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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This project was aimed at finding out the relationship between the
demand for a special event and the schedule of entrance fees for the
event. Two special events were examined. Both events are part of a
wider event, the Hobart Summer Festival (HSF). The first event looked at
was the Taste of Tasmania (TT), which has become an annual highlight
of the HSF. The event is held over a week from 28 December and
coincides with the arrival of the Sydney-Hobart and Melbourne-Hobart
yachts. The other event, the Australian Wooden Boat Festival (AWBF),
was held over three days from 10 to 12 February 2001. It has now
become a biennial event held at the same time as the Hobart Regatta.
Knowledge of the likely impact that a change in the entrance fee
might have on attendance at the event is important for event
organisers. However, conventional econometric analysis is not
possible with many special events, as they are either too irregular, or
insufficient records are available for time series analysis. Crosssectional analysis is also not possible due to a lack of sufficient
variation in prices charged to individual patrons.
In this study we use an alternative method of econometrically
estimating the demand-responsiveness of entry fee changes. This
method is known as the travel-cost method (TCM). The TCM is based
upon the observation that the entry cost is just one component of the
total cost of visiting an event. The further a visitor has to travel to the
event the higher is likely to be the cost to them of attending. The TCM
uses survey data of event patrons to obtain travel costs and related
information. Econometric estimates are then made of the change in
the proportion of a population from a particular geographic zone that
visit an event as a function of the travel cost from that zone. It is
assumed that the sensitivity of the visitor rate to a unit change in
travel costs is also the sensitivity of the visitor rate to variations in the
entry fee.
Surveys were conducted of patrons to the TT and AWBF with the
assistance of the industry partners, the Hobart City Council and the
AWBF Committee. For the TT useable response from 1,017 groups
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comprising 4,082 visitors were obtained. For the AWBF useable
responses from 349 groups made up of 907 visitors were collected.
For both the TT and AWBF, the econometric analysis of the TCM data
showed a non-linear negative relationship between the visitor rate
and travel costs. The estimated preferred equations for the TT and
AWBF were used to predict the effects on visitor numbers of an
increase in the entry fee of $1. The overall effects were found to be a
17 per cent and a 15 per cent fall in visitor numbers, respectively,
concentrated largely in visitors from the mainland states.
In our judgement, a problem associated with multi-purpose trips by
non-Tasmanian visitors meant that the above estimates of demand
responsiveness were much too high. Revised estimation work on the
TT was undertaken using only Tasmanian visitors. This yielded a
predicted fall in demand of 3.5 per cent for the imposition of a $1
entry fee (compared with the current zero charge). Resources did not
permit us to redo the AWBF estimates. However, the Tasmanian
component of the initial results suggest that the demandresponsiveness to an average increase in AWBF entry fees is likely to
be less than 6 per cent.
Using our preferred estimates of demand responsiveness, we
estimated that the consumer surplus (or the amount individual
patrons would be prepared to pay over and above the entry) was
$13.95 and $8.65 per visitor for the TT and AWBF respectively.
The estimates of expenditure on items purchased in connection with
visitors’ attendance at the two HSF events indicate that the HSF is an
important tourist attractor to Tasmania, and Hobart in particular. The
TT and AWBF combined are estimated to contribute the best part of
2 per cent towards total tourism expenditure in the state.
Economic model simulations were undertaken. The results showed
the TT to generate in 2000/01 around 250 Tasmanian jobs, virtually all
of them in the Hobart area, and $9 million in gross state product. The
AWBF is a much smaller event. The simulations showed it to generate
in 2000/01 a little under 20 jobs, again nearly all in the Hobart area,
and $0.6 million in gross state product.
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The above results should be treated with caution. It needs to be
remembered that they are dependent on using an average-cost
method for estimating the proportion of trip costs to be attributed to
visiting an HSF event. This may involve a substantial overestimate for
some interstate and overseas patrons who only became aware of the
HSF events once they were in the local area. A marginal cost approach
might have avoided this problem, but conceptual and practical
difficulties prevented this approach being taken. We have, however,
considered in Chapter 8, how the results might change under possible
marginal-cost scenarios.
The findings of this study have been distributed to the industry
partners who will use the results in their planning and in dealings with
the Tasmanian government.
The report will also be distributed to other researchers in the tourism
area. Further research work perhaps would be most profitably
directed at the combining of the TCM with a contingent valuation
approach, as discussed in the Conclusions.
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ABSTRACT
The project involved a survey of visitors to the Hobart Summer Festival
in order to obtain travel-cost information, prior to using the wellknown travel cost method to estimate demand functions for two of
the Festival’s major activities, the Taste of Tasmania and the Australian
Wooden Boat Festival. The value of these activities to their patrons
was then estimated. A multiregional computable general equilibrium
model was then used to ascertain: (i) the economic contribution of
the events to the economies of Hobart and Tasmania as a whole, and
(ii) the effect on the economic contribution of cost-recovery measures.

1

1.

INTRODUCTION
1.1

The Aims of the Study

An important tourism attractor for many Australian regions is a special
event. There are widely perceived benefits to a regional economy
through the staging of a special event and regional governments
often compete to stage particular events.
On many occasions special events involve a net financial loss to the
regional government which sponsors them (Mules, 1995), but this is
justified by governments in terms of the economic benefits that the
event brings.
In this study the event we look at is the Hobart Summer Festival (HSF),
held each summer for two months over the new year period. The
major annual component of the Festival is the Taste of Tasmania (TT)
which runs for a week from 28 December. The Taste is held in the
Hobart Docks area and builds on the arrival of the yachts in the
Sydney to Hobart race. In the year of this study (2000/01), the Festival
also featured the Australian Wooden Boat Festival (AWBF), which is
staged bienially in Tasmania. The AWBF was held on 9-11 February
and was timed to coincide with the Hobart Regatta.
The project was aimed at providing the following:
• Estimate of demand functions for two major activities of the HSF,
namely the TT and the AWBF;
• Assessment of the value of the TT and AWBF patrons;
• Assessment of the contribution to the Hobart and the Tasmanian
economies of the TT and the AWBF;
• Estimate of the consequences for Tasmanian tourism, and the
Hobart and Tasmanian economies, of changes to the schedule of
entry fees and introduction of other visitation-based income
generation measures; and
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• A consideration of the applicability of the method developed in
this study to the analysis of other special events.
1.2

Structure of the Report

The research carried out in this report contains three main elements:
i) the collection of survey data;
ii) the econometric estimation of demand functions for event visits;
and
iii) simulations of the economic impact of the events and changes in
entry costs.
We start by discussing in Chapter 2 the methods used to carry out
these three major tasks. This is followed by a discussion in Chapter 3
of the surveys. Chapters 4 to 6 discuss the results of the econometric
estimation, while Chapter 7 describes the computation of the usevalues. The results of the FEDERAL model simulations of the impact of
the events on the Tasmanian and local economy are provided in
Chapter 8. The final chapter provides a summary and some
concluding remarks.
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2.

STUDY METHODS
2.1

Introduction

The major method of analysis used in the study was the travel cost
method (TCM). The method has become a standard tool for
estimating the use value of unpriced recreational facilities since it was
developed by Clawson and Knetsch (1966)1. TCM is one of the two
main methods used by economists, sociologists and other researchers
in the recreational and environmental fields to quantify the benefits of
non-market goods in terms of monetary values2. In section 2.2 we
outline the broad features of the TCM. Some more detailed aspects
of the implementation of the TCM are provided in Chapters 3 and 4.
The method used for the final part of the study, examining the wider
economic consequences of the two events and of changes in costs to
patrons, is multiregional computable general equilibrium modelling.
Section 2.3 describes the particular model used, which was the
FEDERAL model.
2.2

The Travel-Cost Method

The aim of the TCM component of this study is to estimate demand
curves for the two Hobart Summer Festival events. A demand curve
relates the quantity demanded for a particular good or service (in a
particular time period) to various prices of the good or service3. It was
not possible to undertake this estimation directly for the Taste of
Tasmania because it is unpriced (i.e. no entry fee is charged). While
the Australian Wooden Boat Festival is subject to an entry fee, there
is insufficient variation in the entry price across individuals for a crosssectional survey of entrance prices to allow a conventional
econometric estimation of the demand function for that event. Nor is
there the required time-series data available.

Clawson and Knetsch, first separately and then together, developed the TCM from an idea first
advanced by Hotelling (1947). TCM is often called the Clawson-Knetsch method, or sometimes the
Clawson technique.
2 The other non-market valuation method is contingent valuation (Cummings, et al. 1986).
3 With all other factors influencing demand, apart from the (own) price, held constant.
1
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The TCM overcomes this difficulty by observing that entry cost is just
one component of the total cost of visiting the event and that total
costs do vary across individuals. Hence we can use cross-section
survey data to estimate the sensitivity of attendance at a festival event
to variation in total costs so that, if we assume4 that consumers
behave in the same way in response to a unit increase in entry fees as
they do to a similar increase in other costs, we can make use of the
sensitivity to variations in the latter to infer the sensitivity to variations
in the former. This estimated sensitivity can then be used in, for
example, the calculation of consumer surplus as a measure of the usevalue of the event, or in the simulation of the effects on the number
of event patrons of policy shocks which affect the event-entry fee.
As the name of the method suggests, the other costs are largely travel
costs, which vary across individuals although the term “travel costs “
is interpreted broadly to include costs such as food and
accommodation as well as the event entry fee. There are two basic
versions of the TCM, one of which uses individual records on travel
costs (the Individual Travel Costs Method, ITCM) and the other of
which aggregates visitors according to zones of origin (the Zone Travel
Cost Method, ZTCM).
The ITCM is most suited to the situation where many respondents are
multiple users of the facility during the period being analysed. If this is
not the case the dependent variable in the demand equation (the
number of trips per respondent) is the same for all or nearly all
respondents, which makes the demand curve difficult or impossible to
estimate. Since in the data used in the present analysis the number of
repeat visits during a festival event are relatively small we use the ZTCM.
In the ZTCM the survey respondents are grouped into several zones of
origin depending on distance from the event, the idea being that
travel costs will vary systematically with this distance. The dependent
variable in the regression in this case is the visitor rate, i.e. the
proportion of the zone population, which has visited the facility
during the survey period. It is predicted that the visitor rate will be
inversely related to the average cost of travelling from the zone to the
This follows from a standard household maximization problem where the cost of event-entry will
be simply a component of the overall cost per visit to the park.
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facility. Average travel costs are calculated for each zone on the basis
of the survey-responses. Finally, it is assumed that the sensitivity of the
visitor rate to a unit change in travel costs is also the sensitivity of the
visitor rate to variations in the event entry fee. Then combining this
sensitivity and the zone populations we can predict the effect on
visitor numbers of changes in event entry fees.
2.3

The FEDERAL Model

While the econometric component of the present study uses the TCM
to ascertain the sensitivity of event patrons to a change in the cost of
entry, and the use-value of the two events, another method is
required to study the wider economic impact of the special events.
The method used for this latter task involves simulations with a tworegion version of the FEDERAL model, with the two regions identified
being Tasmania and the rest of Australia (or RoA).
FEDERAL is a large-scale computable general equilibrium (CGE) model
of the Australian economy and its regions. A defining feature of the
FEDERAL model is its detailed treatment at the regional level of the
behaviour of economic agents. Five broad types of agents are
identified in each region. Firms are assumed to maximize profits, a
representative household in each region is assumed to maximize a
utility function subject to an income constraint, and investors are
assumed to allocate available investment among regional industries
on the basis of their rates of return. Government demands are
determined so as to balance government budgets (at given tax rates)
in the reported simulations.5 Demands by foreigners for goods
sourced from a region are assumed to be inversely related to the
foreign currency supply price of the goods. Markets are assumed to
be competitive and demand and supply are equated for all
commodities, and regional industry capital stocks and land. In the
long-run simulations reported in this study, the aggregate level of
employment for Australia as a whole is assumed to be unaffected by
changes in the level of expenditure on Hobart Summer Festival events.
Interaction between regions (states), and with the rest of the world,
is modelled via a complex pattern of trade flows, migration, capital
5
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Except for the RoA government which balances its budget by changing its payroll tax rate.

ownership, taxes and transfers, and intergovernmental grants.
Economic agents’ decisions are affected, inter alia, by changing
patterns of demand, relative prices, tax rates, changes in technologies
and tastes, and resource constraints. The model simulations provide
results for the output of fifty industries, household consumption,
investment, employment by occupational skill categories, tax revenue,
government expenditure, exports, imports, price levels and numerous
other variables for each of the two regions and for the nation as a
whole.
A more substantial overview of the FEDERAL model can be found in
Madden (1996). For a full description of the model see Madden (1989
and 1992).
The detail and size of FEDERAL makes it a very adaptable model,
suitable for addressing a wide range of questions. Over the last 12
years FEDERAL has been put to work on many topics such as tax
policy, fiscal federalism issues, major resource developments,
transport policy and electricity pricing. A tourism version of the
Tasmanian version of the model has been used to analyse the
contribution of the industry to the state (Madden, Giesecke and
Thapa, 1999). This version of the model was used for the simulations
of the impact of the HSF events undertaken for the current study.
An important feature of the version of FEDERAL used in the present
study is the addition of a regional extension that allows for the results
for Tasmanian variables to be decomposed down to seven statistical
divisions. This regional extension to the model was adapted from the
ORES method developed by Dixon, Parmenter, Sutton and Vincent
(1982). ORES in turn is based upon a method devised by Leontief,
Morgan, Polenske, and Tower (1965) for disaggregating results from
a national input-output model into regional results. This has become
known as the LMPST method.
Central to the LMPST method is a division of industries into two
groups: national industries and local industries. National industries
produce only national commodities: those, which can be traded
between regions (eg. food products, metal products, petroleum,
machinery and equipment). Local industries produce only local
commodities, that is commodities which are largely non-traded both
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internationally and inter-regionally (eg. retail trade, residential
building, water and sewerage, personal services). Major assumptions
of LMPST are that: regional shares in aggregate output of national
industries remain constant; and regional output of local industries is
determined via regional market-clearing constraints for local
commodities. The LMPST regional extension in the FEDERAL model is
closely based on the ORES model. The key difference between the
FEDERAL LMPST extension, and that in ORANI is that the FEDERAL
model provides a top-down decomposition of the results for the state
of Tasmania, rather than for national results. For this study, an
important modification was made to the standard LMPST top-down
approach. Results for some state industries are constrained to ensure
that the regional pattern of their activity response reflects the regional
distribution of visitor expenditure on the commodities that they
produce. This modification is discussed in Appendix D.
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3.

