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The Institute for Sustainable Futures (ISF) was established by the University of Technology, Sydney in 1996 to 
work with industry, government and the community to develop sustainable futures through research and 
consultancy. Our mission is to create change toward sustainable futures that protect and enhance the 
environment, human well-being and social equity. We seek to adopt an inter-disciplinary approach to our work 
and engage our partner organisations in collaborative processes that emphasise strategic decision making.  
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and grew to be the largest dedicated tourism research organisation in the world. STCRC was formed to support 
the development of a dynamic, internationally competitive, and sustainable Australian tourism industry. In 
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1.  Introduction 

Project objectives 

The 2009 Jackson Report (2009) recommended that Australia: 

“Establish a comprehensive national tourism scorecard with targets and key performance indicators (KPIs) 
for economic impact, environmental impact, social impact and product quality.”  

The National Long-Term Tourism Strategy, adopted by the Tourism Ministers’ Council in 2009, places a similar 
emphasis on measuring the impact and performance of the tourism sector.   

In 2010, the Institute for Sustainable Futures (ISF) at the University of Technology, Sydney was commissioned 
to develop a set of Australian tourism Sustainability Performance Indicators (SPI) relevant at the national and 
destination levels. The project was managed by the National Tourism Alliance (NTA) and was directed by a 
National Steering Committee that represented the major stakeholder organisations in the industry, including 
the major peak industry bodies. Professor David Simmons, previously the Research Director of the Sustainable 
Tourism Cooperative Research Centre (STCRC), provided the Committee with technical and research advice. 
The project started in July 2010 and was completed in August 2011.  

The project was funded as a “Legacy Project” from the STCRC partners’ funds remaining when STCRC ceased 
its operations on 30 June 2010 following 13 years as Australian tourism’s scientific and strategic research 
organisation. The funding for this project has been the most significant investment by the STCRC in a single 
undertaking. 

This project was to provide a suite of performance indicators to measure the Australian tourism industry at the 
national and destination levels. The indicators allow for: 

• comparisons of tourism performance at the national and regional levels over time 
• comparison between destinations and best practice benchmarking 
• quadruple bottom line decision making by government and industry 
• development and testing of future scenarios for tourism planning 
• comparisons of tourism performance with other industries and land uses (as other sector performance 

measures become available). 

Overall framework objective: measuring the “value-added” by tourism 

“Value-added” is a composite measure of the industry’s contributions to economic, environmental and social 
progress. The final indicator framework is designed to provide this information across a number of important 
areas. That is, the framework illustrates the major ways in which the tourism industry contributes or could 
contribute to the sustainable development of the economy, the environment and society.  

This report 

This report is the second of three final reports from the project.  

The three final reports are: 

1. Final Report No. 1: Presenting the Framework, which provides a summary of how the framework was 
prepared, introduces its main features and indicates how the information is presented. 

2.  Final Report No. 2: Preparing the Framework, (this report) which outlines the process undertaken to 
develop the indicator framework.  

3. Final Report No. 3: Detailed Indicator Framework, which provides the details of the proposed 
indicator framework including sources of information and data. 

While each of the reports is intended to be a stand-alone document and to be comprehensible and useful for the 
specific purposes summarised above, they are interlinked and hence, where appropriate, cross-referenced.  It 
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will be most helpful to regard them as suite of reports in which further details on specific issues are generally to 
be found in one of the other linked reports. 

Other reports prepared during the course of the project are indicated in Appendix E. 
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2. The process of preparing the framework 

The approach used to prepare the indicator framework 

The indicator framework for this project is based on best practice guidance from the literature on effective 
indicators and performance measures, supplemented by detailed assessments of indicators and measures 
which are being used or have been recommended for use for tourism.  The main considerations which guided 
the design of the framework are outlined in Section 3 (more detail is contained in ISF’s 2010 report Draft 
Indicator Framework, see Appendix E). From the initial design, the detailed development of the framework 
which is recommended has been informed by two rounds of consultation with stakeholders nationally and in 
selected destinations around Australia ( see the description of project phases and the section on consultations 
below) below).  It is also based on a detailed assessment of the availability of information sources for potential 
indicators (see Section 6).  The framework recommended therefore draws on international best practice, the 
views and concerns of industry stakeholders in Australia, and extensive research into what is practicable in 
terms of data availability 

Project phases  

There project was conducted in three phases, summarised in Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Process of developing the framework  
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In Phase A, completed in November 2010, the ISF team undertook a comprehensive review of a wide range of 
indicator frameworks which have been developed and/or are in use in Australia and internationally.  For each 
framework the aims were to assess themes covered, and the specific indicators selected; and to find out who 
designed the framework, who used it and what it was used for. The overall aim of the review was to provide the 
basis for a broad set of possible indicators and an approach which would be relevant and feasible nationally and 
for destinations in Australia. The frameworks reviewed included general wellbeing indicator frameworks, 
tourism indicator frameworks, and more specific sustainable tourism indicator frameworks.  In this review phase 
the research team also investigated planning regulations used to monitor and report on tourism, activities and it 
investigated accreditation schemes in use nationally, at state level at individual destinations around Australia. 

Phase B of the project commenced in early 2011. The research team conducted discussions with local industry 
stakeholders in four case study destinations (refer to Appendix B), selected to ensure country-wide relevance 
and to be broadly representative of the range of Australian destinations where tourism is significant. The 
destinations were Sydney, the Gold Coast, Darwin-Kakadu and Margaret River. Based on these consultations 
and additional assessments of data availability in the target locations, the indicator framework was reviewed 
and revised and an initial proposed indicator framework was developed 

For Phase C the ISF research team conducted a second round of consultations in May and June 2011 on the 
proposed content of the framework, nationally and in five destinations – the four destinations visited in Phase 2 
with the addition of Cairns and Far North Queensland (refer to Appendix C).  During this phase and the 
consultations there was an intensive review of the availability of relevant data to inform the framework.  

The final indicator framework recommended by the ISF research team, which is summarised here in Section 5, 
is based on the design and possible indicators identified in the first phase of the project, which was refined and 
revised on the basis of the extensive consultations with potential users on the framework from across the 
tourism industry and a detailed assessment of the availability of data and information on the possible measures. 
 
