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Executive Summary

< The survey, conducted from January to June 2025, analyzed 1,415 responses out of 1,456 collected,
representing 3% of actual visitors with a 22% response rate. Among the respondents, 46% were first-time
visitors, and the average household income was between USD 60,000-79,999.

¥ Visitors were primarily attracted by nature attractions, cultural experiences, business opportunities, and
connections with family and friends in Papua New Guinea. Historical aspects, such as World War Il history,
also played a significant role. Overall visitor satisfaction was high, with a rating of 4 out of 5. A substantial
93% of visitors indicated they would recommend PNG to others, and 86% expressed willingness to return.

<+ The average prepaid spend per visitor was USD 2,388, with an estimated 65% (USD 1,552) flowing into the
local economy. When combined with in-country spending of USD 726, the total spend per visitor per trip
was USD 2,278. Multiplying this by total visitor arrivals generated an estimated* economic impact of USD
121 million (PGK 491 million) from January to June 2025.

< Visitors found the natural beauty, friendly locals, and cultural diversity most appealing. However, safety
concerns, high costs, and challenges with domestic flights and infrastructure were the least appealing
aspects. To improve the overall visitor experience, suggestions included enhancing cleanliness, improving
safety and security, and addressing issues with domestic air travel.

Note: *based on total visitor numbers of 53,379 for the January - June 2025 period.
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Background

The Papua New Guinea International Visitor Survey (IVS) is an initiative of the Pacific Tourism Data
Initiative, funded by the New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade (NZMFAT) and conducted by
the Pacific Tourism Organisation (SPTO). The survey analyzes data from January to June 2025 to better
understand visitor experiences and provide insights into tourism recovery following the reopening of
PNG’s borders.

During the first half of 2025, air visitor arrivals increased to 53,379, up from 48,622 in the same period of
2024. This growth was supported by the Papua New Guinea Tourism Promotion Authority (PNGTPA) and
Government efforts to raise the country’s profile through targeted marketing campaigns, improved air
connectivity, and partnerships with regional carriers.

Despite higher arrivals, estimated spend per visitor dropped from USD 3,106 to USD 2,278. The average
length of stay for short-term visitors (1-29 days) declined from 10.4 to 9.6 days, while spend per visitor
per day fell from USD 299 to USD 237. This was driven by an increase in prepaid spend (USD 2,286 - USD
2,388) but a significant drop in in-country spend (USD 1,620 - USD 726), suggesting that visitors are
prepaying more for accommodation, experiences, and activities before arrival.

The report covers visitor profiles and characteristics, information sources and decision-making,
expenditure patterns, and satisfaction. Visitor emails were collected through passenger arrival and
departure cards. An estimated 65% of prepaid expenditure flows into PNG’s economy, based on
benchmarks from other Pacific Island countries with national carriers, though further research is
recommended to refine this estimate. All figures are reported in USD and PGK using average exchange
rates for January-June 2025.



Disclaimer

Reproduction of Material - Information contained within this publication, including all charts, information,
and graphical representations, may be used, reproduced, or published without prior approval from SPTO
and PNGTPA. However, the information source must be explicitly referenced and acknowledged in all
modes of representation.

The survey instrument used to collect data for the January to June 2025 period was similar, but not
exact, to the survey instrument used in the January to June 2024 period. New questions were added, a
handful of existing questions were removed, and the response options for some questions were altered.

N.B. Our analysis uses IVS respondents, weighted with January to June 2025 arrival data from the Papua
New Guinea Tourism Promotion Authority (PNGTPA) to ensure a representative sample. However, as with
all sample-based data, some bias may remain. Users should consider this when interpreting the results.

Please note that the Pacific Tourism Organization (SPTO) and the Papua New Guinea Tourism Authority
(PNGTPA) do not accept liability for any loss or damage incurred as a result of the use of information
contained in this report. Users are advised to exercise their own judgment in the use of any information
provided.