THE TRAVEL COST SURVEYS
3.1

Approach to the Summer Festival Surveys

The main purpose of the surveys of visitors to the two events of the
Hobart Summer Festival was to gather information about the travel
costs associated with participating in these two events. Our approach
to eliciting travel cost expenditure related to the Hobart Summer Festival
events was based on the classification of visitors into four distinct
groups: local visitors from Hobart and southern Tasmania, visitors from
elsewhere in Tasmania, interstate visitors and overseas visitors.
For local visitors, travel cost information was collected directly with
respect to the specific trip away from home involving the visit to the
HSF event. For the other three categories, the travel cost information
was collected for the total expenditure incurred during their stay in
Hobart/Southern Tasmania. Additional information was collected on
expenditure on travel to and from Tasmania for inter-state and
overseas visitors. A method was devised to apportion a specific part
of the total trip expenditure to the cost of visiting the HSF events
based on the amount of time spent at the specific HSF event, relative
to the total duration of the trip to Hobart/southern Tasmania.
With this approach, the main components of the survey questionnaire
were designed to obtain information on the origin of the visitors (by
postcode of residence for Australian visitors, and by country of
residence for overseas visitors), the composition of the travel group,
the duration of the total trip and time spent in Hobart/southern
Tasmania, other activities undertaken during the trip to southern
Tasmania, Tasmanian trip and total travel expenditures, and where
relevant airfare and other costs of travel to and from Tasmania.
In addition to these basic travel cost components the survey
questionnaires for both the TT and the AWBF had additional sections
for specific information that was of interest to the respective
organisers of these events. These additional questions were, however,
kept to a minimum in order to keep the total interview time
reasonably short. Since the interviews were to be conducted on the
site of the HSF events as people were exiting, it was imperative to
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have a short interview period in order to ensure completion of the
interviews before the respondents got impatient.
3.2

The Taste of Tasmania surveys

The Taste of Tasmania visitor survey for the travel cost information was
carried out by the EMRS group in conjunction with a separate market
research survey commissioned by the Hobart City Council. The
interviews for both components were carried out by interviewers
hired and trained by EMRS. The survey design and procedures were
developed by EMRS, based on their past experience in conducting exit
surveys at the Taste of Tasmania in previous years.
The survey forms were filled in via face-to-face interviews as patrons
of the TT event exited the site of the event. Interviews were
conducted over the entire period of the TT event (28 December 2000
to 3 January 2001). Because of the expected irregular flow of visitors
to the TT site, and the possibility of multiple visits made by the same
person (but perhaps in a different travel group on different occasions),
it was not feasible to draw up a specific representative sampling frame
nor to assign a random time schedule for conducting the interviews.
Since the Taste of Tasmania site had a single entry/exit point,
interviewers approached people as they were exiting from this single
exit point and requested an interview. At the conclusion of each
interview, the next available person exiting the site was approached
for the interview.
Given that the travel cost methodology requires sample data points
for visitors who come from different distance zones, the interviewers
were instructed to over-sample visitors form inter-state and overseas,
if they could be so identified.
An overall target of 1,000 completed interviews was set for the entire
week of the Taste of Tasmania event, without having established firm
daily or group-wise target sample sizes. The final size of completed
interviews achieved during the week of interviews was 1027, broken
down into 685 (66.7%) local visitors, 75 (7.3%) visitors elsewhere
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from Tasmania, 184 (17.9%) interstate and 83 (8.1%) overseas
visitors. 6
A copy of the Taste of Tasmania survey form is attached as part of
Appendix A.
3.3

Australian Wooden Boat Festival Survey

The survey of the visitors to the Australian Wooden Boat Festival was
conducted over the three days of the Festival (Feb. 9 – 11, 2001). The
same method was used as in the Taste of Tasmania surveys whereby
visitors to the AWBF site were intercepted at the exit gates and an
interview requested. The interviews were conducted by volunteers
arranged by the AWBF organisers, with training and survey-site
supervision provided by CREA staff members. The interviewers
worked in teams of two persons patrolling the three entry and exit
points of the Festival site. Survey respondents were selected on a
“next available” basis after the end of the previous interview.
The interviews were conducted only during the daytime period when
entry to the AWFB site was controlled through ticket purchases or
passes. During these times special events and activities were arranged
at the AWBF site. While visitors could also wander around the festival
site at night (or even early in the morning) without purchasing entry
tickets and look at the assembled boats and participate in the nighttime activities, no interviews were conducted during these offperiods.
Again, because the bulk of the visitors to the AWBF were expected to
be local residents from Hobart and southern Tasmania, the
interviewers were requested to over-sample inter-state and overseas
visitors (if they could be identified) in order to generate sufficient
zonal coverage for implementing the travel cost methodology. A
unique opportunity to obtain a specific sample of overseas visitors
was presented by the docking of the cruise liner QEII during one
afternoon of the AWBF festival. A large part of the sample of the
6 Note that the actual percentage of visitors to the Taste of Tasmania that may be reported
elsewhere in this report may vary from the percentages reported above because the proportion of
the number of estimated total visitors to the TT site can differ from the proportion of the sample
respondents by origin because of varying group sizes for visitors from different locations.
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overseas visitors actually obtained in the survey were from the cruise
ship passengers.
Because of the shorter duration of the AWBF and also because of the
shortage of volunteers to work at the exit points during all daytime
hours of Festival, the final sample size for completed interviews
achieved was only 347. This total is broken down as follows: 229
(66%) local visitors, 42 (12%) from elsewhere in Tasmania, 53 (15%)
from interstate and 23 (7%) from overseas.
A copy of the survey form for the AWBF is attached as part of
Appendix A. A 12-page set of detailed instructions for the volunteer
interviewers of AWBF patrons is available on request.
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4.

ESTIMATING DEMAND FOR TASTE OF TASMANIA
4.1

Introduction

This chapter reports econometric results of the application of the TCM
to the estimation of the demand function for entry into the TT, using
data collected during the seven-day period of the TT that was held
from 28 December 2000 to 3 January 2001.
The chapter begins with a description of the data after which we set
out assumptions made to allow transformation of the data into a
form useable for econometric work. In the following section (4.3) the
estimation and testing results are reported and we predict the effect
on visitor numbers of increasing the entry fee to the event.
4.2

Data Preparation

As noted above, the data were collected on the basis of intervieweradministered surveys over the course of the seven days on which the
TT was held. Surveys were administered to groups attending the event
rather than to the individuals comprising the groups in order to take
into account the jointness of costs incurred by groups.
Useable responses from 1017 groups were obtained. These groups
comprised 4082 visitors. Summary statistics on group size and
geographical origin of the groups in the sample are given in Table 4.1.

13

Table 4.1: Groups and Group Size
ORIGIN

GROUPS

AVERAGE GROUP SIZE

NT

4

5.5

NSW

51

4.45

VIC

57

4.14

QLD

39

4.28

SA

11

4.18

WA

12

3.92

TAS – North

75

4.55

TAS – Local

685

3.86

Overseas
Total

83

4.27

1017

4.23

The data were incomplete in one important aspect. Approximately one
half of the forms used in the EMRS survey were printed with a
substantial section missing. In particular, information required to
calculate the proportion of the total trip allocated to visiting the TT was
not collected from non-Tasmanian visitors using this defective form. This
comprised 169 visitor groups. We therefore faced a choice of deleting
all the affected groups from the sample or using all available
information even for groups for which some information was missing.
We opted for the latter since the information needed for the
econometric work related to zones and not groups. We therefore
computed zone averages for all variables using all information available.
The first step in the preparation of the data for the application of the
TCM was to choose zones to which the respondents were allocated.
There is a conflict in this choice between having a few zones with
many observations in each, or relatively many zones with few
observations in each. The former provides too few degrees of
freedom in the subsequent econometric analysis and the latter
provides many observations with relatively large sampling errors and
therefore noisy observations.
The survey records had information on postcodes of the respondent’s
home address so that the most disaggregated zones that could be
used correspond to postcodes. However, this provides too few
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observations per zone; indeed many Australian postcodes provided no
visitors at all. This was clearly too disaggregated. We therefore used
more aggregated regions chosen as follows. We began by
distinguishing between Southern Tasmanian visitors, non-Southern
Tasmanian visitors, interstate visitors and overseas visitors. The first
group has by far the largest number of respondents (67%), followed
by 18 per cent in the interstate group, 8 per cent in the overseas
group and the remaining 7 per cent coming from non-Southern
Tasmania.
We therefore proceeded by splitting up the Southern Tasmanian
group into subgroups as follows. Southern Tasmanian visitors were
placed in annular regions around the centre of Hobart according to
the postcode of their origin. The regions were chosen so as to achieve
a reasonable number of groups in each region and to allocate groups
to geographical regions that represent the perceived distance to the
facility. This was achieved by allocating the suburbs that visitors came
from on a detailed map of Hobart and the surrounding area. All
respondents from each suburb were assumed to have come from the
centre of that suburb. Rings were then drawn at distances from the
centre of Hobart to achieve plausible geographical regions as well as
a reasonable number of groups in each region. The outer boundary of
the largest ring was assumed to be the boundary of “Southern
(Tasmania)” Statistical District as defined by the 1996 census. Five
regions were chosen and denoted ST1 to ST5. These five regions each
included between 96 and 188 groups.
For each region we needed data not only for the number of visitors
from that zone but also for the zone population so that the visitor rate
(= visitors/zone population) could be calculated. To determine the
population of each of the Southern Tasmanian zones, the annular
function was used in the CLIB96 ABS census data. This allows the user
to determine the cell information for all cells inside a given annulus.
This requires the identification of an ABS collection district to centre
the annulus and whole kilometre multiples as the radii of the rings.
For the annulus that has the range of 2-4.5km, the population used
was exactly half the sum of the 2-4km and 2-5km zone since it was
expected that the population density would be higher closer to the
centre so this would cancel out the smaller area.
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Next, the non-Southern Tasmanian region was divided into two
zones, Northern and Mersey-Lyell, using the definitions of the 1996
census. Visitors were placed in these regions by the nominated
postcode of origin. The number of groups in these two zones is 39
and 36 respectively.
The size of the interstate sample is 174 groups, which were
concentrated in New South Wales and Victoria. It was decided that
one zone for each of the mainland states and one for the Northern
Territory would be distinguished, denoted NSW, VIC, QLD, SA, WA
and NT. The last zone was defined because of the few observations
for each of the states and on the basis that they are all roughly equally
distant from Tasmania. Groups in each of these zones are 51, 57, 39,
11 12 and 4 respectively. The sample for NT is very small but this was
accepted because of its great distance from the other zones. The
population figures used for the base of the visitor rate variable for
each of these zones were the appropriate state/territory populations.
Finally, all overseas visitors were allocated to one group and their
population was assumed to be the total populations of all the
countries of origin.
The zones ultimately used and their visitor numbers both in terms of
groups and persons are given in the following table.
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Table 4.2: Zones, Groups and Visitors
ZONE

GROUPS

PERSONS

ST1

188

688

ST2

142

562

ST3

152

580

ST4

107

434

ST5

96

378

NST – ML

36

167

NST – N

39

174

NSW

51

227

VIC

57

236

SA

11

46

WA

12

47

QLD

39

167

NT

4

22

Overseas
Total

83

354

1017

4082

The second problem, which had to be addressed, was that of
jointness of travel costs. This affected the data in two dimensions.
First, there was the problem that many visitors travelled in groups and
cost data were reported only for the group, since in most cases the
members of the group shared costs. Second, the survey collected only
trip costs and many trips had multiple objectives. Thus there was
jointness in costs of various activities carried out during the one trip.
There is some argument in the literature that the relevant cost in the
case where joint costs are incurred is that of marginal costs.7
However, in the case of jointly incurred group costs it is not clear what
the marginal unit is (and whether this is the relevant costs from the
point of view of household decision-making) and in the case of joint
costs for multiple activities, sufficient information to calculate
marginal costs was not available. We, therefore, used an average cost
measure in each case.