To accompany the recommended indicator framework, the ISF Research Team has also developed a proposal 
for how the information could be represented for the industry nationally and for each destination with a linked 
set of “Scorecards” including a summary of the overall progress across all the indicators, and more detailed 
scorecards for each indicator.  This is contained in Final Report No. 1: Presenting the Framework. 

Consultations on the framework content   

National Steering Committee 

At each stage of the development of the framework, the ISF research team presented papers to the National 
Steering Committee and the Committee provided feedback and guidance. (See Appendix A for a list of the 
members of the committee).  

 The first meeting of the steering committee in August 2010 confirmed the national and 
regional/destination focus of the project and provided broad guidance on the issues the members 
thought should be included in a “triple bottom line” reporting of economic,  social and environmental 
progress of tourism. These issues were subsequently incorporated into the first draft of the indicator 
framework in Phase A of the project.  

 The second meeting of the steering committee in October 2010 discussed two papers prepared by the 
ISF research team at the completion of Phase A. One was a detailed 160 page paper on the main 
components of the overall proposed framework based on national and international research, with an 
“architecture” covering the three broad domains plus an identification of possible indicators. The other 
paper outlined a short list of potential destinations to be used as case studies and proposed a list of 
criteria for selecting the destinations.  The steering committee approved the overall architecture of the 
framework as the basis for commencing Phase B. It also proposed four locations for the case studies 
subject to confirmation by the research team.  

 Three detailed internal papers were presented to the steering committee’s third meeting in April 2011. 
These papers incorporated the assessments of the four destinations by the research team, based on 
the reviews of and consultations they conducted in Phase B. The papers were: 
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o A Key Issues paper which summarised issues that had emerged from the destination and 

national level consultations, which would be significant for the overall development of the 
indicator framework. These issues were related to how destinations could be covered in the 
framework; the management of the framework; revisions to the framework’s architecture 
(with the inclusion of significant “strategic issues”); and an implementation process. The 
paper was endorsed by the committee subject to significant changes to the terminology for 
strategic issues (e.g. “strategic coordination” was preferred to “governance”). The committee 
also indicated a preference for separate discussions about a future national management 
structure and decided that rather than have the project address the issue of finding an 
organisational home for the framework, the NTA would coordinate this task with input from 
the organisations on the steering committee.  

o A Revised Indicator Framework paper provided a summary of destination reviews and 
stakeholder consultations which had been undertaken, and indicated how the outcomes were 
incorporated into a revised framework. The paper also provided an outline of an 
implementation/development schedule for the indicators.  

o A Communications Strategy paper discussed the use of scorecards and the potential for 
adopting a triple bottom line balanced scorecard tool for presenting and communicating the 
performance indicator framework developed in this project (with examples). It also outlined 
key components of the strategy and how it would be developed during the remainder of this 
project. 

 

Phase B consultations 

During Phase B the ISF project team made a detailed assessment of the potential for the development of the 
indicator framework for four tourist destinations, and for the national level. The review comprised of detailed 
assessments of the plans, documents and reports available from relevant stakeholder organisations in each 
location and direct consultation with with organisations in the destinations to assess:  

 stakeholders’ views of the destination’s key sites and assets, where and how tourism occurred within the 
destination, the current state of the industry, and current trends in tourism in that destination 

 the key issues, challenges and opportunities for tourism in the destination, including: specific local issues; 
changing tourism needs and the degree of sensitivity of the destination to these changing needs ); and 
an assessment of  how tourism was managed and planned  

 who took responsibility for data collection and reporting, and who might be interested in using the 
indicator framework.  

 

Over 50 stakeholder organisations were consulted across the four destinations. The organisations included: 

 local government organisations 

 state government organisations  

 regional tourism organisations  

 industry associations 

 private operators/businesses.  
 

Appendix B lists the organisations consulted during Phase B of the project.  

Discussions were also commenced with national stakeholders, particularly the Australian Bureau of Statistics 
(ABS). These discussions continued into Phase C. 

 

Phase C consultations 

The consultations on the content of the framework were conducted nationally and in five destinations. 
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Destinations: The consultations involved stakeholders in the four case study destinations and an additional 
destination, Tropical North Queensland. The consultations took the form of face-to-face discussions with 
selected stakeholder organisations, supplemented by small workshops in the destinations.  

At the consultations, stakeholders were invited to discuss and comment on: 

 the draft indicator framework and the suitability of the identified headlines, indicators and measures 

 available data sources for the identified indicators and measures.  
 

Nationally there have been consultations with: 

 the major organisations responsible for collecting or reporting on information and data and tourism 
(notably the sections of the Australian Bureau of Statistics that are responsible for regional data  
covering economic, social and environmental issues and Tourism Satellite Accounts) with a major focus 
on the availability of data 

 chairs of the relevant Working Groups of the National Long-Term Tourism Strategy or their nominees 
(including Working Groups on Labour and Skills Development; Destination Management Planning; 
Investment; Industry Resilience; Indigenous Tourism Development; and the Research Advisory Board).  
This consultation was not included in the original brief for of the project. It was added in order to 
ensure that the indicator framework provides information relevant to the objectives and the priorities 
of the working groups themselves. An appendix to Final Report No. 3: Detailed Indicator Framework, 
summarises the priorities of each relevant working group, its proposed outputs, and indicates which 
indicators and measures are directly related 

Appendix C lists the organisations consulted during Phase C of the project.  

Managing the development and implementation of the indicator framework  

The National Steering Committee has discussed how to further develop and manage the indicator framework. 
Several stakeholders raised this issue in the consultations during Phases B and C of the project. In particular, the 
committee discussed which organisation or organisations might be responsible for the further implementation 
of the indicator framework. At the end of Phase B, following the destination-level consultations, the Research 
Team recommended having a national organisation responsible for the overall management of the indicator 
framework but with mechanisms for state- and destination-level organisations to input and use information. 
This recommendation was endorsed and has informed the final design of the framework recommended here 
implemented. The question of which organisation or organisations would be involved, and how this 
arrangement might be resourced, were not within the terms of reference for this project.  However, during 2011 
the NTA coordinated separate discussions with stakeholder organisations represented on the National Steering 
Committee with a view to identifying strategies for national management or coordination of the indicator 
framework when the design of the indicator framework (the task of this project) was completed.  It is 
understood that these discussions will continue. 