IVS Respondents (January - June 2025)

" 6,340 TOTAL EMAILS SENT
5
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2? 1,415 responses ANALYSED

Note: 1,456 responses were received. After data cleaning, 1,415 responses remained.
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'6,340 represents the number of valid emails that successfully reached respondents from a total of 9,590 emails sent.
"Based on the Local Spend Question - "How many adults and children were included in your local expenditures?”.
*Calculated by dividing the total number of ‘weighted’ people reported in the Local Spend Question by the total actual arrivals to PNG from January to June 2025,



PNG International Visitor Survey

Snapshot January - June 2025
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Note: The estimated flow-back rate into the PNG economy for prepaid spend is 65%. With an average prepaid
spend of $2,388 per person per trip, this equates to $1552.
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Source Markets: IVS Respondents vs. Actual Arrival
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Note: The data presented is unweighted. To ensure a representative sample, weighting was applied to adjust for any undersampling or oversampling by source market. In this case, both Australia and Pacific are oversampled and Asia is
undersampled.
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Top Source Markets - Australia & New Zealand
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Top Source Markets - Asia
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i 76% of Asian respondents are from the Philippines,
: Indonesia, Singapore, Japan, India and Malaysia.



Top Source Markets - North America (USA & Canada)
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] Respondents from 34 US states (including Hawaii and Alaska) visited PNG. No respondents from ¥ Ontario and British Columbia made up 65% of all
. Connecticut, Delaware, Louisiana, Kansas, Nebraska, South Dakota, and lowa participated. States with || Canadian respondents
: ‘nil’ percentages had no respondents. n
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Respondent Demographics
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iAge Avg. age group i i Gender i
i 40-49 years ¥ i
1 ]
g | i
i 0 rl i
: 24% 25% i ]
i 20% X :
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1 11 1
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| | |
i 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70+ i i H
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. Annual Household Income |/ o ol s il el 5
i income i
! . 16% 15% !
: 14% 9 i
: = - - - -1:% - :
i Under $20,000 - $40,000 - $60,000 - $80,000 - $100,000 - $150,000 or more i
i $20,000 $39,999 $59,999 $79,999 $99,999 $149,999 |

Note: Percentages reflect the share of IVS respondents and are weighted. All dollar values are reported in USD. To encourage greater respondent participation, the question
was revised to closed answers, with a maximum option of USD $150,000 or more. The average exchange rate to PGK and USD for January to June 2025 was applied.



Respondent Demographics
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Note: Percentages reflect the share of IVS respondents and are weighted..
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Respondent Demographics
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Industry Occupation

Education NG 12%
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Services (e.g., hospitality, customer service) G 4%
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation I 3%
Real Estate 1M 1%
Other M 1%

i i

Note: Percentages reflect the share of IVS respondents and are weighted..
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Respondent Demographics
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Note: Percentages reflect the share of IVS respondents and are weighted..
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Purpose of Visit

|
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

’ Survey Categories and Others-Recoded

Share of Respondents

Business

VER

Holiday
Conference
Volunteering
OC&A
Employment
Religious Event
Sports Event
Education
Transit
Cultural Event

Other

19%
17%
7%
3%
3%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%
1%
1%

Note: Due to rounding, total does not sum to 100%

1. “Conference” and ‘Employment are merged with “Business” | VFR stands for Visiting Friends and Relatives
2. "OC&A” ("Ocean Cruise and Adventures”) and “Sport including special events” are merged with "Holiday”

42%

N -

Q What was the main purpose of your visit?

Merged Categories
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© 19%
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[ | I
Business Holiday Volunteering Education Other

3. “Religious event” is merged with “Volunteering” | “Cultural event” is merged with “Education”| “Transit” is merged with “Other”
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Bigger Trip
Other Countries Visited On The Same Trip
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As part of a bigger trip, 42% of respondents also visited Australia,
with 64% visiting Singapore, Solomon Islands, Philippines Fiji and
New Zealand. 23% visited multiple countries in Asia, Europe and

the Pacific, in addition to visiting PNG.

————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

—— ———————

Q Was PNG the only country you visited on this trip?

Yes
86%

No

Note: Total valid responses for this question N=1,333.



Previous Visits

Q How many other times have you been to PNG, not including this trip?

46%

24%

20%

Share of Respondents

1%

First time | 1-2 times 3-4 times 5 times or more

Note: Due to rounding, total does not sum to 100%.



Length of Stay (nights)

Q How many nights did you spend in PNG?

36%

%]
T
(]
ke
C
o
% 20%
E 17%
© 15%
10) (o)
| . . 13%
e
| .
1-3 nights 4-7 nights 8-10 nights 11-14 nights 15 nights or more

Note: Stays of 30 nights or more were excluded to focus on short-term visits. A 29-night threshold was set to include full-month stays, even in February.