7

See, e.g., Cheshire and Stabler (1976)
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The survey provided data for each group for the total expenditure in
southern Tasmania and, for visitors from outside southern Tasmania,
their travel cost to southern Tasmania from the point of origin of their
trip. Data were also available for the amount of time spent in
southern Tasmania and the amount of time spent at the TT and, for
visitors from outside southern Tasmania, total time spent on this trip.
The average cost for each group member was then calculated as
follows. For visitors from southern Tasmania the total trip expenditure
was multiplied by the proportion of the total trip time spent at the TT
and this cost was averaged across all members of the group. The
same procedure was carried out for visitors from outside southern
Tasmania with the addition of the cost of travel to southern Tasmania
multiplied by the proportion of total trip time spent in southern
Tasmania. Details of the calculations for each group are reported in
Appendix B.
4.3

Econometric Results

Given the decisions made about the definition of zones, we have a
total of 14 observations for each of the visitor rate for zone i (Vi) and
the cost per person attributable to visiting the facility from zone i (Ci).
We begin with a simple linear form of the relationship between Vi and
Ci. Estimation using ordinary least squares (OLS) produces:
(1)

Vi = 14.646 – 0.1440 Ci,
(3.76)
(2.73)
R2 = 0.3838, BPG = 1.70, RESET(2) = 1.63

Figures in parentheses below the estimated coefficients are t-ratios.
Both coefficients are significant and the slope is of the expected
negative sign. BPG is the Breush-Pagan-Godfrey statistic for
heteroskedasticity and RESET(2) is the Ramsey RESET test statistic for
functional form. BPG is distributed as a χ2 variable with 1 degree of
freedom under the null hypothesis of homoskedasticity; it has a
5 per cent critical value of 3.84. RESET is F(1,11) distributed under the
null of a correctly specified functional form; it has a 5 per cent critical
value of 4.84. The value of R2 indicates acceptable explanatory power.
The BPG statistic indicates absence of heteroskedasticity and the
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RESET does not indicate a functional form problem. A plot of the
data, however, suggests two problems with the regression — the
relationship appears to be a non-linear one and, once we take
logarithms of both variables, the observation for the overseas zone
appears an outlier.
We therefore proceeded by experimenting with various non-linear
forms of the equation. Two semi-log forms were estimated with the
following results:
(2)

Vi = 33.0500 – 7.1855 ln(Ci),
(3.54)
(2.99)
R2 = 0.4272, BPG = 2.01, RESET(2) = 0.0248

and:
(3)

ln(Vi) = 2.5375 – 0.0556 Ci,
(2.41)
(3.91)
R2 = 0.5602, BPG = 0.05, RESET(2) = 3.099

A double-log form produced the following result:
(4)

ln(Vi) = 9.8284 – 2.8240 ln(Ci),
(4.18)
(4.67)
R2 = 0.6448, BPG = 0.42, RESET(2) = 0.17

Clearly, the non-linear forms are statistically superior to the linear
form reported in equation (1). On the basis of t-statistics, R2, the BPG
statistic and the RESET test, the double-log form of the demand
function is preferred.
Before drawing out the implications of our preferred equation, we
consider the second problem identified above, viz. the outlying
observation for the overseas zone. This is largely due to the difficulty
of establishing the base population for the overseas zone. As noted
above, we used the total population of all the countries from which
the overseas visitors were drawn but this makes for a very small visitor
rate relative to that for the other zones and this small visitor rate was
not matched by an equally extreme cost per person, presumably
because overseas visitors tend to travel for long periods of time and
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spread the costs of overseas airfares over many activities. It appears,
therefore, that the logic of the TCM breaks down in this case and we
experimented with regressions, which omit the overseas observation.
This experimentation resulted in the following four estimated
equations matching the ones reported above but each using only 13
observations.
(5)

Vi = 14.844 – 0.1419 Ci,
(3.67)
(2.60)
R2 = 0.3813, BPG = 1.63, RESET(2) = 1.2187

(6)

Vi = 32.797 – 7.0711 ln(Ci),
(3.36)
(2.79)
R2 = 0.4153, BPG = 1.799, RESET(2) = 0.05

(7)

ln(Vi) = 2.8080 – 0.0528 Ci,
(4.07)
(5.67)
R2 = 0.7452, BPG = 0.11, RESET(2) = 1.18

(8)

ln(Vi) = 9.2727 – 2.5733 ln(Ci),
(5.78)
(6.19)
R2 = 0.7770, BPG = 0.02, RESET(2) = 0.11

The comparison of equations (5)-(8) to equations (1)-(4) shows a
noticeable improvement in the statistical quality of our preferred
equation (the double-log form) as well as of one of the semi-log
equations. The other two equations are little affected by the omission
of the overseas observation.
We now use our preferred estimated equation to predict the effects
of a $1 increase in the entry fee. Given the assumptions underlying
the TCM, this is computed by increasing the cost per person
attributable to visiting the TT by $1. The results are given in Table 4.3,
which is based on the predictions from equation (8).

20

Table 4.3: The Effects of an Increase in the Entry Fee
ZONE

VISITORS

CHANGE

ST1

688

-13

ST2

562

-53

ST3

580

-80

ST4

434

-114

ST5

378

-228

NST – ML

167

-1

NST – N

174

-4

NSW

227

-20

VIC

236

-6

SA

46

-1

WA

47

-1

QLD

167

-107

NT

22

-1

Overseas

354

-60

Total

4082

-689

Since overseas visitors were omitted from the regression on which
these simulations are based, their response was not calculated from
the regression equation but was set equal to the average percentage
decrease across all other groups. This approach avoids the problem
with the use of overseas visitors alluded to above that the base
population from which the visitor rate is calculated is very large and
to some extent arbitrary. This large population base results in very
small visitor rates, which are not reflected in high costs. The equation’s
predictions of small changes in visitor rates are then transformed into
large changes in overseas visitor numbers if they are based on the
estimated equation.
It will be seen that the predicted fall in visitor numbers is unevenly
spread over the zones. This reflects a combination of the non-linearity
of the prediction equation and the differences in base population. The
use of the double-log regression equation implies that the elasticity of
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the visitor rate with respect to the cost is constant. For the zones close
to the facility which generally have a low travel cost, the $1 increase
is large in percentage terms resulting in a large effect on visitor rate.
These differences in change in visitor rates, in turn, interact with base
populations which differ considerably across zones to produce the
variation in response of visitor numbers across zones in reaction to a
common $1 increase in entry fee.
4.4

Initial TT Conclusions

In this report we have analysed the demand for entry into the Taste of
Tasmania on the basis of information obtained from a survey of
visitors to the event over the period 28 December 2000 to 3 January
2001. The method used to estimate the demand function was the
Travel-Cost Method.
The relationship between visitor rates and travel costs proved to be
non-linear with the preferred equation relating the logarithm of the
visitor rate to the logarithm of travel costs. The equation has good
explanatory power and passed a number of diagnostic tests.
The estimated equation was used to predict the effects on visitor
numbers of an increase in the entry fee of $1. After adjustments were
made to the predictions for overseas visitors, the overall effect was
found to be a 17 per cent fall in visitor numbers. The fall in visitor
numbers was unevenly spread across the zones but the proportions of
the decrease coming from Tasmania, the mainland and overseas were
approximately 70:20:10 which is in line with the proportion of total
visitors coming from these areas.
In our judgement the price responsiveness of the TT estimated in this
chapter is implausibly high. It would seem that the problems related
with joint trip costs have seriously affected our results. We thus
decided to undertake further econometric estimation for the TT.
These additional estimates used only Tasmania data where the
problem of multi-purpose trips was likely to be significantly smaller.
These additional estimates are reported in Chapter 6.
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5.

ESTIMATING DEMAND FOR THE WOODEN BOATS FESTIVAL
5.1

Introduction

This chapter reports econometric results of the application of the TCM
to the estimation of the demand function for entry into the AWBF.
The chapter again begins with description of the data, followed by a
discussion of the assumptions we made to allow transformation of
the data into a form useable for econometric work. In the following
section the estimation and testing results are reported and we predict
the effect on visitor numbers of increasing the entry fee to the event.
Some conclusions are presented in the last section of the chapter.
5.2

Data Preparation

The data were collected on the basis of interviewer-administered
surveys over the course of the three days on which the AWBF was
held. Surveys were administered to groups attending the event rather
than to the individuals comprising the groups in order to take into
account the jointness of costs incurred by groups.
Usable responses from 349 groups were obtained. These groups
comprised 907 visitors. Summary statistics on group size and
geographical origin of the groups in the sample are given in Table 5.1.
Table 5.1: Group Size and Geographical Origin
ORIGIN

GROUPS

AVERAGE GROUP SIZE

NT

1

2

NSW

18

2.63

VIC

18

2.11

QLD

7

2.71

SA

3

3.33

WA

5

1.6

TAS – North

39

2.56

TAS – Local

229

2.87

Overseas

22

1.96

Total

342

2.58
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The age range given by the groups was distributed as follows:
RANGE

NO. OF GROUPS

Under 25

16

25 to 39

61

40 to 54

125

Over 54

140

A total of 314 groups responded that they bought passes to the
AWBF, of which 273 were day passes and 41 were weekend passes.
The data were subjected to initial manipulations and corrections for
obvious errors and omissions. Some responses were deleted due to
missing information. Details of these preliminary manipulations are
reported in Appendix A of Groenewold (2001).
As with the TT data, the first step in the preparation of the AWBF data
for the application of the TCM was to choose zones to which the
respondents were allocated. Again, we began by distinguishing
between Southern Tasmanian visitors, non-Southern Tasmanian
visitors, interstate visitors and overseas visitors. The first group has by
far the largest number of respondents (66%), followed by 15 per cent
in the interstate group, 12 per cent in the non-Southern Tasmanian
group, with the remainder (7%) being from overseas.
We split up the Southern Tasmanian group into the same subgroups
as for the TT. Five annular regions were again drawn up and denoted
ST1 to ST5. These five regions each included between 40 and 52
groups. The Northern and Mersey-Lyell statistical divisions were again
the other two Tasmanian regions. The number of groups in these two
zones is 12 and 27 respectively.
The size of the interstate sample is 52 groups, which were
concentrated in New South Wales and Victoria. It was decided that
four mainland zones would be distinguished, viz. New South Wales,
Victoria, South Australia and Other where Other includes Western
Australia, Queensland and Northern Territory. The last zone was
defined because of the few observations for each of the states and on
the basis that they are all roughly equally distant from Tasmania.
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Groups in each of these zones are 19,18, 3 and 9 respectively. The
sample for South Australia was very small but this was accepted to
maintain the number of groups and the Australia wide spread. The
population figures used for the base of the visitor rate variable for
each of these zones were the appropriate state populations,
aggregated as necessary.
All overseas visitors were again allocated to one group and their
population was assumed to be the total populations of all the
countries of origin.
The zones finally used and their visitor numbers both in terms of
groups and persons are given in the following table.
Table 5.2: Zones
ZONE

GROUPS

PERSONS

ST1

50

124

ST2

40

101

ST3

45

109

ST4

42

122

ST5

52

161

NST – ML

12

35

NST – N

27

75

NSW

18

53

VIC

18

39

SA

3

10

Other

13

29

Overseas

22

49

The second problem of jointness of travel costs was handled in the same
way as for TT. Thus we used an average cost measure in each case.
While there were some differences between the TT and AWBF
surveys, they both provided the same basic data as is described in the
last paragraph of Section 4.2. Also, the average cost for each group
member was calculated in the same way. Details of the calculations
for each group are reported in Appendix B.
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5.3

AWBF Results

Using the definition of zones determined in the previous chapter, we
have a total of 12 observations for each of the visitor rate for zone i
(Vi) and the cost attributable to visiting the facility from zone i (Ci). We
begin with a simple linear form, again estimated using OLS:
(9)

Vi = 2.6434 – 0.0173 Ci,
(3.11)
(1.77)

R2 = 0.2386

Figures in parentheses are t-ratios. The value of R2 is low and the slope
coefficient is only marginally significant but it is of the expected sign.
A plot of the data suggests two problems with the regression — the
relationship appears to be a non-linear one and the observation for
the overseas zone appears an outlier. We therefore experimented with
various non-linear forms of the equation. Two semi-log forms were
estimated with the following results:
(10)

and:
(11)

Vi = 8.9539 – 1.8611 ln(Ci),
(2.74)
(2.32)

R2 = 0.3496

ln(Vi) = 0.1492 – 0.0321 Ci,
(0.10)
(1.82)

R2 = 0.2493

A double-log form produced the following result:
(12)

ln(Vi) = 11.785 – 3.4361 ln(Ci),
(2.00)
(2.37)