Resource and budget requirements for implementing the indicator framework  

This project did not involve a detailed costing process.  However, it can be said that there will be a range of 
associated costs that would require a budgetary allocation to support further development and use of this 
framework.  

An assessment has been made of the time periods for development and use of specific indicators and measures. 
This is detailed in Final Report No. 3: The Detailed Indicator Framework, which also provides some assessment 
of the broader resourcing implications. For some indicators this will be an investment of staff time (e.g. 
conducting data analysis / differently aggregating existing data) and for other indicators it will be a direct 
financial cost (such as paying for access for data that another agency holds). In relation to direct financial costs, 
it is important to recognise that implementing the framework will have budgetary implications.  Developing 
new surveys for example, will require research, design, testing, roll-out and data analysis. If an agency 
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outsourced this work it would have a direct financial cost. However, there is scope for different options to be 
explored – such as using existing surveys and adding questions, or developing such surveys in-house, in which 
case there may be a staffing cost but not a direct financial cost.  
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3. Considerations in designing the framework 

This section outlines the parameters or considerations used in the overall, initial design and focus of the 
indicator framework. 

Building on and extending international best practice 

There is international interest in and commitment to developing sustainability indicators for tourism. The 
national and international literature reviewed in the first phase of this project confirms that the interest in 
developing sustainability indicators first emerged in 1992 when governments introduced the concept as part of 
Agenda 21 at the Earth Summit in Rio. Following this, the United Nations Commission on Sustainable 
Development began work on developing sustainability indicators and presented one of the first sustainable 
development indicator sets in 1995. In 2001, the European Union established a dedicated Sustainable 
Development Indicators Task Force, reinforcing the international acknowledgement of the importance of 
indicators. Since that time, a multitude of indicator frameworks and indicator sets have been developed for 
specific sectors and at international, national and regional levels.  

However these general sustainability indicator frameworks do not typically consider tourism as a main theme, 
and therefore cannot be used to directly monitor tourism development or the sustainability of the tourism 
industry.  To date, research on sustainability indicators for tourism has tended to focus on identifying indicators 
for use in managing tourism development and in monitoring the negative impacts of tourism on particular 
destinations.  

There are some existing sustainability indicator frameworks for tourism destinations which are both useful and 
applicable for this project. The World Tourism Organization (WTO) pioneered the development and application 
of sustainability indicators to tourism and to destinations in the early 1990s and published a guidebook in 2004, 
with a range of tools and examples, titled  Indicators of Sustainable Development for Tourism Destinations.  This 
comprehensive set of suggested indicators has been used as a point of reference for this project, particularly in 
developing the specific indicators and measures detailed in Final Report No.3: Detailed Indicator Framework. 

The EU has also committed itself to general policies for sustainability in tourism and, in 2009 began developing 
an indicator framework for use in tourist destinations. The European Commission defines “sustainable tourism” 
as:  

tourism that is economically and socially viable without detracting from the environment and local 
culture ... the sustainability of tourism concerns particularly important aspects such as competitive and 
socially-responsible tourism enterprises, the possibility for all citizens to participate in tourism, good 
employment opportunities in the sector and benefits from tourism activities for local communities.”  
(EC “Basic Orientations for the Sustainability of European Tourism (COM (2003) 716 final). 

In order to obtain advice and support in implementing its policy in the field of sustainable tourism, in 2005 the 
European Commission set up a Sustainable Tourism Group (TSG)

1
 in 2005 to assist in implementing its 

sustainable tourism policy. The TSG currently comprises 33 members representing destinations, civil society, 
researchers, international organisations and some private experts. It has taken on the responsibility of 
developing a set of indicators and of preparing a model for monitoring the  indicator system. The content and 
timing of the TSG’s and the EU’s progress with these indicators provides confirmation that the indicator 
framework presented in this project is consistent with international leading-edge research and industry 
thinking. 

In 2009 the TSG produced a core set of indicators in collaboration with the Network of European Regions for a 
Sustainable and Competitive Tourism an organisatin that had been established two years earlier. Initial testing 
of these core indicators was then carried out by two different groups in 2010. In mid-2011, the EU released a 
tender for a project to investigate the feasibility of a Europe-wide system of tourism indicators for the 

                                                           
1
 COM (2003) 716 final Basic orientations for the sustainability of European Tourism    
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sustainable management of destinations and to make recommendations to local/ national/ European 
stakeholders for its implementation. 

Target users for the framework 

The principal target users for an Australian tourism indicator framework (agreed in an early decision by the 
Project Steering Committee are the organisations involved in destination management who are the key front-
line decision-makers on the issues and challenges relating to sustainable tourism.  

Other potential users of an Australian sustainable tourism indicator framework include: 

 tourism administrations and other public authorities at the regional and national levels, who may need to 
aggregate data from several sites or destinations 

 tour operators, transportation companies and other service providers 

 on-site managers of specific attractions, natural and cultural sites or protected areas, and those who 
manage product development 

 facility planners and managers for resorts, accommodation and other tourism establishments 

 researchers and students dealing with tourism-related development issues 

 members of interest groups, community organisations and the host community, who wish to be informed 
participants in the development of the tourism industry 

 informed tourists, who wish to understand and help maintain the basis for their tourism. 

Measuring influence and impact 

The indicator framework is designed to address the fact that the organisations in the tourism industry are 
interested both in factors affecting them (i.e. factors which influence tourism) and in their own performance 
(i.e. the impacts of tourism). The distinction, summarised in the report Draft Indicator Framework, is that 
influence indicators describe tourism’s operating environment whereas impact indicators relate to tourism’s 
own ‘performance,’ reflecting what is important to stakeholders and the Australian community.  

Influence indicators are important for informing the tourism sector about ’external’ trends and pressures likely 
to affect the industry‘s performance. Consequently, they are useful for helping to project or plan for the future.  