Travel Group (Companions)

Q How many people accompanied you on this trip?

48%
w)
e
(0]
©
C
(@]
o
[7p]
(0]
[nd
‘s 23%
o
(o]
e
(2]
8%
5% 5%
4% . 0
. B = “- - v e e
N I — — —
Solo Travel 1 2 3 4 5 ) 7 8 9 Over 10

Note: Solo travelers (O companions) were excluded to avoid skewing the mean and median results. The mean number of travel companions is 3.9, reflecting the presence of some very large groups, while the median is 2, indicating that half of
respondents travel with two or fewer companions..



Travel Group Type

Q Who were your travelling companions?

48%
[%2]
IS
[
©
C
o
o
[%2]
[0
04
o 21%
P 18%
< 16%
wn
8%
5%
- 0.2%
Partner/spouse Family member(s) Friend(s) Work colleague(s) Tour group Organised group  Wedding party

(church, school,
sports etc.)

Note: Percentages reflect the share of IVS respondents and are weighted. Data on travel companions, collected from January to May 2024, covers 6 months. Multiple responses may total over 100%.



Airlines Used for Travel
Q How did you travel to PNG?

9 Air Niugini -
hoanras I - ——

Alternative modes of travel

<4 prilippine airi 13% i
ilippine Airlines - i % &% EJ%)

i P

Cruise Ship Private charter plane Private boat
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1% Solomon Airlines

—— L2
_____________________________________________ \ BRITISH \CH
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Other Commercial | 1%

_Airlines | /A @ &

UNITED AIRLINES Emlrares
\ AIR CANADA

Note: ~ L
1. Multiple responses, therefore total does not add up to 100% T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
2. "Other” modes of travel include Military Defence Aircraft, Medical Ship etc.
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Top Region and Provinces Visited
Q Which region(s) did you visit?

MOMASE REGION

Ma > e Top 13 Most Visited Provinces ---------

14+ A e . 4

, ISLANDS REGION

o]
a
X

National Capital District

1
1
1
1
1
1
: Western Highlands _ 44%
1
S X Eastern Highlands _ 39%
o, f :
4% . L LA — £
1
= 1
k\,.ﬁ __,*-’" ! New Ireland _ 37%

HIGHLANDS

B West New Britain 28%

Madang 25%

East Sepik

21%

Central Province 16%

Southern Highlands - 15%
Enga - 14%
ARB - 13%

Share of Respondents

’

76% visited Southern Region, |
of which 63% visited NCD - - '

SOUTHERN REGION
(EXCLUDING NCD)

e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Note: Visitors can visit and stay in more than one region and province, so both diagrams use multiple response analysis. The first diagram shows the share of all visitors who visited each region (totals exceed 100%). The second shows the distribution of visits
across provinces within each region (e.g., among visitors to the Southern Region, 85% visited NCD). NCD = National Capital District (Port Moresby); ARB = Autonomous Region of Bougainville.



Provinces Visited - Avg. Length of Stay

Q How many nights did you spend in each province?

‘l N N
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I ! Y I |
e s N e i
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(I { 3 I | ; " ]
i A N = i b I E ; ]
H i | 6 i " CentraIrProvmce H I Southern Highlands Simb :P ) Eastern Highland '
! | % 1. : { 1 ! Province imbu Province Province ]
! i 85% | nights ! | S b P i ) . \ 8 I
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! T 15% | nights | | 7% | nights | | 39% | nights | )
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L I fo T |
: Overall Avg. Length of Stay for Southern Region = 6 nights i : Overall Avg. Length of Stay for Highlands Region = 6 nights |
1

Note: Multiple responses, therefore total does not add up to 100%. Stays of 30 nights or more were excluded to focus on short-term visits. A 29-night threshold was set to include full-month stays, even in February.



Provinces Visited - Avg. Length of Stay

Q How many nights did you spend in each province?

1 [ 1
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Overall Avg. Length of Stay for Momase Region = 6 nights Overall Avg. Length of Stay for Islands Region = 8 nights

Note: Due to multiple responses, the total does not add up to 100%. Stays of 30 nights or more were excluded to focus on short-term visits. A 29-night threshold was set to include full-month stays, even in February.