R2 = 0.3601

Finally, an inverse function was estimated as:
(13)

Vi = -1.4611 + 142.89(1/Ci),
(1.33)
(2.87)

R2 = 0.4524

All these estimated equations pass the RESET test for functional form.
Before deciding on the preferred equation and drawing out its
implications, we consider the second problem identified above, viz.
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the outlying observation for the overseas zone. This is largely due to
the difficulty of establishing the base population for the overseas
zone. As noted above, we used the total population of all the
countries from which the overseas visitors were drawn but this makes
for a very small visitor rate relative to that for the other zones and this
small visitor rate was not matched by an equally extreme cost per
person, presumably because overseas visitors tend to travel for long
periods of time and spread the costs of overseas airfares over many
activities. It appears, therefore, that the logic of the TCM breaks down
in this case and we experimented with regressions, which omit the
overseas observation. This resulted in the following five estimated
equations matching the ones reported above but each using only 11
observations.
(14)

Vi = 2.9254 – 0.0188 Ci,
(3.34)
(1.94)

R2 = 0.2941

(15)

Vi = 9.6024 – 1.9788 ln(Ci),
(2.97)
(2.51)

R2 = 0.4121

(16)

ln(Vi) = 1.3429 – 0.0387 Ci,
(1.41)
(3.04)

R2 = 0.5960

(17)

ln(Vi) = 14.519 – 3.9321 ln(Ci),
(5.09)
(5.65)

(18)

Vi = -1.3893 + 147.17(1/Ci),
(1.29)
(3.03)

R2 = 0.7803

R2 = 0.5052

The comparison of equations (14)-(18) with equations (9)-(13) shows
that they fall into three categories. Equations (14) and (15) both show
modest improvements in their t-ratios and R2 values, equations (16)
and (17) show large increases in t-ratios and R2 while equation (18)
shows a mixed results for t-ratios and a modest increase in R2. Judging
by t-ratios and explanatory power points clearly to the double-log
formulation but a RESET test for non-linearity shows that this
equation is mis-specified even though it is specified in non-linear
form. In contrast, equations (14), (15) and (18) all show no evidence
of mis-specified functional form. Of these three equations, (18) has
the greatest explanatory power and is our preferred equation, which
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we use below to investigate the effects on visitor rates of a change in
entry fee.
We now use the results of the regression analysis to predict the effects
of a $1 increase in the entry fee. The results are given in Table 5.3,
which is based on the predictions from equation (18). Other equations
were also experimented with and produced results, which were of a
similar order of magnitude.
The most striking feature of the table is the large response by overseas
visitors. This reflects the problem with the use of overseas visitors
alluded to above that the base population from which the visitor rate
is calculated is very large and to some extent arbitrary. The large
population results in very small visitor rates, which are not reflected in
high costs. The equation’s predictions of small changes in visitor rates
are transformed into large changes in visitor numbers. The predicted
effect on visitors from overseas is clearly implausibly high – 738 times
the actual number of overseas visitors covered by the survey.
Implausible predictions were also produced for two other zones, viz.
SA and OTHER where the predicted change in visitor numbers was
larger than the total number from these zones included in the survey.
Table 5.3: The Effects of an Increase in the Entry Fee
ZONE
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VISITORS

CHANGE

ADJUSTED
CHANGE

ST1

124

-2

-2

ST2

101

-5

-5

ST3

109

-6

-6

ST4

122

-6

-6

ST5

161

-5

-5

NST – ML

35

-6

-6

NST – N

75

-12

-12

NSW

53

-21

-21

VIC

39

-28

-28

SA

10

-33

-10

Other

29

-107

-29

Overseas

49

-36,177

-7

Total

907

-36,408

-137

We therefore adjusted the prediction as follows. For SA and OTHER
we limited the fall in visitor numbers to the maximum possible – the
total number surveyed – and for overseas we assumed that the
response would be the average of all other zones, viz a 15 per cent
fall. These adjustments produce the final column of the table and
result in a prediction of a 15 per cent fall in visitor numbers in
response to a $1 increase in the cost of entry.
It will be seen that the predicted fall in visitor numbers is unevenly
spread over the zones. In particular, the changes are concentrated in
the mainland zones with relatively small effects on visitors from
Tasmania, particularly Southern Tasmania. This reflects both the nonlinearity of the equation and the differences in the zone populations
– the equation predicts change in visitor rates which are then
translated into visitor numbers by multiplying the change in the visitor
rate by the zone population so that a given change in a visitor rate
translates into a larger change in visitors, the larger is the zone
population.
5.4

Concluding remarks

In this report we have analysed the demand for entry into the
Wooden Boats Festival on the basis of information obtained from a
survey of visitors to the Festival in February 2001. The method used to
estimate the demand function was the Travel-Cost Method.
The relationship between visitor rates and travel costs proved to be
non-linear with the preferred equation relating the visitor rate to the
inverse of travel costs. The equation has adequate explanatory power
and passed a test for functional form.
The estimated equation was used to predict the effects on visitor
numbers of an increase in the entry fee of $1. After some adjustments
were made to the predictions, the overall effect was found to be a
15 per cent fall in visitor numbers, concentrated largely in visitors
from the mainland states.
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Our judgement again was that the estimated price responsiveness of
the event is implausibly large8. We would have liked to undertake
additional econometric estimates for AWBF, based only on Tasmanian
visitors, as we have done for TT. However, the considerably smaller
number of respondents for AWBF compared with TT militated against
this, and crucially the project did not have either the time or financial
resources to undertake this extra work.

8 It will be noticed that question 17 sought to ascertain whether respondents would still consider
that the AWBF represented value for money if there were an increase in entry fees. There were over
11 per cent of patrons who said they did not receive value for money at the existing price. Only 37
per cent of those who said they received value for the $9 adult one-day entry fee said that this
would still be good value if the price were increased to $12. This fell to 18 per cent for an increase
to $15. Seven per cent were unsure for the $3 increase, 9 per cent unsure for the $6 increase.
Weekend pass holders, who make up a minor portion of patrons, also showed a considerable drop
off in those who would consider the AWBF value for money if entry fees were increased. However
this should not be taken as confirmation of a high elasticity. Firstly, the question was not designed
to determine price responsiveness. Secondly, respondents had an incentive to answer strategically
in the hope that their answer would not help bolster the case for a price rise. Only with a properly
designed contingent-value study could such strategic behaviour be minimised.
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6.

ESTIMATES FOR TASTE OF TASMANIA: TASMANIAN
VISITORS ONLY
6.1

Background

One of the difficulties identified in the application of the ZTC method
in the main part of the paper is the problem of joint trip costs – many
trips have multiple objectives and significant parts of total trip costs
facilitate the achievement of more than one objective and must
therefore be allocated to more than one activity. We overcame this
difficulty by allocating joint costs in proportion to the time spent
engaging in the activity in question so that the cost variable in the TC
equation was the cost attributable to the activity being examined
where the attribution ratio was calculated as the proportion of the
total trip time spent on the activity being examined. This procedure
posed difficulties, however, for the use of the estimated equations in
the computation of the effects of a rise in the event entry-fee of $1
which we modelled as a $1 increase in the attributable cost. For
interstate and overseas visitors an increase in total trip cost of $1 is
likely to have a smaller effect on decisions than the assumed $1
increase in attributable costs and therefore the impact on visitor
numbers is likely to be exaggerated.
In this chapter we repeat the empirical work reported in Chapter 4
but use data only for Tasmanian visitors since they are less likely to be
affected by the difficulty described above, given that they have higher
attribution ratios.
We experiment with two alternative data sets – one based on the
seven Tasmanian zones used in Chapter 4 and one based on 11 zones
which result from the disaggregation of the Hobart and Southern
Tasmanian (HST) zones to nine rather than the five used previously.
We report each in turn.
6.2

Results using seven Tasmanian zones

As in Chapter 4, we estimate a series of models, starting with a linear
relationship between the visitor rate for zone i (Vi) and the cost
attributable to visiting the facility from zone i (Ci).

31

(19)

Vi = 17.580 – 0.2048 Ci,
(2.64)
(1.18)
R2 = 0.2185, BPG = 0.406, RESET(2) = 0.000

Figures in parentheses below the estimated coefficients are t-ratios.
Both coefficients are significant and the slopes have the expected
negative sign. The value of R2 indicates low explanatory power. The
BPG statistic indicates absence of heteroskedasticity and the RESET
does not indicate a functional form problem. A plot of the data,
however, shows that the relationship appears to be a non-linear one
and we proceed to estimate three non-linear equations. Two semi-log
forms were estimated with the following results:
(20)

Vi = 32.1540 – 6.6379 ln(Ci),
(1.56)
(1.02)
R2 = 0.1719, BPG = 0.235, RESET(2) = 1.1073

and:
(21)

ln(Vi) = 2.8873 – 0.0331 Ci,
(5.60)
(2.47)
R2 = 0.5491, BPG = 0.025, RESET(2) = 0.5452

A double-log form produced the following result:
(22)

ln(Vi) = 5.6592 – 1.2077 ln(C)i,
(3.63)
(2.46)
R2 = 0.5468, BPG = 0.231, RESET(2) = 0.366

Clearly, two of the non-linear forms are statistically superior to the
linear form reported in equation (19). On the basis of t-statistics and
R2 equation (21) is marginally preferred. All equations comfortably
pass the heteroskedasticity and functional form tests.
6.3

Results using 11 Tasmanian zones

We re-estimated the above four equations using the data based on 11
zones which resulted in the following four estimated equations
matching the ones reported above.
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(23)

Vi = 18.345 – 0.1907 Ci,
(2.36)
(0.78)
R2 = 0.0637, BPG = 0.062, RESET(2) = 0.211

(24)

Vi = 26.436 – 4.1384 ln(Ci),
(1.03)
(0.50)
R2 = 0.0270, BPG = 0.013, RESET(2) = 1.908

(25)

ln(Vi) = 2.8759 – 0.0324 Ci,
(7.45)
(2.67)
R2 = 0.4426, BPG = 0.004, RESET(2) = 0.208

(26)

ln(Vi) = 5.2315 – 1.0696 ln(Ci),
(4.02)
(2.45)
R2 = 0.4001, BPG = 0.030, RESET(2) = 1.296

As before, equations (25) and (26) dominate the other two in
statistical terms – both have considerably higher explanatory power,
coefficients which are significant and of the expected sign and both
pass the heteroskedasticity and functional form tests. On the basis of
the value of R2 and the size of the t-ratios, equation (25) is preferred.
6.4

The effects of a $1 increase in entry fee

We now use our equations (21) and (25) to predict the effects of a $1
increase in the entry fee. Given the assumptions underlying the TCM,
this is computed by increasing the cost per person attributable to
visiting the TT by $1. The results are given in Tables 6.1 and 6.2.
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Table 6.1: The Effects of an Increase in the Entry Fee:
Seven Zones
ZONE

VISITORS

CHANGE

NST – ML

167

-4

NST – N

174

-17

ST1

688

-6

ST2

562

-11

ST3

580

-18

ST4

434

-19

ST5

378

-28

Total

2983

-103

The fall in visitor numbers amounts to 3.44 per cent of visitor numbers.

Table 6.2: The Effects of an Increase in the Entry Fee:
Eleven Zones
ZONE

VISITORS

CHANGE

NST – ML

167

-4

NST – N

174

-17

ST1

374

-2

ST2

410

-6

ST3

299

-6

ST4

311

-14

ST5

312

-11

ST6

195

-8

ST7

173

-8

ST8

196

-10

ST9

263

-17

Total

2874

-103

Clearly the choice of number of zones makes no difference to the
overall predictions.
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7.

