer the accompanying questionnaire.

We appreciate that a busy professional life leaves little time for tasks
such as this. Thus we thank you in advance for sharing your
knowledge with us. We also appreciate that your favourite site(s) may
be a focus for your current research, and so you may prefer it to
remain undisturbed by tourists. We therefore offer you the choice to
guide us on what you think would be the most suitable future use for
any site you nominate. This project is about assessment of tourism
opportunities rather than their implementation. The latter will be
guided by many factors, and paramount amongst these will be an
assessment of the vulnerability of the species in any site to population
decline and habitat loss through tourist activity. Thus we will treasure
your answers and apply them to develop appropriate tourist activity in
order to further the appreciation of the macropods that have so
entranced you.

How will we use the information?

Hotspots for a high-quality tourism experience, according to criteria
such as species abundance, species rarity, macropod diversity, and
accessibility, will be identified. We will use this and other information
gathered in a larger project to facilitate the sustainable development
of appropriate tourism relating to free-ranging (non-captive)
kangaroos. Our objectives will be to enhance economic activity in
local communities, promote and sustain conservation funding and
programs, and to provide quality public education.

Do you want to know more?

The survey is being coordinated by Dr David Croft from the School of
Biological Science, UNSW, Sydney NSW 2052. You can address
inquiries by mail or phone (02) 9385-2132, fax (02) 9385-1558 or 
E-mail d.croft@unsw.edu.au.
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Please circle the number
appropriate to your response



4. Macropod species information

Complete the following for each species found on the site:

1 2 3 4 5
Common or 
species name       
Abundance
Rare 1 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒

2 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Some (tens) 3 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒

4 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Many (hundreds) 5 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Sightability 
Cryptic 1 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒

2 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Part obscured 3 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒

4 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Conspicuous  5 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Habituation to people   
Always flee 1 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒

2 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Remain vigilant 3 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒

4 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Unconcerned 5 ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Typical Behaviour   
Flight  ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Vigilance ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Foraging  ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Grooming ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Maternal ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒
Other social ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒ ❒

" Thanks! 

# Please use the FREEPOST envelope and mail the survey back to
us by September 15.
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2. Please assess the accessibility of the site

Initial access can be obtained by:
Sealed road and 2WD vehicle 1  
Gravel road and 2WD vehicle 2  
4WD vehicle road/track 3  
4WD vehicle on no formed track 4  
Boat 5  
Light aircraft 6  
Helicopter 7     

Macropods can be viewed by: 
Remaining in vehicle 1  
Walking to site 2  
If you answered 2 then estimate the following:
How long would the walk be in minutes?. .....................
Would the grade be (circle one): easy moderate hard?

3. Please identify current and your opinion of appropriate tourism
development at the site

Tourism development CURRENT RECOMMENDED     

None/Never 1 1  
Individual permit (Agency) 2 2  
Permit (Landholder) 3 3  
Wilderness (trekking) 4 4  
Minibus group with guide 5 5  
Minibus group unguided 6 6  
Bus group with guide 7 7  
Bus group unguided 8 8  
Unrestricted 9 9  
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SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME  

Petrogale burbigei Warabi  
Petrogale concinna Nabarlek  
Petrogale godmani Godman’s rock-wallaby  
Petrogale inornata Unadorned rock-wallaby  
Petrogale lateralis Black-footed rock-wallaby  
Petrogale lateralis hacketti Recherche rock-wallaby  
Petrogale lateralis lateralis Black-flanked rock-wallaby  
Petrogale lateralis pearsoni Pearson Island rock-wallaby  
Petrogale penicillata Brush-tailed rock wallaby  
Petrogale persephone Proserpine rock-wallaby  
Petrogale rothschildi Rothschild’s rock-wallaby  
Petrogale xanthopus Yellow-footed rock-wallaby  
Potorous gilbertii Gilbert’s potoroo  
Potorous longipes Long-footed potoroo  
Potorous tridactylus Long-nosed potoroo  
Setonix brachyurus Quokka  
Thylogale billardierii Tasmanian pademelon  
Thylogale stigmatica Red-legged pademelon  
Thylogale thetis Red-necked pademelon 
Wallabia bicolor Swamp wallaby  
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Scientific and common names for macropod species and 
sub-species examined in this report