Impact indicators deal with trends that tourism can explicitly influence or control, and in some cases are 
specifically about the state of the industry itself. They will inform stakeholders about how the sector is adding 
value and hence contributing to the Australian community’s progress. Impact indicators can be used by the 
tourism sector to communicate to key stakeholders (government, community and visitors) about the industry’s 
positive contribution, or the value added by tourism. They can also be used by the industry to plan changes 
within practices to minimise any negative impacts on the Australian community.  

Framework architecture 

The framework’s ‘architecture’ was developed in the first phase of the project. The notion of the four “tiers” of 
the architecture (domains, headlines, indicators and measures) and the relationships between them was 
adapted from the ABS’s Measuring Australia’s Progress framework. The framework comprises a draft set of 
indicators organised across three key domains – economy environment and society. These domains can also be 
considered as built/capital, natural and social assets. This structure reflects the core elements of what is 
generally referred to as the “triple bottom line”. 

Within each domain, there are a number of headline areas. These are the key components that research shows 
influence tourism or which are the most important components for assessing its impact. For each headline area, 
there are indicators that reveal in more detail the significant drivers or the aspects of value added/impact. For 
each indicator there are a number of possible measures. Measures are the actual data and information 
collected and assessed to tell us how things are progressing for that indicator.   
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Figure 2 below provides a representation of the architecture of the framework. 

 

Figure 2: Framework architecture
2
 

Objective and subjective measures 

This framework contains a combination of objective measures (based on the quantification of ‘facts’, such as the 
number of tourists coming from different parts of the world) and the subjective measures (based on people’s 
views or perceptions, for example whether tourists feel safe in particular areas). Subjective measures are 
particularly significant in the social domain of the indicator framework. 

Linking the framework to the National Long-Term Tourism Strategy 

This project was undertaken as a piece of independent research, working to terms of reference established at 
the conclusion of the Sustainable Tourism Cooperative Research Centre and funded through “legacy” funds 
from the STCRC.  However, any performance information or management system is most useful when it is 
linked to and informs particular objectives or strategies.   In this context, the project has taken the National 
Long-Term Tourism Strategy (NLTS) to be the general point of reference for the overall strategy for the 
industry. The NLTS was adopted in 2009 with implementation led by the Tourism Ministers’ Council (TMC).   
 
Detailed activities under the NLTS are being taken forward by working groups of stakeholder organisations 
covering:  labour and skills development; investment and regulatory reform; destination management planning; 
transport access and associated infrastructure development; industry resilience; quality assurance and 
accreditation; and Indigenous tourism development. In acknowledgement of importance of research for 
providing information to industry and government, a Research Advisory Board has also been established. 
 
During the preparation of this indicator framework, it has become increasingly clear during consultations with 
stakeholders and the National Steering Committee, that it would be most useful for the future planning of the 
industry if the framework relates to the activities of these national working groups. Thus, while this was not part 
of the initial terms of reference or design for the research,  consultations in Phase C of the project were 
extended to include the chairperson of each of the relevant national working groups, or her/his nominee. Their 
views and comments were considered during the final preparations of the indicator framework.  In Final Report 
No.3: Detailed Indicator Framework, the accompanying report which details the proposed indicator 
framework, the ISF research team identifies how the framework relates to the priorities of the respective 
working groups under the NLTS.  

                                                           
2
 Adapted from Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2010, Measure of Australia’s Progress, Cat. 1370.0  
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4. Framework content 

The initial framework  

Figure 3 summarises the headline areas of the initial framework developed by ISF in the first phase of this 
project. Based on national and international best practice, on the issues raised in the NLTS for the tourism 
industry and on the likely availability of data, ISF initially proposed 62 possible indicators –  20 to describe 
progress in the economic headline areas, 20 for the environment headline areas and 22 for the society headline 
areas. 

 

 

Figure 3: Initial proposed framework of domains and headlines (October 2010) 

Revising the architecture of the framework: adding cross cutting issues 

The extensive national- and destination-level consultations conducted in 2011 aimed to (i) identify issues of 
interest to stakeholders and (ii) assess the sorts of information that are regularly collected and reported on at 
the destination level. Based on the outcomes of the consultation the project team revisited the framework and 
incorporated feedback into a review of the overall architecture, the headlines and the other tiers.  

This review and the two subsequent rounds of consultation supported the conclusion that overall, the 
architecture “worked” in specifying the domains and headlines supported by detailed indicators and measures.  

However, during the course of the two rounds of consultation, three significant additions were made to the 
domain and headline level of the framework. These are summarised below.   

An underlying issue: Strategic Coordination 

Feedback from consultations revealed an interest in developing indicators and measures to track how the 
various parts of the tourism sector work together for the benefit of the industry overall, for example to develop 
common strategic targets and coordinated responses. The broad interest in “governance” was driven by a series 
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of aims, which included: 

 encouraging cooperation and partnership building between organisations, so as to promote 
integrated development of planning initiatives (for example, with respect to issues such as 
seasonality or disaster management) at the destination and national level 

 promoting an integrated governance framework for tourism at the destination and national levels, 
so as to optimise available economic, environmental and social resources  

 encouraging community involvement in the planning and development of tourism at the 
destination level, so as to promote proactive rather than reactive engagement between local 
communities and the local tourism industry. 

The term which the National Steering Committee thought best captured this set of issues, and which would 
enable the industry to contribute across the range of economic, environmental and social considerations, was 
Strategic Coordination.   

Cross cutting highlighted issue: Risk and Resilience 

Feedback from the consultations and the review process showed that national and destination stakeholders are 
particularly concerned with the overall resilience of the industry (economically, environmentally and socially) 
but also with the risks the industry will face as it develops further.  

These resilience considerations include, for example, the dependence of particular destinations on tourism and 
the threshold at which overdependence on tourism constitutes a risk, particularly in the light of external factors 
such as fluctuations in exchange rates, changing electricity prices, changing climate or natural disasters. They 
also include the forms of disaster management planning being coordinated and implemented to assist in 
natural disasters; and the environmental impacts of tourism on particular locations and how this is managed 
(e.g. the Great Barrier Reef).  