USE-VALUE OF SUMMER FESTIVAL EVENTS
7.1 The Wooden Boats Festival
All the computations of consumer surplus reported below are based
on a linear relationship between the number of visitors and the cost
of entry (the visitor demand function). In Chapter 5 we experimented
with a number of non-linear forms for the functional relationship
between the visitor rate and travel cost per person and found that, on
the whole, a non-linear form better explained the visitor rate.
However, the non-linear visitor rate functions result in implied
demand functions most of which are quite intractable for the
purposes of computing consumer surplus so that we concentrated on
the linear form but with a numerical slope value based on the
preferred non-linear form of the visitor-rate function from the main
report. Limited experimentation carried out with a non-linear form
indicated that the results are not crucially dependent on the
functional form.
We begin by using the standard approach. The visitor-rate function
from Chapter 5 is used to measure the effect on visitor numbers of
increasing the entry fee by $1. The results are shown in Chapter 5 in
Table 5.3 where the increase in the visitor fee by $1 is shown to
reduce visitor numbers by 137 from a total of 907 visitors surveyed.
We therefore posit a demand function for visits (VN) as:
VN = A – 137 F
where A is some constant to be determined and F is the entry fee. The
value for the constant A is chosen so as to force the demand function
through the actual value of F and the number of visitors surveyed.
Calculating the value of F is not straightforward since there was not a
single entry fee charged. Instead, there was a variety of daily and
three-day passes. Day passes were priced at $9 for adults, $3 for
students (8 to 18 years of age), $0 for children under 8 and $20 per
family. Three-day passes were priced at $22 per adult and $50 per
family. Gate receipts were $125,858. An informal working estimate of
total attendance up to 30,000 had been provided to us but this is
implausibly high in the light of entry prices and information obtained
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from the survey on the proportion of visitors surveyed who bought
day-passes and those who bought 3-day passes. On the basis of the
available information we estimated that 10 per cent entered free of
charge (being under the age of 8), 4 per cent entered at the price of
$3, 54 per cent paid the adult daily entry fee of $9, 20 per cent
entered using a one-day family pass with an average family size of 4,
making a per person cost of $5 and 12 per cent purchased a threeday adult pass at $7.30 per day entry fee. This makes for a weighted
average entry fee of $6.86 and a total attendance of 18,388.
The total number of visitors surveyed was 907 and we first compute
the consumer surplus for the surveyed visitors and then gross this up
to the total number of visitors as calculated as above. Thus we chose
the constant A in the equation above so that the demand function
passes through the point (907, 6.86) to obtain the function:
VN = 1846.82 – 137 F
In this case consumer surplus(CS) is simply:
CS = (13.48 – 6.86)(907)(0.5) = 3002.37 or $3.31 per visitor
where 13.84 is the entry fee at which all demand is choked off. Using a
total visitor number of 18,388, the total CS accruing from the event is:
$60,698.78
which is relatively low (it is less than 50 per cent of the gate receipts).
The low CS value reflects the sensitivity of the demand to changes in
the entry fee and the fact that the entry fee is quite close to the level
needed to completely choke off demand. We experimented with
alternative assumptions to ascertain the importance of the demand
sensitivity to price changes. In Table 5.3 we show estimates of a fall
of 137 visitors surveyed as a results of a $1 increase in average entry
fees. This amounts to a 15 per cent fall in visitors in response to an
increase in entry fee from $6.86 to $7.86 and seems very high.
Inspection of the results in Table 5.3 shows that the fall in visitor
numbers is concentrated in the mainland states. It is possible that the
magnitude of this effect is exaggerated due to the average cost
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procedure that we used to apportion joint travel costs. Since visits
from Tasmanian residents are more likely to be single-purpose visits,
the response by Tasmanians will be less likely to be affected by the
average costs assumption. We therefore experimented with two
alternative adjustments to account for this possible problem.
The first adjustment is based on the recognition that a rise of $1 in
average cost is equivalent to a rise in total travel costs of
$1/attribution ratio, where the attribution ratio is the proportion of
total travel costs attributed to the visit to the AWBF. The attribution
ratio is around 15-25 per cent for non-Tasmanian zones and up to
80 per cent for Tasmanian zones. An alternative and opposite
assumption is that average costs go up by only $1 x attribution ratio.
Since we are using a linear demand function, this implies that the
change in visitor numbers is simply that used previously multiplied by
the appropriate attribution ratio. Using this adjustment results in a fall
of overall visitor numbers in response to a $1 rise in the entry fee of
86.16. We therefore specify an alternative demand function as:
VN = 1498.06 – 86.16 F
where the intercept has again been chosen to ensure that the
function goes through the point (907, 6.86). The resulting CS is $5.26
per visitor for a total of $96,521.
An alternative adjustment is that, rather than adjusting the nonTasmanian sensitivities, we use only the Tasmanian results. Of the
visitors 907 surveyed, 727 were from Tasmania and the results in Table
5.3 show that a rise in the entry fee of $1 resulted in a predicted fall
in Tasmanian visitors of 42 so that we can write a demand function
for visitors from Tasmania as:
VN = A – 42 F
Calculating the constant A to ensure that the function passes through
(727, 6.86), we have:
VN = 1015.12 – 42 F
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which gives a value for CS of
CS = $6292 or $8.65 per visitor.
If we gross the CS per visitor up to Tasmanian visitors we get a figure
of $127,213 and if we assume that the same CS applies to all visitors,
we get a value for total CS of $158,623.
Thus it is clear that the value of consumer surplus calculated is quite
sensitive to the response of demand to a change in entry fee and this
responsiveness of demand is affected by the average cost assumption
we made to deal with joint costs. On the basis of the argument that
this is likely to be a more serious problem for visitors coming from the
mainland and overseas than for Tasmanian visitors, it seems
reasonable to use the Tasmanian demand responsiveness figure as
more accurately describing the likely effect on demand of a fee
increase so that the per-visitor CS figure of $8.65 is more credible.
7.2

The Taste of Tasmania

To compute the CS accruing to visitors to the Taste of Tasmania (TT),
we started from a linear visitor demand function based on the
predicted response of visitor numbers to a $1 increase in the entry fee
reported in Table 4.3. There we report that the imposition of a
$1 entry fee (entry to the TT was free) was predicted to result in a fall
in visitor numbers of 689 of the total number surveyed of 4082, a fall
of approximately 17 per cent, similar in magnitude to the 15 per cent
fall predicted for the AWBF. We therefore begin with a visitor demand
function of the form:
VN = A – 686 F
and choose A to ensure that the function passes through the point
(4082,0); i.e.
VN = 4082 – 686 F
CS in this case is $12,144 for the visitors surveyed or $2.98 per visitor,
which is similar in magnitude to the value we computed for the
AWBF using the linear demand function without adjustment.
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As in the AWBF case, we experimented with adjustments to the
responsiveness of visitor numbers to the change in entry fee. The first
adjustment was based on using the responses from Table 4.3 only for
the visitors from Tasmania on the basis that they were least likely to
be affected by the use of average costs for joint costs. Of the 4082
visitors surveyed, 2983 were from Tasmania and the results reported
in Table 4.3 of the main report show that a fall of 493 was predicted
to result from a rise in entry fee of $1. Using just these figures, results
in a demand function:
VN = 2983 – 493 F
which implies a value for CS of $9023.58 for 2983 visitors or $3.02
per visitor. This is very little different to that obtained using the
response of all visitors, not surprisingly since in this case the
responsiveness of visitor numbers is much the same for visitors from
Tasmania as it is for all visitors – a figure of 16.5% compared to an
overall figure of 16.8%.
In the present case we have an alternative adjustment available. In
Chapter 6 we report the results of calculating the response of visitors
numbers to a $1 rise in entry fee based on a visitor-rate function
estimated using data only for visitors from Tasmania, a procedure
made possible by the much larger sample of visitors surveyed for the
TT compared to the AWBF. The results show that the visitor number
response is much smaller – a rise in entry fee of $1 was predicted to
result in a fall in visitors of only 103 from a total of 2874 visitors
included in these calculations. The demand function was therefore
specified as:
VN = 2874 – 103 F
producing a CS figure of $40,092 or $13.95 per visitor, figures
considerably larger than those reported previously.
To gross the per-visitor CS estimates up to total we need a figure for
total visitors. Since there was no entry fee for the TT, the method used
for the AWBF is not available. The TT organisers have provided
estimates of a total of 215,954 visits to the TT. Using these figures at
face value produces total CS estimates of $643,542, $652,181 and
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$3,012,558 corresponding to the three methods of computing pervisitor CS. However, many of the 215,954 visits will be repeat visits by
the same visitors and to count them all would be to double-count.
Clearly, if repeat visits were made as separate trips they should all be
counted but for many visitors multiple entries into the TT will be part
of the same trip. Thus, given the way in which we have apportioned
total trip costs, we should consider all repeat visits by non-Tasmanian
visitors as part of the same trip and count only one visit per trip.
Estimates obtained from the survey information suggests that there
were about four visits per visitor so that we should discount visits by
non-Tasmanian visitors by 75 per cent. If we consider all repeat visits
by Tasmanian visitors to have been made on separate trips and
therefore counted at full value we obtain a total number of bona fide
visits of 168,023 and a total CS value of $500,708, $507,429 and
$2,343,921 respectively. However, it is likely that repeat visits by
Tasmanian visitors will also have been made during the same trip. If
we therefore discount the Tasmanian visit numbers by 50 per cent we
obtain a number of bona fide trips of 92,000 and values for CS of
$274,160, $277,840 and $1,283,400.
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8.

ECONOMIC IMPACT OF SUMMER FESTIVAL EVENTS
8.1

Modelling the Events

In this chapter we report the FEDERAL model simulations of the
impact of the HSF events on the Tasmanian and local Hobart
economies. Following this the effects on these economic impacts of a
change to entry costs and other income-generating measures are
examined.
The first step in the modelling process is to estimate the direct
expenditure that is made by patrons of each of the HSF events. This is
not a straightforward matter due to the same problem of joint costs
that was faced in the TCM part of the present study. Once an estimate
of the direct expenditure is made, the appropriate variables in the
FEDERAL model must be shocked in order that the model is able to
compute the total effects (direct and indirect) of the tourism
expenditure.
8.2

Impact of the Taste of Tasmania

When persons visit the TT they make a number of expenditures even
though there is no entrance fee to the TT itself. For a local visitor these
expenditures are essentially the cost of food and drink purchased at
the TT, plus the cost of travelling from their home to the event (e.g.
petrol, parking fees). Interstate and overseas visitors have additional
expenditures such as accommodation and airfares.
The survey of the TT visitors collected certain travel cost figures from
local, Tasmanian, interstate and overseas patrons of TT. This data
formed the basis for estimating the direct expenditure of TT visitors.
However, not all expenditure reported by TT visitors can be thought of
as having resulted from their patronage of the event. A certain
component of the trip expenditures may have resulted from their visiting
other attractions or engaging in other activities (e.g. visiting friends and
relatives) during their journey from their usual place of residence.
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During the TCM part of this study a computation of the fraction of a
trip’s cost that could be attributed to visiting the TT was made for
each of the visitor-source zones (see Appendix B). We follow a similar
method here. However, unlike the TCM, our concern is only with the
expenditure that travellers incur in the local Hobart area and the rest
of Tasmania.9 For local patrons there is no difference with the TCM
approach.
The direct expenditure by TT patrons in the local area could be
estimated as their expenditure at the TT (on food, wine and the like),
plus a share of the rest of their spending in Southern Tasmania. This
latter component was computed as the total expenditure in Southern
Tasmania (including the TT) times Prop-TT less direct expenditure at
the TT. Prop-TT is equal to the total time a person spends at the TT
(plus transit time) divided by their total touring time in Southern
Tasmania (see equation B2 of Appendix B).
A problem arose with the use of the above method in the case of local
visitors. For this group Prop-TT was only 0.43, not much higher than
for rest of Tasmania patrons (0.39). This resulted in expenditure at the
TT for local visitors being slightly greater than their estimated total TTattributable expenditure. We therefore concluded that time
proportions were not a good indicator of expenditure proportions and
revised our method for this group. We assumed for locals that all food
expenditure was expenditure at the TT (the per person expenditures
on both these items were very similar). We then used the proportion
of petrol expenditure to other costs as an indicator of the proportion
of expenditure outside the TT that could be attributable to the TT. The
fraction thus computed was 0.27. This was equivalent to using a
Prop-TT value of 0.59.
The direct expenditure by TT patrons in Southern Tasmania estimated
to be attributable to them visiting the event is shown in Table 8.1.

While expenditure in the rest of Australia will have an impact on the Tasmanian economy, this
effect is likely to be trivial.