SCIENTIFIC NAME COMMON NAME  

Aepyprymnus rufescens Rufous bettong  
Bettongia gaimardi Tasmanian bettong  
Bettongia lesueur Burrowing bettong  
Bettongia penicillata Brush-tailed bettong  
Bettongia tropica Tropical bettong  
Dendrolagus bennettianus Bennett’s tree-kangaroo  
Dendrolagus lumholtzi Lumholtz’s tree-kangaroo  
Hypsiprymnodon moschatus Musky rat-kangaroo  
Lagorchestes conspicillatus Spectacled hare-wallaby  
Lagorchestes fasciatus Banded hare-wallaby  
Lagorchestes hirsutus Rufous hare-wallaby  
Macropus agilis Agile wallaby  
Macropus antilopinus Antilopine wallaroo  
Macropus bernadus Black wallaroo  
Macropus dorsalis Black-striped wallaby  
Macropus eugenii Tammar wallaby  
Macropus fuliginosus Western grey kangaroo  
Macropus giganteus Eastern grey kangaroo  
Macropus irma Western brush wallaby  
Macropus parma Parma wallaby  
Macropus parryi Whiptail wallaby  
Macropus robustus Common wallaroo  
Macropus robustus isabellinus Barrow Island euro  
Macropus rufogriseus Red-necked wallaby  
Macropus rufus Red kangaroo  
Onychogalea fraenata Bridled nailtail wallaby  
Onychogalea unguifera Northern nailtail wallaby  
Petrogale brachyotis Short-eared rock-wallaby  
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Rating for tourism value from a macropod species’ conservation
status1, activity pattern2, habitat3, sociality4 and body size5
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APPENDIX C

SPECIES STATUS ACTIVITY TROPICAL TEMPERATE WET DRY WOODLAND SHRUBLAND HEATH GRASSLAND MEAN SOCIALITY BODY 
RAINFOREST RAINFOREST SCLEROPHYLL SCLEROPHYLL HABITAT SIZE

Aepyprymnus rufescens 5 1 - - - 5 6 - - - 5.5 1 1  

Bettongia gaimardi 4 1 - - - 5 6 - - - 5.5 1 1  

Bettongia lesueur 2 1 - - - 5 6 7 - 8 6.5 3 1  

Bettongia penicillata 1 1 - - - 5 6 7 - 8 6.5 1 1  

Bettongia tropica 2 1 2 - - 5 - - - - 3.5 1 1  

Dendrolagus bennettianus 2 2 2 - - - - - - - 2.0 1 3  

Dendrolagus lumholtzi 2 1 - 3 - - - - - - 3.0 1 2  

Hypsiprymnodon moschatus 4 3 2 - - - - - - - 2.0 1 1  

Lagorchestes conspicillatus 5 1 - - - 5 6 7 - 8 6.5 1 2  

Lagorchestes fasciatus 2 1 - - - - - 7 - - 7.0 1 1  

Lagorchestes hirsutus 1 1 - - - - - 7 - 8 7.5 1 1  

Macropus agilis 6 2 - - - 5 6 - - 8 6.3 2 4  

Macropus antilopinus 5 2 - - - 5 6 - - - 5.5 3 6  

Macropus bernadus 3 2 - - - - 6 7 - 8 7.0 1 5  

Macropus dorsalis 5 1 - 3 4 5 - - - - 4.0 3 2  

Macropus eugenii 2 1 - - - 5 6 7 1 - 4.8 2 2  

Macropus fuliginosus 6 2 - - - 5 6 7 1 - 4.8 3 6  

Macropus giganteus 6 2 - - 4 5 6 - - 8 5.8 3 6  

Macropus irma 5 2 - - - 5 6 7 1 - 4.8 1 2  

Macropus parma 3 1 - 3 4 - - - - - 3.5 1 2  

Macropus parryi 5 2 - - - 5 6 - - - 5.5 3 3  

Macropus robustus 6 2 - - 4 5 6 7 - 8 6.0 2 6  

Macropus robustus isabellinus 2 2 - - - - - - - 8 8.0 2 6  

Macropus rufogriseus 5 2 - - 4 5 - - - - 4.5 2 4  

Macropus rufus 6 2 - - - - 6 7 - 8 7.0 3 6  

Onychogalea fraenata 1 1 - - - - 6 7 - - 6.5 1 2  

Onychogalea unguifera 5 1 - - - 5 6 - - - 5.5 1 2  

Petrogale brachyotis 5 1 - - - - - - - 8 8.0 2 1  
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SPECIES STATUS ACTIVITY TROPICAL TEMPERATE WET DRY WOODLAND SHRUBLAND HEATH GRASSLAND MEAN SOCIALITY BODY 
RAINFOREST RAINFOREST SCLEROPHYLL SCLEROPHYLL HABITAT SIZE