Type of Accommodation Stayed

Q What type(s) of accommodation did you stay in?

Private home _ 20%

Self-Catering / rented accommodation - 7%

Mining Site 32%
Lodges - 7%

Village/Traditional homestay - 6% . Company/ Corporate Accommodation %
; |
Guest houses/B&B . 5% ,,’ i Liveaboard/ Ship-Based Stay 22% |
Trekkers Campsites . 5% Lo !
,/ 1 Community/ Volunteer Housing 14% ,"
Backpackers/ budget / hostels I 2% B

"""""""""""""""""""" ' Share of Respondents

Note: Totals may not add up to 100% due to multiple responses. Respondents noted in ‘Others’ non-standard accommodation types such as mining campsites and liveaboard/ship-based stays, that are mostly sponsored by third party.

Respondents may use multiple accommodation types in a single trip.



Accommodation Satisfaction
Q How satisfied are you with the following aspects of the
accommodation you stayed in?

Level of Service Quality of Facilities Value for Money Health & Safety

Hotel / resort 4.4 4.2 3.9 4.2

Self-Catering / rented accommodation

Lodges

Backpackers/ budget / hostels

Guest houses/B&B 4.3 4.2 41 4.0
Village/Traditional homestay 4] 3.9 4.3 3.4
Trekkers Campsites 4.4 4.0 4.4 3.8

Scale: 1=Very Dissatisfied to 5=Very Satisfied

Note: Score is the average of all the scores to each stated aspect of the accommodation.

Note: Ratings are shown with up to 1 decimal place to accurately reflect differences. Rounding could obscure important variations
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Trip Planning and Booking Window

Q When did you start planning and making the below arrangements for
your trip to PNG?

Decided to visit Made International Booked Magle domesjcic; Booked recreation,
PNG for this trip airline reservations accommodations (within PNG) airline tours and activities
reservations
Did not do || 3% 15% %
While in PNG B2 8% . 26%
Less than 1month | 0 wx NEEE 0 sox TS ”
>0
Q
0
(0]
4-6 months 8% N% v
7% 12% [] 2% ] :
o
7-9 months .6% I3% I 2% I 2% I 4% 2
[7)]
10-12 months .6% I 2% I 2% I 3% I 5%
More than one year .8% I 1% I 2% I 1% l 5%

Note: The "Did not do"” category was overwhelmingly predominant, making other categories appear relatively small. To clarify, frequency analysis was conducted twice: once including and once excluding this category. The second analysis,
excluding the "Did not do"” category, ensures that the remaining data totals add up to 100%, offering a clearer view of the proportions of the other categories.



Source of Information Q How did you find out about PNG as a destination?

Scale: 1=extremely unimportant to 5=extremely important Q How |mportant was the information source?

Source
Business/volunteer organisation 41 D 40%
Friends/family 4.3 I, =59
Previous Visits 3.9 N =1
Internet search 4.1 D 20%
Social media 3.8 B s

Travel agent/agency brochures 4.1 -7%
Travel books 41 B 5%
General travel website 3.7 B %
Official PNGTPA website 4.0 B 4%
Magazine 3.4 B 4%
Television 3.3 B 3%

Share of Respondents

Note: Totals may not add up to 100% due to multiple responses. Ratings are shown with up to 1 decimal place to accurately reflect differences. Rounding could obscure important variations.



Influential Factors in Choosing PNG

Scale: 3=Some influence to 5=very influential

Q How influential were the following factors?

Friends and Family in Papua New Guinea |GG 4.7
Business/conference [N 1.6
Surfing G 4.6
Sports including training and sporting events |GGGl 25
Attending a wedding/honeymoon [ 4.4
Scuba diving | INEENEGEGEGEEEEEE— 4.4
Trekking (including Kokoda Trail) | " 4.4
Bird watching | EEEEEEEEE— 4.4
Cruise NG 4.3
Nature attractions/ecotourism/photography (including fishing) |IIINIININGEGEGEEE £ .3
Culture (including festival or event) |GGG 4 3
History (including war history) [ . 4.2
Sightseeing NG 4.2
Wellness and relaxation |GGG 41
Fishing [IEEEEEEEEE— 4.1
Beaches (swimming, snorkelling) | . 4.1
Food/culinary tourism | - 4.0
Other Adventure experiences (including Sepik River Safari Tour) |GGG 30

Note: Ratings are shown with up to 1 decimal place to accurately reflect differences. Rounding could obscure important variations.