The feedback has been incorporated into the framework by identifying risk and resilience as an ‘issue cluster’ – a 
set of issues which needs to be highlighted and which need to be addressed as a whole rather than as separate 
issues. Risk and Resilience has therefore been added as a cross cutting issue at the headline level. Rather than 
developing a separate and additional set of indicators and measures for risk and resilience it is suggested that 
information should be drawn from specific indicators and measures from each of the domains. In other words, 
the issue cluster repeats and hence highlights a number of indicators from each of the main domains. See 
Figure 6 for specific indicators suggested for this cross cutting issue. 

The cluster also addresses directly the considerations of the NLTS Working Group on Industry Resilience.  

Cross cutting highlighted issue: Accessibility and Transport 

Accessibility and Transport is another issue that has been identified in consultations as a sector priority which 
relates directly to a Working Group on the NLTS. Transport crosses the three domains and is a dominant issue 
for tourism that informs destination management planning. Indicators for this issue can reflect the impact of 
transportation on a region as a tourism destination whilst supply side indicators reflect the capacity and 
accessibility of the sector which will influence future visitor numbers. Therefore, to align this indicator 
framework with the considerations of the NLTS Working Group on Tourism Access, Accessibility and Transport 
has been added as a second cluster issue.  

To understand the real impact that changes to accessibility and transport have on a region, and to influence 
those changes, the issue should be understood in its entirety – including its economic, environmental and social 
components. This allows planners to weigh the negative effects of increased transport capacity (emissions and 
social disruption) against the positives (changes in perceived convenience of visiting a destination) and identify 
the full range of stakeholders who should be consulted. 

As for Risk and Resilience, this issues cluster draws on information from specific indicators and measures from 
each of the three domains – highlighting the key information that tourism managers and planners should 

understand when wanting to address this issue (see Figure 6) for more detail of the intended indicators).  
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Reviewing and revising the indicators and measures 

After consulting with stakeholders about the information they collect and use, the ISF research team 
systematically reviewed the indicators and measures suggested for each headline at the destination, state and 
national scales. The review identified which information is currently available and which could be made 
available in the future. The objective of this review was to more accurately assess what is feasible in terms of 
developing the indicator framework and how long it would take (and hence the potential resource 
requirements) before it would be available for practical use.  

In response to comments received during consultations about the focus of the framework, and to the research 
team’s assessments of the availability of the requisite data and information several rounds of amendments 
were made to the number, location and titles of the headlines.  
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5. The recommended indicator framework  

Figure 4 summarises the final proposed overall architecture of the framework after the revisions and 
adjustments made as a result of the rounds of national and destination level consultations. It includes the 
underlying issue of strategic coordination and two cross cutting issues: Risk and Resilience and Accessibility and 
Transport.  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Each headline also has a number of indicators and measures associated with it. These are described in detail in 
the accompanying report Final Report No. 3: Detailed Indicator Framework..  

Figure 4: Final proposed framework architecture: domains, headlines and cross 
cutting issues (September 2011) 
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Figure 5 summarises the proposed indicators for each headline in the three domains, and for the underlying 
strategic coordination. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Figure 5: The recommended framework  

CROSS-CUTTING ISSUES 

RISK AND RESILIENCE ACCESSIBILITY & TRANSPORT 
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Figure 6 indicates how the indicators in each of the domains would be combined to provide the cross cutting 
indicators of Risk and Resilience and Accessibility and Transport. 

 

 

 

The following section, Section 6, outlines the detailed considerations involved in developing this proposed 
framework. 

Figure 6: Representation of cross-cutting issues 
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6. Detailed considerations in determining the indicator framework  

During of the project, specific consideration was paid to the practicalities of developing and applying an 
indicator framework given the resources, and priorities of the organisations consulted with and and the nature 
and extent of available information and data    This section outlines the issues and criteria which informed the 
selection of the final indicators and measures, and which shaped how these indicators are categorised in the 
framework.   

Data availability and development 

In preparing the detail of the proposed framework at the destination, state and national scales the ISF team 
applied a set of criteria (see Appendix D) to assess whether relevant data was currently available in a form which 
could be used for the proposed framework or if not, how long it might take to develop new methods for 
collecting, analysing or presenting data   This was intended both as a reality check for what can be reported on 
immediately and to provide an indication of how the existing information sources could be interrogated or 
analysed differently to inform the indicator framework. Specifically, the research made a preliminary 
assessment of whether it would be possible to report on an indicator and headline area “immediately” (approx. 
3–6 months), in the short term (within approx. 2 years) and in the longer term (requiring more than 2 years 
development work). Part of the brief for this project was to develop indicators that would involve a “stretch” for 
the industry in terms of what is collected and reported on.   

The proposed indicator framework covers the headlines, indicators and measures for which the ISF team has 
judged data or information is immediately available or could be available in the short term.  That is, it provides 
for an indicator and information system which could be delivered within two years 

Data availability at different geographical scales  

In the final revisions to this draft set of indicators, the research team recognised that there are some indicators 
for which data and information is available immediately or in the short term for one geographical “level” 
(national, state or destination), but for which matching information is not available at the other levels or would, 
at best, be available in the long term only.  As was anticipated in the early phases of developing the framework, 
there is currently much more information and data available for the national level than for the states or 
destinations. This occurs most frequently with national level data and information. As a result, while the 
architecture and framework are applied systematically, populating the framework in terms of indicators and 
measures for which data is available is more comprehensive at the national level that the other levels.  

Achieving balance in the score card 

The requirements for this project were to develop a “balanced” scorecard of indicators. At each stage in the 
project, attention has been paid both to achieving a balance between being as comprehensive as possible in 
coverage in relation to recognised good practice nationally and internationally and to being intelligible to non-
specialists. The framework is after all, intended for general use by stakeholders, and is not solely for technical 
specialists. In the final reviews and revisions, adjustments have been made to ensure that there is an optimum 
balance between the respective domains and headlines in terms of the numbers and coverage of indicators. 
This process aimed to ensure that the number of indicators was not too extensive since the intention was to 
identify key issues and aspects relevant across the industry. Accordingly, in this final draft of the framework, the 
number of headlines was reduced in the environmental and social domains (compared with the initial 
framework nominated in October 2010). This was achieved partly by the relocation of the work and education 
and training headlines and measures from the social domain to the economic domain. 