9
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Table 8.1 Direct Expenditure in Southern Tasmania
Attributable to TT Visitors ($m)
LOCALS

OTHER
INTERSTATE OVERSEAS
ALL
TASMANIAN VISITORS VISITORS VISITORS

Expenditure at TT

3.215

0.505

1.222

0.375

5.316

Other Associated Expenditure

1.077

1.340

5.388

2.670

10.475

Total Attributable Expenditure

4.292

1.845

6.610

3.044

15.791

The final row of Table 8.1 formed the direct expenditures with which
the FEDERAL model was shocked, except for non-local Tasmanians. In
that case an allowance was made for travel costs (e.g. petrol) in the
rest of the state. In the case of mainland and overseas visitors it was
assumed that travel costs in the rest of the state were attributable to
other tourist activities (not the TT).
The simulations results impact on the Tasmanian and Hobart area
economies are summarised in Table 8.2.
Table 8.2 Economic Impact of TT
Gross State Product

$9.0 million

Real Consumption

$3.5 million

Tasmanian Employment

249 jobs

Hobart Area Employment

247 jobs

Real Private Investment

$1.5 million

The results in Table 8.2 need to be treated with some caution. They
are dependent on the same average cost assumptions used in the
initial TCM calculations. Thus interstate visitors are estimated from the
survey data to make 82 per cent of their attributable direct
expenditure away from the TT on such items as accommodation. The
corresponding figure for overseas visitors is 88 per cent. The amount
of the attribution was determined in accordance with the share of
time spent in the TT activity compared to other tourist activity in the
local area. However, it may well be that many visitors to the TT would
have spent around about the same time in Hobart even if the TT had
not been on during their visit. Some TT patrons might have learnt of
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the event only after their arrival. This may well be the case with a high
proportion of overseas tourists.
While we were not able to resolve these issues, we did conduct an
alternative simulation in which 50 per cent of visitors from the
Australian mainland were given only the same proportion of
attributable expenditure outside the TT as the local visitors. For
overseas visitors we increased the share of visitors treated in that way
to 95 per cent. For the remaining interstate and overseas visitors, we
assumed they retained the same attributable expenditure proportion
as before. These assumptions lowered the overseas TT visitors share of
total annual tourism expenditure by all overseas visitors holidaying in
Tasmania from 4.4 per cent to a more plausible 0.9 per cent. The
corresponding proportion for mainland visitors fell from over 1.7 per
cent to less than 1.1 per cent.
Under these particular assumptions the impact of the TT was
estimated as $4.3 million in gross state product and just over 140
Tasmanian jobs. Expenditure at just the TT itself accounted for an
economic impact on the Tasmanian economy of $1.4 million in gross
state product and 56 Tasmanian jobs.
8.3 Impact of the AWBF
A similar approach was taken to estimating direct expenditure by
AWBF patrons attributable to their visit to the special event as was
used with the TT. However, the adjustment in the attributable fraction
was not necessary for local visitors as they were directly asked how
much their trip expenditure to the AWBF was (see question 22, AWBF
survey form in Appendix A). The estimated direct expenditures for
AWBF visitors are shown in Table 8.3.
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Table 8.3 Direct Expenditure in Southern Tasmania
Attributable to AWBF Visitors ($m)
LOCALS

OTHER
INTERSTATE OVERSEAS
TASMANIAN VISITORS VISITORS

TOTAL

AWBF Tickets

0.086

0.0115

0.018

0.007

0.126

Other Expenditure at AWBF

0.125

0.045

0.077

0.017

0.264

Other Associated Expenditure

0.088

0.154

0.477

0.100

0.819

Total Attributable Expenditure

0.298

0.214

0.572

0.124

1.208

Again the final row of Table 8.1 formed the direction expenditures for
the FEDERAL simulations, with the same minor adjustment to Other
Tasmanian expenditure as for TT simulations.
Table 8.4 Economic Impact of AWBF
Gross State Product

$0.6 million

Real Consumption

$0.3 million

Tasmanian Employment

19 jobs

Hobart Area Employment

18 jobs

Real Private Investment

$0.1 million

The use of the average cost method to deal with multiple purpose
trips may not be as severe a problem for the AWBF as for the TT, but
it may still mean that the above results are an overestimate. If we
assumed that 25 per cent (75 per cent) of mainland (overseas) visitors
should be given the same proportion of attributable expenditure
outside the TT as local visitors, the impact of the AWBF on the
estimated Tasmanian economy would become $0.5 million in gross
state product and 15 jobs.
8.4

Effects of changes to entry costs

As revealed by the TCM results for the TT and the AWBF an increase
in costs to patrons of the events can be expected to have a negative
impact on the numbers attending.
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At present no entry fee is charged for the TT and there are no plans
for the organisers to change this policy. They have apparently
considered other income raising measures, but we have no specific
information about this. It may be that such measures have no impact
on the number of attendees. In that case the impact of the revenue
generating measures could have a positive impact on economic
activity by releasing TT funds to other types of expenditure or allowing
Hobart City Council rates to be less than otherwise would be the case.
On the other hand such revenue-raising measures might divert
expenditure from some other part of the economy. Madden (2002) in
modelling the economic impact of the Olympic Games simulates the
impact of Olympics sponsorship as increased revenue for the Olympics
at the expanse of advertising activity by other industries. Thus there is
a substitution of the sponsorship dollar.
In the case of the TT if additional revenue-raising measures were
perceived by patrons to increase their cost of attending the events by
$1, it is estimated that the TT’s contribution to gross state product and
Tasmanian employment would be lower by around $320,000 and 9
jobs respectively.
In the case of the AWBF the estimated responsiveness of demand to
a price increase as estimated in Chapter 5 is considered to be too
large. If we employ the same elasticity as used for the preferred CS
estimates in section 7.1, the effect of a $1 increase in the average
entry fee would reduce the number of patrons by 5.8 per cent. The
impact of this change would be a reduction of the AWBF’s
contribution to gross state product of around $37,000 and a reduced
employment contribution of around one job.
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9.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
In this chapter we summarize the study and provide some concluding
comments.
• This report provides econometric results of the application of the
travel-cost method (TCM) to the estimation of the demand
function for entry into two Hobart Summer Festival (HSF) events.
The results of modelling of the economic impact of the events are
also reported.
• The two HSF events examined were the Taste of Tasmania (TT),
using survey data collected during the TT held from 28 December
2000 to 3 January 2001, and the Australian Wooden Boat Festival
(AWBF), using survey data collected during the AWBF held from 9
February to 11 February 2001.
• The TCM was chosen for this study as it overcomes the problem
that cross-sectional survey data will have insufficient variation in
entry fee across similar individuals. TCM enables the use of crosssection data to estimate the demand for entry into a facility as a
function of price by observing that entry cost is just one
component of the total cost of visiting the event and that total
costs do vary across individuals.
• The particular variant of the TCM which we use, the zone TCM
(ZTCM), is based on grouping survey respondents into several
zones of origin depending on distance from the facility and
estimating an equation in which the visitor rate (the proportion of
the zone population which visits the facility) depends on the
average cost of visiting the event from the zone in question.
• It is assumed that the sensitivity of the visitor rate to a unit change
in travel costs is also the sensitivity of the visitor rate to variations
in the event entry fee. Under this assumption this sensitivity and
the zone populations are combined to predict the effect on visitor
numbers of changes in the entry fees.
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• For the TT useable responses from 1017 groups were obtained,
although some responses had information missing. The groups
comprised 4082 visitors, with 67 per cent coming from Southern
Tasmania, a further 7 per cent from the remainder of Tasmania,
18 per cent from interstate and 8 per cent from overseas.
• For the AWBF useable responses from 349 groups were obtained.
These groups comprised 907 visitors, with 66 per cent coming from
Southern Tasmania, a further 12 per cent from the remainder of
Tasmania, 15 per cent from interstate and 7 per cent from overseas.
• We distinguished 14 zones for the purposes of the TT econometric
analysis, and 12 for the AWBF analysis. In both cases there were 5
zones in Southern Tasmania and two in the rest of Tasmania. For
the TT there was a zone for each of the mainland states and one
for the Northern Territory, while for the AWBF there were four
mainland zones (NSW, Vic, SA and other). The remaining zone in
both cases was Overseas.
• For the TT, the relationship between the visitor rate and travel costs
proved to be negative and non-linear. Various non-linear forms
were experimented with and the preferred equation relates the
logarithm of the visitor rate to the logarithm of travel costs. The
equation has good explanatory power and passed various
diagnostic tests.
• For the AWBF, the relationship between the visitor rate and travel
costs again proved to be non-linear. Various non-linear forms were
experimented with and the preferred equation relates the visitor
rate to the inverse travel costs. The equation has adequate
explanatory power and passed a test for functional form.
• The estimated preferred equations for the TT and the AWBF were
used to predict the effects on visitor numbers of an increase in the
entry fee of $1. After some adjustments were made to the
predictions, the overall effects were found to be a 17 per cent and
a 15 per cent fall in visitor numbers, respectively, concentrated
largely in the mainland states.
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• In our judgement these effects were much larger than what we
believed to be plausible. The problem appeared to relate mainly to
the assignment of joint costs. This was a much greater problem in
the case of mainland and overseas visitors than Tasmanian visitors.
• We therefore decided to repeat the empirical work for the TT, but
used data for only Tasmanian visitors. It would have been desirable
to have also repeated the AWBF estimations in the same way.
However, the smaller sample size for the AWBF, and a shortage of
time and financial resources prevented this.
• The revised TT estimates were undertaken for both the original
seven Tasmanian zones and for an expanded number (eleven) of
Tasmanian zones.
• Very similar results were obtained for both cases, with an increase
in the entry fee of $1 leading to a predicted fall in TT visitors of
around 3.5 per cent.
• Computations of consumer surplus (CS), or the value that patrons
place on the event over and above the entry fee were undertaken
for both the TT and for the AWBF. Given the problems we
encountered with the estimation at the price-responsiveness of the
events, we carried out the CS computations for alternative
estimates of the demand elasticities. Our results were very sensitive
to the choice of elasticity (i.e. demand responsiveness) values.
• For the TT the CS was estimated at $2.98 per visitor for our initial
high elasticity estimate. For our revised elasticity estimate, the CS
estimate rose to $13.95 per visitor.
• For the AWBF the estimated CS was $3.31 per visitor. However,
using just the Tasmanian demand responsiveness figures, the CS
estimate rose to $8.65 per visitor.
• Virtually all of the economic impact of the TT and AWBF occurs in
the Hobart region.
• The TT generated around 250 Tasmanian jobs and $9 million in
gross state product in 2000/01.
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• The AWBF has a smaller economic impact. It generated just under
20 Tasmanian jobs and an extra $0.6 million in gross state product
in 2000/01.
• The economic impact estimates should be treated with caution as
they are based on the assumption that a proportion of general
travel costs incurred in Hobart should be attributed to the TT on
the basis of time at the event compared with total touring time in
Hobart. This is likely to have resulted in an overestimate of the
economic impact. While we were unable to adjust our estimates
for this possibility, we do provide (in Chapter 8) some indication of
the effects of changing the proportions of attributable expenditure
outside the HSF events on the results.
This study has demonstrated the use of a particular methodological
approach to determining some key features of a special event, namely
the sensitivity of demand for the event to a change in the price of
entry, the value that patrons put on the event, and the impact of the
event on the local and state economies.
Some modifications to the TCM procedures employed in this study
would be desirable if the method were to be applied to similar-sized
events in Tasmania or other parts of the country. While the TCM
appeared to work well for local patrons of the HSF events, for whom
visiting the TT formed one of the major purposes of their trip, the
method encountered considerable problems in the case of interstate
and overseas visitors, for whom visiting the TT was likely to form a
minor component of their trip.
One approach to overcoming the multi-purpose trip problem would
be to confine the use of the TCM to visitors from locations sufficiently
close to the event that their attendance at an event forms the major
purpose of their trip. An alternative to TCM for estimating a special
event’s demand curve is the contingent valuation method (CVM).
With CVM, respondents would be asked direct questions about their
valuation of the event. A CVM survey would seek to find out from
respondents their willingness-to-pay for the event under various
entry-price scenarios. CVM surveys must be designed carefully and
conducted rigorously to seek to avoid biased responses. There is a
clear incentive for respondents to behave strategically and
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underestimate their willingness to pay. Local attendees are particularly
likely to engage in strategic behaviour for events that are held
regularly in their area. A combination of TCM and CVM may form the
best approach, but it is also likely to be a quite expensive approach.
Cameron (1992) does show that conceptually TCM and CVM “data
can be usefully combined in one joint model of preferences”.
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APPENDIX A: THE SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES
The survey questionnaires developed to collect travel-cost information
from patrons of the TT and the AWBF are provided in this appendix.
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AUSTRALIAN WOODEN BOAT FESTIVAL - MARKET SURVEY
February 2001

a. Interviewer Name.

Counter:

b. Team No.

e. Location

c. Interview No.
f. Time Begun

d. Day
Sa

Su

Mo

g. Sex of Respondent
1.Male
2. Female

Good Afternoon,
My name is <name> and I am doing a survey for the Australian Wooden Boat Festival
organisers. Can I ask you a few questions about your visit to “The Wooden Boat Festival”
today?

SECTION I
1. Where do you currently reside?
(fill in SINGLE response in Part A below, then go the indicated section of Part B and fill in all
responses required, including multiple responses for visitors from Overseas, Interstate and
Elsewhere in Tasmania.)
Question 1 – Part A

Question 1 – Part B

1.1A) Hobart or Southern Tasmania
(local visitors)
Suburb/Town................................
Postcode ......................................
GO TO 1.1B ➔

1.1B) What is/will be the total time you are
away from home today on this trip?
Hours ...........................................
Nights...........................................
SKIP TO Q2

1.2A) Overseas
Country ........................................
GO TO 1.2B

1.2B) What will be the Total number of
nights you are away fromhome while
travelling in AUSTRALIA?
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THEN ASK Q1.4B
1.4B) Total number of nights away from
home in HOBART/SOUTHERN
TASMANIA
➔

➔

THEN ASK Q1.3B
1.3B) Total number of nights away from
home in TASMANIA.

➔

1.4A) Elsewhere in Tasmania
1. North/North East
2. North West/West
Postcode ......................................
GO TO 1.3B

➔

➔

1.3A) Interstate
State .............................................
Postcode ......................................
GO TO 1.2B

THEN SKIP TO Q3

For Local Visitors only
(from Hobart/Southern Tasmania)
2. Is this visit to the Wooden Boat Festival
the main reason for your trip away
from home today?

Obtain answer from Local Visitors with
respect to the day trip they are currently on.
1. Yes
2. No (for Local esidents who combine a
visit to the AWBF with other activities
on this trip) Then skip to Q5

FOR ALL Non-LOCAL Visitors
3. What has been yourmain purpose in
visiting Hobart/Southern Tasmania at
this time of the year? Has it been

3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.