Methods of Travel Bookings
Q How did you purchase your travel to PNG?

Through a corporate travel agent 26%

Direct with airline 26%

Online travel website/app (e.g. Booking.com, Expedia, Airbnb,
online travel agent)

19%

Travel arrangements were made by others (business, friends,

(o)
relatives) 18%

Through an independent travel agent/travel broker 8%

Through an in-store/independent travel agent 6%

Direct with tour operator 5%

Direct with accommodation 4%

Others 2%

Share of Respondents

Note: Totals may not add up to 100% due to multiple responses.
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Prepaid expenditure per person Q How much did you pay prior to your arrival?

Avg. prepaid spend

USD 2,388

USD 1- USD 499 18%

USD 500 - USD 999 20%

USD 1000 - USD 1499 13%

USD 1500 - USD 1999 12%

USD 2000 - USD 2499 7%

USD 2500 - USD 2999 5%

USD 3000 - USD 3499 7%

USD 3500 - USD 3999

4%

USD 4000 or more

14%

Share of Respondents

Note: The average exchange rate to PGK and USD for January - June 2025 was applied.



Pre paid items Q What did your prepaid expenditure include?

International flights 88%

Accommodation 69%

Domestic transport 46%

Meals 38%

Breakfast 33%

Activities 18%

Tours 13%

Other 7%

Share of Respondents

Note: Totals may not add up to 100% due to multiple responses. Respondents may not necessarily prepay for all the listed items and may not necessarily know the cost breakdown of their prepaid
packages



In-country Spend Per Person Per Day While in PNG

Local Spend Per Person Per Day

% of sector USD PGK
Accommodation 39 30 121
Food & Beverage 25 19 76
Domestic Travel 8 6 24
Retail 2 2 8
Souvenir 5 4 15
Tour 2 1 6
Local Transport 6 4 17
Other 13 9 39
Internet & Service 1 T 4
TOTAL 100 76 310

Note: Total Economic Impact-Per Trip and Per Day are per-person expenditures and can be used to estimate the total economic impact, through extrapolating to the total number of visitor arrivals during the surveyed period.



Economic Impact - Per Person and Total

Visitor Expenditure Per Person & Total

Average Spend Prior to arrival USD PGK
Per Person Per Trip 2,388 9,635
Flowing into local economy rate estimated 65%
Per Person Per Trip 1,552 6,263
Per Person per Day 161 652

Average Local Spend

Length of Stay (nights) mean 9.6 nights
Per Person Per Trip 726 2,979
Per Person per Day /6 310
Total Economic Impact-Per Trip 2,278 9,242
Total Economic Impact-Per Day 237 961

Note: Total Economic Impact-Per Trip and Per Day are per-person expenditures and can be used to estimate the total economic impact, through extrapolating to the total number of visitor arrivals during the surveyed period.



JAN - JUN 2024

USD 151 MILLION

FROM 48,622 VISITORS

PREPAID
EXPENDITURE

$2,286

Prepaid per visitor per trip

Flowing into
local economy
rate

$1,486

Prepaid per visitor per trip

\

®
@ IN-COUNTRY
“j SPEND

$156

In-country spend per day

x 10.4 nights

Average length of
stay

$1,620

In-country spend per trip

)

ECONOMIC $3,106 per visitor per trip

JAN - JUN 2025

USD 121 MILLION

FROM 53,379 VISITORS

% PREPAID
J EXPENDITURE

$2,388

Prepaid per visitor per trip

Flowing into
local economy
rate

$1,552

Prepaid per visitor per trip

@14
IN-COUNTRY
=

. SPEND

$76

In-country spend per day

X 9.6 nights

Average length of
stay

$726

In-country spend per trip

\—Y—}

IMPACT

ECONOMIC $2,278 per visitor per trip
$237 per visitor per day

IMPACT
$299 per visitor per day

Note: US dollars. All amounts are per person. Weight adjusted.
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Satisfaction with Travel Experience

Scale: 1=very dissatisfied to 5=very satisfied

The friendliness of the people in Papua New Guinea
Safety and security

General cleanliness

The overall level of service in Papua New Guinea
Value for money

Internet and phone availability, cost, and coverage
Quality of accommodation

Restaurants, cafes, bars, and evening entertainment
Cost of accommodation

Cost of international airfares

The frequency of air transport within Papua New Guinea
The experience of using local transport

General shopping opportunities

Cost of domestic airfares

Quality of handicraft markets

Local handicrafts/artwork

Variety of things to see and do

Cost of tours

Quality of tours

Note: Totals may not add up to 100% due to multiple responses.