Influence and impact 

From the beginning, the framework’s design incorporated information both on factors affecting the present and 
future development of the industry (influence on tourism) and on the industry’s own performance (impacts of 
tourism) (Figure 7). Robust indicator frameworks contain a combination of influence and impact indicators as 
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the former are important for assisting with prediction (as the influences change), whilst impact indicators are 
normally focused on information about the past for monitoring and evaluation purposes. This framework 
identifies which proposed indicators are influence indicators and which are measures of impact. Some 
indicators cover issues which are both – the influence the development of the industry, and they are also 
measures of its impact (as illustrated in Figure 8).  

 

 

 

Figure 7: The framework incorporates both influence and impact indicators 
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Figure 8: Monitoring influences and impacts  
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Attribution of impact 

For many indicators that assess or measure the impact of tourism, it is a challenge to identify the specific 
impacts which are actually attributable to tourism and tourists.  For example, a restaurant or cafe located in a 
tourist destination will be serving meals, coffee, drinks and so on to local residents as well as tourists. The 
attribution of impacts to tourism is most developed in the economic sphere where detailed conceptualisation 
and research over many years has developed the Tourism Satellite Accounts.  These are based on detailed 
assessments of what different industries buy from and sell to each other. There is no comparable, robust 
conceptualisation and research to draw on for the environmental and social domains. For the purposes of this 
proposed framework, the ISF team has therefore identified some initial techniques of attribution.  For many of 
the impact indicators these would initially provide only broad measures, or “orders of magnitude” rather than 
robust assessments.  The techniques recommended are: 

 Direct attribution: some of the sources of information provide direct and accurate attribution of 
impacts to tourism, for example where data is drawn from surveys of tourists. 

 General attribution in a domain: in each domain it is possible to identify the key drivers for impact 
and, based on this, to generate the basis for a broad proxy measure of attribution. For the economic 
domain, general attribution is based on business and industry characteristics (the basis of TSA); for the 
social domain, the fundamental drivers relate to population; and for the environmental domain, the 
main drivers are a combination of industry and population. 

 Specific attribution to a measure in a domain: for some specific measures, this general measure of 
attribution is not appropriate or produces too broad a generalisation for it to be useful. Where this is 
the case a more specific method of attribution is suggested. 

It should be emphasised, however, that making these forms of attribution, does not imply a comprehensive 
model of cause and effect (in what are often complex interrelationships). Rather, these methods of 
attribution enable us to develop initial measures or proxy measures for the indicators. As the framework is 
developed and further detailed research is conducted, these proxy measures can be updated and replaced 
with more accurate estimations so that they can be improved over time.   

One of the benefits of having a framework of indicators and reporting against them is that it raises 
questions like ‘is this the best data we could be using to tell this story?’ or ‘how might we best document 
tourism’s influence on this issue of importance?’ – which in turn may lead to innovations  in data use in the 
longer term.  
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7. The next steps with the indicator framework  

Implementation of the indicator framework  

As indicated earlier in this report, questions about which organisation or organisations would be involved in 
implementing the framework, and how this implementation might be resourced, were outside the terms of 
reference for this project. However it is acknowledged that these are issues which will need to be addressed for 
the framework to be implemented. It is understood that following the completion of this project, the 
discussions to identify strategies for national management or coordination of the indicator framework will 
continue between stakeholder organisations represented on the National Steering Committee.  

The research agenda 

The STCRC which provided the Legacy Funding for this project was a research-based organisation.  As has been 
the convention at the completion of other STCRC research projects, this final report will identify some of the 
broad areas and issues for a future research agenda. 

 Further development of concepts and research evidence on environmental and social impacts: As 
indicated above there is no robust conceptualisation and research to draw on for the environmental 
and social domains of this indicator comparable to the Tourism Satellite Accounts developed in the 
economic sphere.  There has been extensive research on specific elements of the relationships 
between the environment, society and tourism, much of it funded through the STCRC.  These 
individual research projects have not been brought together in a comprehensive assessment or 
“model” of the interrelationships and impacts. To do so constitutes a considerable challenge, because 
of the complexity of the interrelationships in the social and environmental domains and because of the 
absence of comprehensive and reliable research evidence about all potential aspects of such a model. 
However, initiating and then developing an understanding of the issues involved would benefit the 
further development of this framework and provide the basis for more robust measures and 
understanding. 

 Applying the indicator framework at the local/destination level: Putting a sustainability indicator 
framework in place, and making it useful and effective in a consistent and recurrent way, is an iterative 
process.  Indicators need to be refined and revised.  For the indicators to be useful they must be linked 
to the specific objectives or outcomes of an organisation or to the requirements of a specific location.  
While the framework presented here is the product of a careful assessment of what would constitute 
the most robust and reliable set of indicators (based on international and national research, 
experience, availability of data and information etc.) and while it has been prepared in consultation 
with significant stakeholders at the national and destination levels, it has not been trialled in localities 
or destinations. Undertaking a pilot action research project in two selected destinations, in active 
collaboration with the relevant local stakeholders, including local governments, would provide an 
invaluable next iteration of the framework overall and of the indicators. 
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Appendix A: Membership of the National Steering Committee for the 
Project 
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Australian Regional Tourism Network Rose Wright 

Australian Tourism Export Council Felicia Mariani 

Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism Helen Cox 

National Tourism Alliance Juliana Payne 

Tim Lisle-Williams 

Jenny Lambert (to November 2011) 

Tourism and Transport Forum Adele Labine-Romain 

Emma Edwards 

Tourism Australia Nell Anderson 

Tourism Industry Council of NSW Geoff Buckley 

Tourism Services Pty Ltd Ian Kean (former CEO of the Sustainable Tourism 
Cooperative Research Centre) 

Science Advisor Professor David Simmons, (former Research 
Director of the Sustainable Tourism Cooperative 
Research Centre) 
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Appendix B: Organisations consulted in Phase B of the project  

The following tables indicate the stakeholder organisations consulted directly in each of the four case study 
destinations of Sydney (NSW), the Gold Coast (Qld), Darwin-Kakadu (NT) and Margaret River (WA).  