To visit friends and relatives
Have a holiday
Sport
A conference or convention
business
See/take part in Wooden Boat Festival
Other Hobart Summer Festival Event
Other (specify)

0.

None (i.e. – No other reason than in
Q3.)
To visit friends and relatives
Have a holiday
Sport
A conference or convention
Business
Wooden Boat Festival
Other Hobart Summer Event
Other (specify)

**Read out items 3 to 9
**Single Response only!!!
(Continue for Non-local Visitors)
4. What are your other reasons for visiting
Hobart/Southern Tasmania at this time
of the year? Is it
DO NOT READ OUT.
MULTIPLE RESPONSES.

(for ALL visitors: Local and Non-local)
5. (i). How did you become aware that the
Australian Wooden Boat Festival was
on?
DO NOT READ OUT
MULTIPLE RESPONSE
(ii) Are you aware the Wooden Boat Festival
is part of the program of the Hobart
Summer Festival?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

1. TV commercial
2. TV news
3. Radio Commercial 4. Radio news
5. Newspaper advert. 6. Newspaper item
7. AWBF Newsletter 8. AWBF Web site
9. Word of mouth
10. Just knew
11. Magazines – which one
12. Hobart Summer Festival program
13. Other (specify)
If response above is Number 12, Skip to Q6
1. Yes

6. Which particular aspects of the
Australian Wooden Boat Festival have
you most enjoyed?
READ OUT
MULTIPLE RESPONSES.
ROTATE ORDER MENTIONED

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

2.No

The Boats
The Endeavour
The demonstrations
The Forum
Theatre
Music
Food/wine
Model boats
Quick’n’Dirty
Children’s activities
Other (specify)
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7. Are you ...
READ OUT age-group categories

1.
2.
3.
4.

Under 25 years
25 and under 40 years
40 and under 55 years
55 years and over

SECTION II
8. How long did it take you to travel
fromyour home/hotel, or the previous
place you were visiting, to the Wooden
Boat Festival today?
PROBE FOR AN ESTIMATE

Record actual time specified and the
location it refers to for the start of the trip
to the AWBF site.
(i) Time taken:
Hours
Minutes
(ii) From (location)

9. By the time that you leave, how much
time do you estimate you would have
spent AT the Wooden Boat Festival
today?
PROBE FOR AN ESTIMATE

Record actual time specified, and request
respondents to be accurate at least within a
half-hour interval.
Time Spent:
Hours
Minutes

10. Have you been to a previous year’s
Wooden Boat Festival in Hobart?
(If yes),
In which year?

1.
2.
3.
4.

11. Have you purchased a weekend or a
day pass for today’s visit?

1. Weekend: Then skip to Q13
2. Day: Then continue with Q12

12. Do you plan to come to the Wooden
Boat Fstival activities again during the
remaining days of the Festival, or have
you already made an earlier visit to this
year’s Festival?

1. No, I will not come again AND have not
come earlier to this year’s Festival
Then Skip to Q14

13. Could you please estimate how much
time in TOTAL you will spend at this
year’s Wooden Boat Festival, including
all your actual and planned visits?
PROBE FOR AN ESTIMATE
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No, Have never been before
Yes in 1994
Yes, in 1996
Yes, in 1998

2. Yes, I will come again and/or have
come earlier
Then continue with Q13
Record actual time specified, and request
respondents to be accurate within a half
hour interval
Total time spent:
Hours

Minutes

14. Would you say that on this visit to the
Wooden Boat Festival you received
value for money for the entrance fee
you have paid, speaking from yhour
own individual perspective?
Probe, if necesary.

1. No: I did not receive value for money
Then continue with Q15
2. Yes: I received value for money/I am
satisfied with what I saw
3. Can’t say
(if response is item 2 or 3: Skip to Q17

Note: Ask Questions 15 & 16 only to those persons who said they did not receive value for
money at the current entrance price (in Q14). Then skip to Section III.
15. What was the cost of your entry pass
to see the Wooden Boat Festival today?
16. Would there be some lower price for
the entrance pass at which you would
have received value for money, based
on what you saw and did today?
Then skip to Section III on Page 5

Current price paid for entry:
For a daily pass holder:
(ii) nominated lower price
(this value must be less than current price
paid noted above. Standard price: 49)
OR,
For a weekend pass holder:
(iii) nominated lower price
(this value must be less than current price
paid noted above. Standard price is
$22)
Then skip to Section III on Page 5

Note: Ask Question 17 only to those individuals who said they received value for money at
the current entrance prices, or were not sure (responses 2 or 3 in Q14.
17. Would you still think the Wooden Boat
Festival would be good value for your
money if, in order to meet increased
costs, the entrance fees were to be
raised to, say,
For a daily pass holder: (ask in sequence)
(i) $12 for a daily pass (instead of the
current $9),
(ii) $15 for a daily pass,
(iii) $20 for a daily pass.
OR
For a weekend pass holder:
(iv) $30 for a weekend pass
(instead of the current $22),
(v) $35 for a weekend pass,
(vi) $50 for a weekend pass.

Note:
Stop after the first “Not good value”
response in the sequence.
For increase to $12
1. yes good value
2. Not good value
3. Can’t say
For increase to $15
1. Yes good value
2. Not good value
3. Can’t say
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Choose between increased price of Daily or
Weekend pass based on what individual
has purchased (in response to Qestion
11).

For increase to $20

OR
For increase to $30

Probe for a yes/no response to all 3
hypotherical price increases. Minimise
the “Can’t say” response.

1 yes, good value
2. Not good value
3. Can’t say
1. Yes good value
2. Not good value
3. Can’t say

For increase to $35

1. Yes good value
2. Not good value
3. Can’t say

For increase to $50

1. Yes good value
2. not good value
3. Can’t say

SECTION III :
Group Size & Tourism Expenditure in Hobart/Southern Tasmania
I would now like to turn our attention away from just talking about you to the group of
people you may be travelling with.
Instructions for Interviewer:
GO TO PART A (starting from Q 18) if respondent is a LOCAL from Hobart/Southern. Tas.)
GO TO PART B (starting from Q 23) IN ALL OTHER CASES
Part A Only for local Hobart/Southern Tasmanian visitors
18. Are you alone on this visit today to the
Wooden Boat Festival, or are you in a
Group with friends or family members?

1.
2.

19. How many other people are in your
immediate group visiting the Wooden
Boat Festival today?
20. And how many of these other people
are also local residents from Hobart or
Southern Tasmania?

Write Down:

21. How much money did you (and your
group) spend at the Wooden Boat
Festival site today, not counting the
cost of the entrance tickets?
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Came alone: Then skip to Q. 21
Came in a group: Continue with
Q.19-20.

(i) Number of other people:
(ii)Number who are locals:
(from Hobart/S. Tasmania)
Amount spent inside the AWBF site
$

22. Could you please also estimate the total
amount of any other costs to you (and
your group) during the trip you have
made to the Wooden Boat Festival
today, including the return journey?
This will cover items such as parking
fees, petrol for the use of your own
vehicle, taxi/bus fare, meals away from
home, etc. (exclude entry ticket costs)

Total other travel costs
$

END 1

End of Part A (Section III).: This completes the entire survey for all local visitors from
Hobart/Southern Tasmania
Go to the closing remarks on page 7 (after Q. 33) to thank the survey respondent.
Part B for all non-local visitors
23. How many other people are you
visiting the Wooden Boat Festival with
today?

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

24. How many of these people come from
the same region/state/country as you?

Write down
Number of such persons:

26. Is there anyone else in the immediate
travel group with whom you are
visiting Hobart/Southern Tasmania
who’s not with you on this visit to the
Wooden Boat Festival today?

1.

27 How many of these absent people
mentioned in the previous question
come from the same state?
country/region of Tasmania as you?

2.
3.
4.
5.

None, I am alone: then Go to Q.25
One
Two
Three
Four or more (please specify):

None, I am travelling alone, or
Everyone in group is at the AWBF
(then GO TO Q.28)
One
Two
Three
Four or more (please specify):

Write down

Number of such persons:

28. Now thinking of all those people travelling with you that are from the same place as you
(whether or not they are actually here at the AWBF), can you please provide estimates
of how much money your immediate travel group will spend in Hobart/Southern
Tasmania during the entire duration of your trip here:
28.1... for accommodation?

Amount $

28.2... for car hire?

$

28.3... for petrol and other transport costs?

$

28.4... for food and drink?

$
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29. How much do you think You/Your
Travel Group will have spent In
Total in Hobart/Southern Tasmania
by the time you leave Hobart/Southern
Tasmania?

Amount $

SECTION IV
Additional Information on total travel costs for non-locals
Only for Tasmanian Visitors from outside Hobart/Southern Tasmania
30. How much money do you estimate
everyone travelling with you from your
own region of the State, present or
not, will have spent IN TOTAL by the
time you complete your entire trip in
Tasmania?

Total expenditure for Group in Tasmania
$

End 2

Only for International and Interstate Visitors
31. Approximately how much money did
you and the people who are from the
same location as you, whether present
here or not, spend on their Airfares and/
or Ferry fares for travel to Tasmania?
For overseas visitors only: Please
include the cost of the international
airfare to come to Australia.

cost of transportation to and from
Tasmania for entire travel group
1. $

32. If this airfare was part of a package tour
that may also include accommodation
and/or transport, or you had any other
type of package, how much was the
cost of the package/s for your travel
group?

If on a package tour, cost of total package
for entire group

2.

Free passage (i.e. Frequent Flyer
tickets)

3.

can’t say: airfare part of package

$

Continue only for International and Interstate Visitors
33. Including the airfares and costs from the
airfares/packages mentioned above, how
much money do you estimate everyone
from your home location will have
spent in total when you complete your
entire trip in Australia?
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Cost of entire travel within Australia for
the entire group
$
(including airfares and package expenses)
End 3

Closing comments: Please read out:
Thank you for helping us. Just to remind you that my name is < > and I am working for the
Australian Wooden Boat Festival. If you have any concerns or questions, or wish to offer
more feedback, I can give you a telephone number for the Wooden Boat Festival Office.
Would you like this?
If respondent requests a telephone number: the number to be given is (03) 6231 6407
Thank you again for your time and the information.

I certify that this interview has been completed fully and accurately according tot he
ESOMAR Code of Professional Behaviour.
Interviewer

Date

Time Completed

Time Taken

Interviewer Comments: Please note down any specific difficulties faced or any unusual
aspects of this particular interview you want to draw to the attention of the study research
team.
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APPENDIX B: TASTE OF TASMANIA – CALCULATION METHOD
Visitor Sectionalisation
Local visitors
The general purpose of the zones is to place the people in groups
where the cost of getting to the TT as represented by the distance is
roughly uniform. To this end the local visitors were placed in annular
regions around the centre of Hobart.
These rings were placed in order to achieve a reasonable sample in
each region but more importantly to put people in geographical
regions that represent the perceived distance.
This was achieved by allocating the suburbs that visitors came from on
a detailed map of Hobart and the surrounding area. All people from
any and each suburb were assumed to have come from the centre of
that suburb. Rings were then drawn at distances from the centre of
Hobart to include geographical regions as well as a reasonable
sample. Five regions were made with names HST1 to HST5. For TT, the
regions included between 96 and 188 groups, which translated to
378 to 688 people. The outer boundary of the largest ring was
assumed to be the boundary of “Southern (Tasmania)” Statistical
District as defined by the 1996 census.
To determine the population of each of these regions, the annular
function was used in the CLIB96 ABS census data. This allows the user
to pull up the cell information for all cells inside a given annulus. This
requires the name of a collection district to centre the annulus and
whole kilometre multiples as the radii of the rings. For the annulus
that has the range of 2 –> 4.5km, the population used was exactly
half the sum of the 2 –> 4km and 2 –> 5km zone since it was expected
that the population density would be higher closer to the centre so
this would cancel out the smaller area.
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Non-Local Tasmanian visitors
These visitors were split into two groups, Northern and Mersey-Lyell
as per the definitions of the 1996 census. These visitors were placed
in these regions by the nominated postcode of origin.
Interstate visitors
In the case of TT the number of visitors that completed this
questionnaire was sufficient to justify separate zones for each state.
This is somewhat complicated by the different questionnaires that
were filled out by visitors, as discussed later. The smallest zone
emerged as Northern Territory with 4 groups (22 visitors).
Overseas visitors
All overseas visitors were allocated to one group and their population
was assumed to be the total populations of all the countries of origin.
Cost Allocation
Overseas visitors
We consider the detailed procedures (using the TT example) for each
of the overseas, interstate and Tasmanian zones in turn. We begin
with the overseas zone. The cost per person, Ci, was calculated as:
[Ci] = [Attributible cost] x [prop_TT]

(B1)

[total_time/person]
[time_in_southern_Tas]

(B2)

[Prop_TTi] =

Where [time in southern Tas] comes from the answer to TT Q1 4B
[Total_time/person] = [vis_dur] + [transit_time]

(B3)