4.3
3.1
3.2
3.8
3.4
3.5

4.0
3.8
3.7
3.2
3.2
3.2
3.4
3.0
3.7
3.8

3.6
3.4
3.6

Q How satisfied were you with the following?

Participation

I — 1%
4%
e 319
e 26%
I — 4%
e 24%
R 13%
e 1%
e 5%
——_— 9%
I G %
—— 5%
e 5%
— 5%
I, -
R 4%
I 4%
3%
I 3%



™

Satisfaction with Activities

Q How satisfied were you with the following?

Water-based activities Land-based activities
‘l’ ------------------------------------------------------------------------- S,
Participation Participation
visiting the beach 4.2 [ | NG - sightseeing 4.4 [ [N ;%
Swimming 4.4 _ 43% Port Moresby NaturePark 4.3 _ 33%
snorkelling 4.2 [ [ NG 2% Hiking and walking 4.6 [ | N 20
Fishing 4. _ 19% WWII history related tours 4.5 _ 25%
Diving 4.2 _ 16% Parks, nature reservesand... 4.4 _20%
Ocean cruise 4.0 - 10% Trekking (including Kokoda... 4.8 -12%
Kayaking/Canoeing 4.0 - 8% Birdwatching 4.5 - 9%
Surfing 3.8 - 8% Mountain climbing 4.6 - 7%
Sailing 3.7 - 7% Sports related activities 4.6 - 6%
Hot springs 3.8 - 5% Wildlife tours 4.1 . 4%
Water skiing 3.3 I 1% Caving 4.5 . 3%
Kite surfing 3.2 I 1% Butterfly watching 4.5 I 3%
_________________________________________________________________________ /l\~_________________________________________________________________________/

Scale: 1=very dissatisfied to 5=very satisfied

N ————————— -



Satisfaction with Activities

Q How satisfied were you with the following?

Cultural activities Shopping activities
Participation Participation
Visited villages = 4.6 _ 38%

Church 4.6 23%

il

||

||

||

n

n

n

n

||

||

||

||

||

||

n

n

n

H

"
Local dance and music 4.6 20% il Local clothin 4.3 _ 34%
— ii g 0

1

Traditional cooking 4.6 19% n

Museums 4.3 [ [ 19% !

H

h

Local events 4.6 | [ 16% ii

h

Cultural festivals 4.5 - 13% ii

T

Cultural tours 4.4 - 1% Ei

H

Local language and art = 4.6 - 10% ii

i

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Scale: 1=very dissatisfied to 5=very satisfied

N ———— —— S S -



Visitor Overall Satisfaction

Q How satisfied were you with your overall experience of PNG?

Avg. Overall
Satisfaction

Median Overall
Satisfaction

38%
35%
[%2]
IS
[}
©
C
o)
a 22%
4
kS
o
(0]
c
()]
4%
.
Very dissatisfied (1) 2 3 4 Very satisfied (5)

Note: The mean overall satisfaction rating is 3.9 and the median rating is 4. The median shows that 50% of respondents have an overall satisfaction rating of 4 and above



Most Appealing Aspects of PNG

Q What did you find most appealing about PNG?

Local People [, 41%
Environment, cleaniness, scenery and landscape | NG 30%
Culture and history | HIENKNEGFIIIGEGEEEEE 6%
Activities and Attractions || IEG@ 8%
Friends and Relatives | 5%
Local markets, local products and shops | B 5%
Accommodation [l 4%

Food and Beverage [ 3%

Other M 3%

Infrastructure [l 3%

Weather [l 3%

wildlife [l 2%

New developments [} 1%
Business opportunity [} 1%
Safety [} 1%
Business visitors&Volunteer [} 1%
Atmosphere || 1%
Service and Value for Money J} 1%
Overall good experience | 1%
Uncommercial; Unspoiled | 0.1%

Share of Respondent Comments

Note: Total response N=858. Multiple response analysis, so total does not add up to 100%
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Quotes for Most Appealing
G Aspects of PNG

Friendly people.