A stakeholder map was devised for each destination, including local and state government departments 
(including state tourism authorities and other agencies), regional tourism organisations (RTOs) and industry 
associations. The mapping process also examined the scales across which each stakeholder operates to reflect 
the varying scales at which policy development and planning takes place. As shown in the tables below, 
stakeholders were marked as ‘national’, ‘state’, ‘destination’ or a combination of these. Several key 
stakeholders were consulted during the stakeholder mapping process which in turn helped identify additional 
stakeholders short listed for consultation. The final list comprises those stakeholders able to participate in the 
consultation for the research given time constraints and availability.  

Table B1: Phase B Destination Gold Coast stakeholder consultations 

 

Stakeholder organisation 
Stakeholder 
classification S

ca
le
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re

li
m
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ry
 

co
n

su
lt

a
ti

o
n

 

1 Tourism Queensland State Govt.  S  

2 Queensland Tourism Industry Council Industry Assn. S  

3 Gold Coast City Council Local Govt. D 
 

4 Gold Coast City Tourism RTO D 
 

5 Scenic Rim Regional Council Local Govt. D  

6 Department of Employment, Economic Development & Innovation State Govt. S  

7 TransLink State Govt. S  

8 Queensland Hotels Association Industry Assn. S  

9 Events Gold Coast / Events Queensland Industry Assn. S, D  

10 Southport chamber of commerce Industry Assn. D  

11 Qld outdoor and recreation federation Industry Assn. S  
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 Table 1: Phase B Destination Sydney stakeholder consultations 

 

Stakeholder organisation 
Stakeholder 
classification S

ca
le

 

P
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1 City of Sydney Local Govt. D 
 

2 Tourism NSW (Inc. Visit NSW Unit) State Govt. S  

3 Blue Mountains Tourism Ltd RTO D  

4 Blue Mts, Lithgow & Oberon Councils Local Govt D  

5 Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (Inc. Parks & Wildlife Service) State Govt. S  

6 Manly Council Local Govt. D  

7 Tourism Industry Council of NSW Industry Assn. S  

8 Industry and Investment NSW  (Investment Attraction) State Govt. S  

9 Industry and Investment NSW  (Innovation, Science and Industry Analysis) State Govt.  S  

10 Business Events Sydney Industry Assn. D  

11 Caravan Camping Industry Association of NSW Industry Assn. N, S  

12 Events NSW State Govt. S  

13 Sydney Chamber of Commerce (affiliate of NSW Business Chamber) Industry Assn. D  

14 Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority State Govt. D  

15 Museum and Galleries NSW State Govt. S  

 

Table 2: Phase B Destination Darwin-Kakadu stakeholder consultations 

 

Stakeholder organisation 
Stakeholder 
classification S

ca
le
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n
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1 Tourism NT (NT Tourism Commission) Territory Govt. S, D 
 

2 Tourism Top End RTO D  

3 Kakadu National Park Industry Assn. D  

4 Darwin City Council Local Govt.  D  

5 Darwin Port Corporation Industry Assn.  D  

6 NT Airports Industry Assn.  S  

7 NT Parks and Wildlife Services Industry Assn.  S  

8 Adventure Tours Australia Industry Assn.  D  

9 Indigenous tour operator – Victor Cooper Industry Assn. D  

10 Cruise Ship Facilitation Committee Industry Assn.  D  

11 NT Backpacker Operators’ Association (NTBOA) Industry Assn.  S  

12 NT Guided Fishing Industry Association Industry Assn.  S  

13 NT Aviation Committee (NTAC) Industry Assn. S  

14 Parks Australia North Territory Govt. S  

15 Kakadu Tourism Consultative Commission Industry Assn. D  

16 Kakadu National Park Board of Management Industry Assn. D  

17 Regional Development Australia – NT Branch Federal Govt. S  

18 Department of Infrastructure, Planning and Environment Territory Govt. S  

19 Northern Land Council Industry Assn. D  
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Table 3: Phase B Destination Margaret River stakeholder consultations 

 

Stakeholder organisation 
Stakeholder 
classification S

ta
te

  

P
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n
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1 Tourism WA State Govt. S  

2 Australia’s South West Tourism RTO S, D  

3 Regional Development Australia – South West Branch State Govt.  S  

4 Shire of Busselton Local Govt. D  

5 Shire of Augusta-Margaret River Local Govt.  D  

6 Augusta-Margaret River Tourism Association Industry Assn.  D  

7 Department of Environment and Conservation State Govt. S  

8 Small Development Corporation Industry Assn. D  

9 Tourism Task Force WA Industry Assn.  S, D  

10 Geographe Bay Tourism Association Industry Assn.  D  

11 Margaret River Geographe Tourism Task Force Industry Assn. D  

12 Kate Lamont (operator) Industry Assn. S, D  

13 South West Development Commission State Govt.  S  

14 Margaret River Wine Industry Association Industry Assn.  D  

15 Cape Lodge, Yallingup Operator D  
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Appendix C: Organisations consulted in Phase C of the project  

Phase C of the STCRC Legacy Project was structured to enable feedback on the proposed framework from 
groups of stakeholders:  

 stakeholders consulted previously in the four destinations from Phase B of the project (refer to 
Appendix B: Organisations consulted in Phase B of the project  

 stakeholders from an additional destination not included in Phase B: Cairns and Tropical Far North 
Queensland   

 national stakeholders including Working Group Chairs of the National Long-term Tourism Strategy 
(NLTS) , the Federal Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism and the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics. 