Where [vis_dur] come from average of the answers to question 22
And [transit time] comes from average of the answers to question 16
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[Attributible_cost] = [Southern_Tas_costs] +
time_in_SouthTas
[air cost/per] x
total_trip_time

(

[

(B4)

])

Where [total trip time] comes from the average of Q1 2B answers
[Southern_Tas_costs] = Σ

[/person_cost_for_southern_Tas]
no._of_groups_in_zone

(B5)

[/person_costs...Tas] =
[group_size]/([group_size] + [notwithyou–1])
[total29] x
([group_size] + [not_with_you]–1)

(

)

[/person_costs...Tas] =

( ([group_size][group_size]
)
+ [not_with_you–1]

(B6)

[Airfare costs/person] = average [/person air cost]

(B7)

[total29] x

2

[/person costs for southern Tas] = as (B6) but replace total for Q29
with total for Q31.
Interstate visitors
The same procedure was used for these visitors as for the
international visitors.
Non-local Tasmanian visitors
The same general procedure was used for non-local Tasmanian visitors
as for the overseas visitors with the following exceptions.
The total trip time was taken from the variable for the total number
of nights spent away from home in Tasmania.
No travel cost was available for these visitors that could be paralleled
to the airfare cost that was calculated for the overseas. Therefore a
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cost of $60 was allocated to each group and then divided between
each group member. The figure of $60 was chosen to represent one
tank of fuel. As in the overseas section this was adjusted for the
people not present at the TT.
Averages
All averages gave one weight to each group rather than each person
to prevent the effect of large groups on the average.
As previously, all averages gave one weight to each group rather than
each person to prevent the effect of large groups on the average. As
previously mentioned, the averages were calculated giving one
weight to each group as shown below:
transit_time_for_NSW =

Σ(transit_time_for_each_group)
number_of_groups

This method is opposed to calculating the average by summing the
times for each person and dividing by the number of people of
calculating the Ci for each group and then dividing that by the
number of groups. This method prevents the results from being
affected by large groups. While it can be found using algebra that the
results obtained by calculating the Ci for each group and then
averaging are different from the method used, the current method
was chosen by virtue of its ease of calculation.
The following problems should be noted in the case of the TT. It
should be noted that the average values used in the calculation of the
Attributable Cost were calculated using only the entries that provided
responses to the question. As mentioned in the report, two different
questionnaires were used, with approximately half of the responses
providing no data on duration of stay. In other places, the data has
responses missing that are of a large enough magnitude that they
would influence the results. For this reason, averages were calculated
using only the non-zero responses.
The existence of zero responses in the place of spaces has made this
task more difficult, since averages can be calculated in MS Excel to
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ignore spaces, but zeros are included. It was obvious from the original
data that these were not zero responses, but input by data entry
personnel where the survey form had no entry. The Questions 1.1B,
1.2B, 1.3B, and 1.4B were only answered by half the respondents due
to the different questionnaires, but the data contains entries for all
groups, with a large number of zeros.
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APPENDIX C:SUMMARY
EXECUTIVE
DEFINITION OF HST ZONES FOR
ADDITIONAL TT ESTIMATES
The general purpose of the zones is to place the people in groups
where the cost of getting to the festival as represented by the distance
is roughly uniform. To this end the local visitors were placed in annular
regions around the centre of Hobart.
These rings were placed in order to achieve a reasonable sample in
each region but more importantly to put people in geographical
regions that represent the perceived distance.
This was achieved by allocating the suburbs that visitors came from on
a detailed map of Hobart and the surrounding area. All people from
any and each suburb were assumed to have come from the centre of
that suburb. Rings were then drawn at distances from the centre of
Hobart to include geographical regions as well as a reasonable
sample. From these rings zones were defined with names HST1 to
HST9. The regions included between 106 and 43 groups, which
translated to 173 to 410 people. The outer boundary of the largest
ring was assumed to be the boundary of “Southern (Tasmania)”
Statistical District as defined by the 1996 census.
To determine the population of each of these regions, the annular
function was used in the CLIB96 ABS census data. This allows the user
to pull up the cell information for all cells inside a given annulus. This
requires the name of a collection district to centre the annulus and
whole kilometre multiples as the radii of the rings. For the annulus
that has the range of 2 –> 4.5km, the population used was exactly
half the sum of the 2 –> 4km and 2 –> 5km zone since it was
expected that the population density would be higher closer to the
centre so this would cancel out the smaller area.
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The size of the annular rings was chosen as follows:
REGION
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INNER RADIUS (KM)

OUTER RADIUS (KM)

HST1

0

1

HST2

1

2.5

HST3

2.5

4

HST4

4

6

HST5

6

8.5

HST6

8.5

11

HST7

11

14

HST8

14

24

HST9

24

-

APPENDIX D:
EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY
MODIFICATIONS TO THE FEDERAL
REGIONAL EQUATION SYSTEM
In evaluating the regional results of each of the events, we know that
the tourism commodities purchased by the event patrons are sourced
in the main from the Hobart region. the LMPST theory underlying the
FRES model, however, regionally allocates changes in commodity
purchases according to the region’s share in the Tasmanian sale of
that commodity. To incorporate this information the regional
simulations, we constrain the movements in the value-added of those
regional industries for which we know the regional purchase pattern.
In the levels, the share of the change in value added in (sub-state)
regional industry j,t in the total State change in value added in
industry j, SHVAJTj,t, is equal to:

SHVAJTj,t = Ch_VAJTj,t/

Σ CH_VAJTj,t

tεSDIV

Where Ch_VAJTj,t is equal to the change in value added in regional
industry j,t.
To implement our constraint on the distribution of the regional results
for a given state level industry, we need to set SHVAJTj,t outside of the
model, and equal to the share in the total tourism expenditure for
that industry across the state, as estimated from the data collected in
our survey of the event being modelled. Rearranging the above
equation provides:
Ch_VAJTj,t = SHVAJTj,t x

Σ Ch_VAJj

kεSDIV

Converting this to a percentage rate of change format provides:
zact_tj,t = {SHVAJTj,t

[ΣT_VA ] / T_VA } x zact

x

j,k

j,t

j,Tas

+ f_zact_t

jε STATE
tε SDIV
j,t

kεSDIV
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The coefficients SHVAJT sum to 1 across regions for a given industry.
Hence, if, for a given j, Equation E_f_zact_t is allowed to determine
zact_tj,t for all t, then there will be no incompatibility between the
sum of the regional activity results for the industry, and the results
given for that industry at the state level.
The equation linking the activity of regional industries with the
activities of their state-level counterparts is augmented by the
addition of two new variables that are exogenous in the standard
closure of the model:
zact_tj,r = zactj,”A1” + fzjj + fzjtj,t
To implement, for a particular industry, the sub-regional allocation of
value-added constraint, the first step is to swap the relevant elements
of f_zact_tj,t in Equation E_f_zact_t with the corresponding elements
of fzjtj,t in Equation E_zact_t. Now, Equation E_zact_t ceases to
determine zact_tj,t for j,t, rather, activity in sub-regional industry j,t is
now determined by Equation E_f_zact_t.
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reports for the public and private sectors, particularly through CREA.
Dr Prem Thapa
Dr Thapa was a Research Fellow at the Centre for Regional Economic
Analysis at the University of Tasmania from July 1999 until December
2000, and a Senior Research Fellow at the Centre during 2001. In
January 2002 he joined the Centre for Economic Policy Research at
the Australian National University. Before joining CREA he was,
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between 1994 and June 1999, a doctoral student and Research
Officer at ANU. From 1981 to 1992 he worked as a research
economist at The Institute for Integrated Development Studies (IIDS)
in Kathmandu, Nepal. IIDS is a well-reputed non-governmental
organisation for research on economic policies and development
issues in Nepal. While at IIDS Prem was involved in the development
of Nepal’s first computer general equilibrium model, collaborating
with a team from the Free University, Amsterdam. Prem has
conducted economic research in many areas including agricultural,
forestry, and energy economics, labour econometrics and population
studies. His work at CREA was mainly on the economic modelling of
tourism, the economic impact of the Very High Speed Train, and the
price effects of the GST.
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The Cooperative Research Centre for Sustainable Tourism was established under the Australian
Government’s Cooperative Research Centres Program to underpin the development of a
dynamic, internationally competitive, and sustainable tourism industry.
Our mission: Developing and managing intellectual property (IP) to deliver innovation to
business, community and government to enhance the environmental, economic and social
sustainability of tourism.
DEVELOPING OUR IP
Director of Research – Prof Leo Jago
1. Tourism, conservation and
environmental management
research
Co-ordinator – Prof Ralf Buckley
(r.buckley@mailbox.gu.edu.au )
• Wildlife Tourism
• Mountain Tourism
• Nature Tourism
• Adventure Tourism
2. Tourism engineering design and
eco-technology research
Coordinator – Dr David Lockington
(d.lockington@uq.edu.au)
• Coastal and marine infrastructure and
systems
• Coastal tourism ecology
• Waste management
• Physical infrastructure, design and
construction

5. Post graduate education
Coordinator – Dr John Fien
(j.fien@mailbox.gu.edu.au)
6. Centre for Tourism and Risk
Management
Director – Prof Jeffrey Wilks
(j.wilks@uq.edu.au )
7. Centre for Regional Tourism
Research
Director – Prof Peter Baverstock
(pbaverst@scu.edu.au)
MANAGING OUR IP
General Manager – Ian Pritchard
(ian@crctourism.com.au)
1. IP register
2. Technology transfer
3. Commercialisation
4. Destination management products
5. Executive training
6. Delivering international services
7. Spin-off companies

3. Tourism policy, events and
business management research
Coordinator – Prof Leo Jago
(Leo.jago@vu.edu.au)
• Consumers and marketing
• Events and sports tourism
• Tourism economics and policy
• Strategic management
• Regional tourism
• Indigenous tourism

• Sustainable Tourism Holdings
CEO – Peter O’Clery
(poclery@iprimus.com.au)
• Sustainable Tourism Services
Managing Director – Stewart Moore
(sts@crctourism.com.au)
• Green Globe Asia Pacific
CEO – Graeme Worboys
(graeme.worboys@ggasiapacific.com.au )

4. Tourism IT and Informatics research
Coordinator – Dr Pramod Sharma
(p.sharma @uq.edu.au )
• Electronic product & destination
marketing and selling
• IT for travel and tourism online
development
• Rural and regional tourism online
development
• E-business innovation in sustainable
travel and tourism

For more information contact:
Communications Manager – Brad Cox
CRC for Sustainable Tourism Pty Ltd
Griffith University, PMB 50
GOLD COAST MC, Qld 9726
Ph: +61 7 5552 8116, Fax: +61 7 5552 8171
Visit: www.crctourism.com.au or email:
Brad@crctourism.com.au

79

BRISBANE
Tourism Engineering,
Design and Technology Research
Dr David Lockington
Ph: 07 3365 4054
d.lockington@uq.edu.au

DARWIN

CAIRNS

Northern Territory Node
Coordinator
Ms Alicia Boyle
Ph: 08 8946 6084

Cairns Node
Coordinator
Prof Philip Pearce
Ph: 07 4781 4762

alicia.boyle@ntu.edu.au

philip.pearce@jcu.edu.au

IT & Informatics Research
Dr Pramod Sharma
Ph: 07 3365 6513
p.sharma@uq.edu.au

Sustainable Tourism Services
Mr Stewart Moore
Managing Director
Ph: 07 3211 4726
sts@crctourism.com.au

Education Program Coordinator
Dr John Fien
Ph: 07 3875 7105
j.fien@mailbox.gu.edu.au

GOLD COAST
Chief Executive
Prof Terry De Lacy
Ph: 07 5552 8172
t.delacy@mailbox.gu.edu.au

Conservation and Environmental
Management Research
Prof Ralf Buckley
Ph: 07 5552 8675
r.buckley@mailbox.gu.edu.au

PERTH

ADELAIDE

Western Australia
Node Coordinator
Prof Jack Carlsen
Ph: 08 9266 1132

South Australia Node
Coordinator
Prof Graham Brown
Ph: 08 8302 0313

CarlsenJ@cbs.curtin.edu.au

graham.brown@unisa.edu.au

CANBERRA
Industry Extension Coordinator
Mr Peter O’Clery
Ph: 02 6230 2931
poclery@iprimus.com.au
Australian Capital Territory
Node Coordinator
Prof Trevor Mules
Ph: 02 6201 5016
tjm@comedu.canberra.edu.au

LISMORE
Centre for Regional
Tourism Research
Prof Peter Baverstock
Ph: 02 6620 3809
pbaverst@scu.edu.au

MELBOURNE
Director of Research
Prof Leo Jago
Ph: 03 9688 5055
Leo.jago@vu.edu.au

LAUNCESTON

SYDNEY
New South Wales
Node Coordinator
Mr Tony Griffin
Ph: 02 9514 5103
tony.griffin@uts.edu.au

Tasmania Node Coordinator
Prof Trevor Sofield
Ph: 03 6324 3578

International Program
Co-ordinator
Dr Johannes Bauer
Ph: 02 6338 4284

trevor.sofield@utas.edu.au

jbauer@csu.edu.au