Spa services availability and hotel facilities in hotel

The lighthouse, brought back so many memories as a child.
The Madang Lodge. The Madang Resort. Madang Motors
(family owned.)

Church.

It is a very unique country full of amazing culture, history
and natural history - birdwatching, forests and fishing.
Forests and mountains and nature.

Friendliness of PNG people.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
i
The culture. :
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
J

+ +

Restfulness, quietness and scenery.

Hand craft marketing.

Restaurants.

Nice weather.

Warm water temperature.

Loved the people. Loved the countryside. Loved the history.
Natural resources.

High first-class hotel staying at Stanley Hotel.

Bird of Paradise.

The celebrations for independence.

+ 4+ 4+ ++++



Least Appealing Aspects of PNG

Q What did you find least appealing about PNG?

Safety and Security I 2 7%
Environment and Rubbish I 2%
Betel Nut NN, 18%
Infrastructure IEEIEIEGGN 12%
Standard of Service IIIIINGgGEEE 0%
Flights, Airlines and Airports I 10%
Cost NG 3%
Social Issues [INIIINGEGNE 7%
Local People, Lack of Pride NG 7%
Nothing; overall good experience IIIINININNNGG %
Activities and Attractions G ¢%
Port Moresby I 5%
Hygiene and healthcare G 5%
Transport NG 5%
Corruption I 4%
Government neglect IIIIIEEE 4%
Markets and Shopping experience M 3%
Accommodation N 3%
Weather 1M 2%
Cultural practices; violence against women and children [l 1%
Not much to do; Lack of information Il 1%
Discrimination 1l 1%
Food and Beverage M 1%

Language Barriers | 0.1%
Share of Respondent Comments

Note: Total response N=804. Multiple response analysis, so total does not add up to 100%



Quotes for Least Appealing
. Aspects of PNG Y.

4 A
i + Air Niugini flight cancellations and delays. Transiting i
! through Port Moresby (rubbish lying everywhere, run- .
' down graffiti covered buildings, people aimlessly .
. wandering around, even at 3am in the morning. This place |
I did not feel safe at all. :
'+  We were instructed to travel always with a guide for our |
: safety, whilst | understand the importance it took away i
i from venturing to far from the hotel or planned locations i
i The poor state of the roads. The only other thing was the :
I high humidity, but that cannot be changed! :
: Lack of quality internet. Why is Starlink not yet available? :
! My domestic Air Niugini flights were rescheduled 3 times, |
I and/ lost 2 nights at Walindi Plantation Resort. My travel |
i i
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
\ J
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insurance will not reimburse me for that loss of $720. The
Air Niugini customer service on email was very helpful.
Visa process and cost.

Crime, and the status of the roads.

Rubbish and pollution in Port Moresby.

The hassle of domestic air travel: multiple flight
cancelations/delays and the ensuing hassles
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+ The accommodation was expensive for what was offered
+ Betel nut.

+ The time taken to travel to PNG.

+ Cleanliness & water supply.

+ Crime and litter in Port Moresby.

A\ U '’'’'“'’'“'’YT7’'“T'’''’''’'’''DhttT



Suggestions for Improvement

Q Is there anything that could have improved your visit to PNG?

e ——. 30%
N, 22%
I 129

I 1%

I 5%

I 5%

N 5%

B 3%

B 3%

2%

Safety and Security
Airlines, Airports and Flights
Enviroment (rubbish and cleanness)
Infrastructure; Public service
Public Transport
Costs and Value for Money
Customs, Immigration and Visas
Level of Service
Activities and Attractions
Accommodation
Information [l 2%
Government Support to Reduce Social Issues [l 2%
Hygiene and Healthcare [} 1%

Foster linkages between industry and local community [l 1%
Financial Services [} 1%

Improve Professionalism [} 1%

Everything [} 1%

Food and Beverage J] 1%

Betel nut spitting in public spaces (reduce) | 1%
Stop Corruption and Discrimination | 0.2%

Share of Respondent Comments

Note: Total response N=485. Multiple response analysis, so total does not add up to 100%
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Quotes for Suggestions for
Improvement

Safety/security at public area, less delay for airline travelling, shop
at airport to be more variable including availability of craft shop.
Safety and security. Cleanliness.