  



Australian Tourism Sustainability Performance Indicators October 2011 
 

Final Report No. 2: Preparing the Framework    35 

Table 4: Phase C stakeholder consultations 

 

Stakeholder Stakeholder classification Jurisdiction 

1 Tourism Tasmania Chair NLTS Working Group Destination Management 
Planning 

National 

2 Tourism NSW Representative NLTS Working Group Digital Distribution National 

3 Tourism NT Chair NLTS Working Group Indigenous Tourism National 

4 Tourism Qld Chair NLTS Working Group Industry Resilience National 

5 Tourism Vic Chair NLTS Working Group Investment and Regulatory 
Reform 

National 

6 Tourism SA Chair NLTS Working Group Labour and Skills National 

7 Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism Representative NLTS Working Group Research Advisory 
Board 

National 

8 Department of Resources, Energy and Tourism Chair NLTS Working Group Tourism Access National 

9 Tourism Quality Council of Australia Chair NLTS Working Group Tourism Quality National 

10 Tourism Research Australia Commonwealth National 

11 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Water and 
Environment Accounts 

Commonwealth National 

12 Australian Bureau of Statistics, Transport, Tourism 
and Local Government 

Commonwealth National 

13 EC3 Global Tourism Consultancy Business National 

14 Tourism NSW STO NSW 

15 Tourism Industry Council NSW Industry Assn.  NSW 

16 UTS Business, School of Management University NSW 

17 Tourism Queensland STO Qld 

18 Gold Coast City Council Local Government Qld 

19 Gold Coast City Tourism Ltd RTO Qld 

20 Tourism Tropical North Queensland RTO Qld 

21 Department of Employment, Economic 
Development and Innovation 

State Government  Qld 

22 Tourism NT STO NT 

23 Darwin City Council Local Government NT 

24 Northern Land Council Land Council NT 

25 Parks and Wildlife Service State Government NT 

26 Tourism Top End  RTO NT 

27 NT Tourism Advisory Board, Kakadu National Park Industry Assn. NT 

28 Shire of Busselton Local Government WA 

29 South West Development Commission State Government WA 

30 Geographe Bay Tourism Association Industry Assn. WA 

31 Tourism WA STO WA 

32 Margaret River/Geographe Bay Tourism Task Force Industry Assn. WA 
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Appendix D: Assessment of Timeframes and Costs 

In preparing the details of the indicators and measures for the proposed framework at the destination, state and 
national scales, the ISF team applied the criteria shown below to assess how readily the data and information is 
or could be available. The research made a preliminary assessment of whether it would be possible to report on 
an indicator and headline area immediately (approx. 3–6 months), in the short term (within approx. 2 years) and 
in the longer term (requiring more than 2 years development work).  

The potential costs of developing or implementing specific measures in the table are also linked to the 
timescales (measures with the potential for immediate use are low cost; those which would be available in the 
short term imply medium costs).  The costs themselves are generally of three kinds:  

 costs of analyzing ,reinterpreting available data or information sources, or applying a new 
methodology to analyze data;  

 administrative costs of aggregating information from existing potential sources not currently being 
used for that purpose;  

 costs of inserting additional questions in existing surveys OR undertaking additional surveys 

Table 5: Timeframe assessment criteria 

 Criteria for assessing 
indicator feasibility 

Criteria for assessing measure 
feasibility  

Cost 
assessment 
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least one measure of  the 
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level (i.e. national, state or 
destination) 
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3-6 months Immediate 

No immediately available 
measures 

And 

At least one measure is 
available in the short term for 
at least one level 

 

An existing data collection 
mechanism exists that could be 
adapted to provide data (e.g. 
National Visitors Survey) 

And/or 

Potential data source exists but 
the data is not currently 
aggregated/disaggregated 
appropriately 

And/or 

Potential for a new resident or 
business survey to address data 
needs 

Within 2 
years 

Short term  
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 No immediate or short term 

measures available 

 

Data exists but needs to be 
developed significantly or 
restructured in a way that 
meaningfully informs the 
indicator 

Or 

No data exists and methods for 
collection would need to be 
developed to generate data 

At least 2 
years 

Long term  
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The potential long-term framework includes additional indicators that were not identified as feasible in the 
short term. These are: 

 Econ. 5. Tourism enterprises marketing Indigenous products 

 Env. 4. Water footprint of tourism industry 

 Env. 8. Waste generation 

 Strategic Coordination. 6. Planning for climate impact 

For more information on these indicators, refer to Final Report No. 3: Detailed Indicator Framework.  
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Appendix E:  Reports prepared as part of the project   

Phase A Institute for Sustainable Futures (2010), Phase A: Stakeholder and Contextual Analysis of 
Tourism in Australia, STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For 
Tourism, Internal Report- not intended for public circulation. 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2010), Phase A: Indicator Frameworks Analysis, STCRC 
Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, , Internal Report- not 
intended for public circulation  

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2010), Draft Indicator Framework, STCRC Legacy Project: 
Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report Prepared For The National 
Tourism Alliance, Sydney. 

Phase B Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Phase B Destination Sydney, NSW,  Case Study 
Review,  STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report 
Prepared For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not intended for 
public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Phase B Destination Gold Coast, Qld,  Case Study 
Review,  STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report 
Prepared For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney.  Internal Report- not intended for 
public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Phase B Destination Darwin-Kakadu, NT, Case Study 
Review, STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report 
Prepared For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not intended for 
public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Phase B Destination Margaret River, WA, Case Study 
Review, STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report 
Prepared For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not intended for 
public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Phase B Consultations Summaries Package,  STCRC 
Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report Prepared For The 
National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not intended for public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Report to Steering Committee (Paper No. 1) 
Background and Key Issues Paper, STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance 
Indicators For Tourism, Report Prepared For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal 
Report- not intended for public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Report to Steering Committee (Paper No. 2) Revised 
Indicator Framework, STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For 
Tourism, Report Prepared For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not 
intended for public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Report to Steering Committee (Paper No. 3) 
Communication and Dissemination Strategy – Development Outline, STCRC Legacy Project: 
Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report Prepared For The National 
Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not intended for public circulation 
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Phase C Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Phase C Consultations Tabulated Responses, STCRC 
Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report Prepared For The 
National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not intended for public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Report to Steering Committee: Preparing the 
Framework, STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, 
Report Prepared For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not intended 
for public circulation 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Report to Steering Committee: Revised Indicator 
Framework, STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, 
Report Prepared For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. Internal Report- not intended 
for public circulation 

Final 
Reports 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Final No. 1: Preparing the Framework, STCRC Legacy 
Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report Prepared For The 
National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Final Report No. 2: Indicator Framework, STCRC 
Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report Prepared For The 
National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. 

Institute for Sustainable Futures (2011), Final Report No. 3: Detailed Indicator Framework, 
STCRC Legacy Project: Sustainability Performance Indicators For Tourism, Report Prepared 
For The National Tourism Alliance, Sydney. 
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