Petrogale burbigei 4 1 - - - - 6 - - - 6.0 2 1  

Petrogale concinna 4 2 - - - 5 - - - 8 6.5 2 1  

Petrogale godmani 2 1 2 - - - - - - - 2.0 1 2  

Petrogale inornata 5 1 2 - 4 5 - - - - 3.7 1 1  

Petrogale lateralis 2 2 - - - 5 6 - - 8 6.3 2 2  

Petrogale lateralis hacketti 1 1 - - - - - - 1 - 1.0 2 2  

Petrogale lateralis lateralis 2 2 - - - 5 6 - - - 5.5 2 2 

Petrogale lateralis pearsoni 2 1 - - - - - - 1 - 1.0 2 2  

Petrogale penicillata 5 1 - - 4 5 - - - - 4.5 3 2  

Petrogale persephone 1 1 - - 4 - - - - - 4.0 2 

Petrogale rothschildi 4 1 - - - - 7 - - - 7.0 1 2  

Petrogale xanthopus 2 2 - - - - 6 7 - - 6.5 3 2  

Potorous gilbertii 1 1 - - - - - - 1 - 1.0 1 1 

Potorous longipes 1 1 - 3 4 5 - - - - 4.0 1 1  

Potorous tridactylus 4 2 - 3 4 6 7 1 - - 4.3 1 1  

Setonix brachyurus 2 2 - - - - - - 1 - 1.0 2 1  

Thylogale billardierii 6 1 - 3 4 5 - - - - 4.0 1 1  

Thylogale stigmatica 5 2 2 - 4 - - - - - 3.0 2 1  

Thylogale thetis 5 1 - 3 4 5 - - - - 4.0 2 1  

Wallabia bicolor 5 1 - 3 4 5 - - 1 - 3.3 1 3  

1 1= rare, endangered, 2 = limited, vulnerable, 3 = secure, scattered, 4 = common, limited, 5 = common, 6 = abundant
2 1= nocturnal, 2 = partial diurnal, 3 = diurnal
3 Ranked by potential visibility in habitat: heath< tropical rainforest< temperate rainforest < wet sclerophyll forest < dry

sclerophyll forest < woodland < shrub land < grassland
4 1 = solitary, 2 = associate partially, 3 = gregarious
5 Female body weight (kg): 1 = <5, 2 = 5-10, 3 = 10-15, 4 = 15-20, 5 = 20-25, 6 = 25-30



responsibilities include teaching courses on tourism and on strategic
management in tourism industries as well as supervising post-
graduate research students. Contact: nleiper@scu.edu.au

We would like to thank all the wildlife professionals and tourism
operators who gave freely of their time and knowledge to this project.
DBC is especially grateful to Joshua Gilroy for assistance in gathering
the kangaroo abundance data from his fellow managers in other
states. The report benefited for the many constructive comments
provided by members of the Wildlife Tourism Subprogram Steering
Committee, Dr Karen Higginbottom, Dr Stephen Wearing and 
Dr George Wilson. We apologise to those readers whose favourite
macropod viewing location was left off our list.
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Dr David B. Croft

Dr Croft holds a BSc Honours degree from Flinders University,
obtaining the University Medal, and a PhD in animal behaviour from
Cambridge University. David has been employed as a Professional
Officer (1971-72) in the Department of Animal Physiology, Waite
Agricultural Research Institute, University of Adelaide; a post-doctoral
fellow (1976-77) in the School of Zoology, UNSW, a lecturer (1997-
85) in the School of Zoology, UNSW. He is currently a senior lecturer
in the School of Biological Science, UNSW.  David has been a visiting
scientist or fellow at the Conservation Commission of the Northern
Territory (1983), the Dept or Ecology and Evolutionary Biology at the
University of Arizona (1990) and the Centre for African Ecology at the
University of Witswatersrand (1996). He has also been Australian
Editor of the International Journal of Comparative Psychology (1988-
96). David is a member of the Australasian Society for the Study of
Animal Behaviour (held the office of President and Vice-President),
Association for the Study of Animal Behaviour, International
Behavioural Ecology Society, Australian Mammal Society, Australasian
Society for Wildlife Management, the Wildlife Society and Royal
Zoological Society of N.S.W. He has given public relations seminars for
Earthwatch Australia, been a consultant to Australian Geographic and
a scientific adviser to Wild Cape Films (Australia), ABC Natural History
Unit (Australia), Wild Visions (Australia), Marathon Productions
(France), Partridge Films (UK), Survival Anglia (UK), BBC Natural
History Unit (UK), Yorkshire Television (UK), Fuji Television (Japan),
Tokyo Broadcasting System (Japan), NHK (Japan), Discovery Channel
(USA), Wild Things (USA), Wild Kingdom (USA), Polish National
Television (Poland). Contact: d.croft@unsw.edu.au

Dr Neil Leiper

Dr Leiper has been active in professional and academic research on
tourism since the 1970s. Author of many articles and reports, his
book “Tourism Management” (RMIT Press) was a finalist for the 1996
Global Business Book Award. As Research Director of Tourism and
Hospitality Management at Southern Cross University, his routine
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