Attitude.

Less tricky visa application.

Touristic infrastructure for self-organized spontaneous trips.

As and when Air Niugini get their new Airbus planes in operation,
then the risk of flight cancellations and delays will decrease. Do
something about the rubbish! (recycle the plastic bottles for
example by offering a deposit to return them).

Flights delay could be improved. Some low-cost hotels quality are
not good, but the cost did not match. But if we had more time we
could have explored more of PNG. However, overall was good, since
we made some goods friends there.

Safety.

Better roads.

Road condition timely repair. Poor and unstable internet provided
by Digicel. It is getting worst comparing last year. Most of area no
coverage.

There should be better training for servicing locals and cleanliness.
More variety of activities. Less crime or more safety assurance.
Personal security.

Greater sense of safety. More reliability on domestic airlines (we
flew private charter).

Improve domestic travels.

S —————
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Future Travel Intentions

I
.
I
34% P 56%
30% Pl
22% P
1 1
I
1 1
1
Very Unlikely (1) 2 3 4 Very Likely (5) i ' Very Unlikely (1) 2 3 4 Very Likely (5)
1 1
_______________________________________________________________________ L
Why they would not recommend Why they would not return
N=106 Safety and Security Concerns 68% N=69 Safety and Security Concerns 39%
Airline and Customs Issues 12% Airline and Customs Issues 14%
Too Expensive N% N
P ? Want to explore other destinations 13%
Infrastructure and Accessibility 10%
Too Expensive 13%
Cleanliness and Environmental Concerns 10%
Limited Places to stay:things to do 9% Accomplished goal and won't return 13%
Will recommend to more seasoned traveler 8% Environmental and Health Concerns 10%
Limited Knowledge 8% Non-tourism related travel; Depends on... 9%
Poor F&B and Service Quality 7% Unreliable or Limited Flight Options 7%
Cultural and Political Stabilit 7% . )
Hitd Y ? Migration of Family or Friends 6%
Not-Tourism Friendly 6%
_ Limited Infrastructure and Services 6%
Health and Safety Risks 6%
Negative Travel Experience 59 Poor Overall Service & Value for Money 3%
(*]

Better Destinations for Recreational Travel 5% No improvement from previous visits 1%



Willingness to Return - Next Trip to PNG

—————————————— Preferred Travel Package  -----------, ,------------- Preferred Booking Method -------------
N=941 | N=1,594
i
1 1
L
Independent Leisure Travel _ 49% P Direct with airline _ 329
1 1
|
HE Corporate travel agent _ 30%
Customised Leisure Travel _ 18% i i P g °
1 1
i i Online travel website _ 25%
Organised Non-Leisure Travel - 14% i i
b Direct with accommodation _ 22%
1 1
1 1
1 1
Organised Leisure Travel - 14% Lo Booking made by others _ 20%
1 1
|
_ _ bl Direct with tour operator _ 15%
Customised Non-Leisure Travel I 3% 1o
1 1
. Online travel website (vetted by
1 1 o)
I PNG local authority) - 1%
Independent Non-Leisure Travel I 2% P
1 1 .
i i In-store/independent travel agent - 10%
1 1
Unclear/ NA | 1% i i Other l 3%
i
1 1
[ ————— ', \\ _____________________________________________________________________ L d

iy

Shows respondents’ intended future travel plans to Papua New Guinea, combining package preference and booking method. Nearly half plan to travel
independently (49%), with smaller shares using customized leisure packages (18%), fully organized leisure tours (14%), or non-leisure arrangements (14%).
Respondents reported a mix of booking methods, including direct bookings, online platforms, corporate or in-store agents, and arrangements made by
others, reflecting that multiple methods may be used for a single trip.

N o - - -



NEW ZEALAND -
FOREIGN AFFAIRS & TRADE
Manati Aorere
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This report was prepared at SPTO by the Pacific Tourism Data Initiative team, in collaboration
with the Papua New Guinea Tourism Promotion Authority and the New Zealand Government.

For any queries regarding this report please contact the SPTO Manager Research and
Statistics Mr. Prashil Parkas pparkas@spto.org or SPTO Senior Research Officer, Mr.
Rovarovaivalu Vesikula rvesikula@spto.org

Photo Credit: David Kirkland
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