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SUMMARY 

Objectives of the Study 
The main objectives of this project were to examine regional visitation to Melbourne and its metropolitan parks, 
to study the main factors that could function as constraints to visitation and to produce a number of 
recommendations, so as to enhance future visitation. 

Methodology 
The methodology consisted of the following three phases: 

1. Literature Review and re-examination of data.  
2. Interviews with focus groups.  
3. Recommendations and presentation of findings.  

The first phase of the project involved a review of the literature and a re-examination of existing data from 
the Community Perception Monitor (CPM) database (1997 to 2003) and the National Visitor Survey (1999 to 
2002). The information collected by the literature review and the re-examination of data formed the base for the 
second phase of the project, where six focus group discussions took place. These discussions aimed to delve 
deeper into the reasons that restrict visitation to metropolitan parks and to Melbourne in general, and attempted 
to guide initial directions to the most promising strategies and actions to enhance visitation. 

The focus group interviews were based on prominent originating regions of regional visitors to Melbourne. 
These sites were Bendigo, Traralgon, Wodonga, Warrnambool, Shepparton and Mansfield. These were separated 
into two categories: ‘Near’ - less than 200 km from Melbourne and ‘Far’ - more than 200 km. 

The discussions examined the reasons why regional Victorians visit Melbourne, their preferred activities and 
accommodation and the reasons that might restrict or, conversely, enhance regional visitation to Melbourne and 
its parks, bays and cultural assets.  

The third phase built on the recommendations produced by the focus group interviews and finalised the 
project with a final presentation and an integrated final report. 

Key Findings 
The literature review indicated that socio-economic and demographic factors, such as income and age, are 
among the strongest predictors of urban park visitation. This was confirmed by the data bank cross tabulations 
for each of these variables with visitation and the related chi square tests. Other major constraints included 
available time and distance. 

The cost of leisure, which in the case of parks could encompass entrance fees, equipment costs and the cost 
of fuel or public transport, appears to be prohibitive for some groups of the population, such as the low income 
earners. Home leisure provides a cheap, convenient and increasingly popular alternative to outdoor recreation. In 
contrast to home leisure, outdoor recreation is also more reliant on good weather and is, thus, more strongly 
influenced by seasonality. 

Awareness of parks and the opportunities they provide was not cited by CPM 2003 respondents as one of the 
main reasons that prevent intra-state visitors from visiting parks, bays and cultural sites. However, examination 
of previous data indicates that awareness of metro parks by regional Victorians is relatively low. Lack of 
awareness is one of the constraints that should be possible to remove through targeted marketing and promotion. 

Ethnicity has been found by US researchers to influence the frequency and context of park use. However, its 
role is considered by many to be secondary in relation to social, economic and other factors. Finally, while 
accessibility to Victorian parks by people with disabilities was a prominent issue in the late 1980s it seems to 
have improved considerably since. 

The focus group interviews confirmed that the constraints of time and cost were prominent deterrents of 
visitation to Melbourne. Problems with transportation in the city were also mentioned quite frequently.  

With regard to parks, bays and cultural assets, low interest and low awareness appeared to play a relatively 
important role. The respondents appeared to be more interested in shopping, entertainment and catching up with 
their Melburnian friends and relatives. The latter also seemed to have an influential role in getting regional 
Victorians to visit metropolitan parks. 
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Future Action 
The last part of the interviews prompted respondents to consider any means that might facilitate or encourage 
future visitation to Melbourne. The respondents overwhelmingly requested more information, particularly with 
regard to lesser known suburban events and attractions. There were also many requests for information on 
affordable family-oriented activities in the city. The idea of an all-inclusive tourist package that would be 
tailored to the needs of regional Victorians was also appealing to many respondents. 

Based on this information two sets of recommendations are provided. Firstly, recommendations aimed to 
enhance visitation to Melbourne. Drawing from the comments of focus group participants, these 
recommendations mainly focus on increasing awareness through a specialised booklet, as well as combining 
several attractions in the form of a packaged tour. 

The second set of recommendations is more specifically tailored to enhancing visitation to Melbourne’s 
metropolitan parks, bays and cultural assets. In this respect, differentiation and marketing of these resources 
through the development of appropriate and distinct images appears to hold the key for enhanced future 
visitation. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The main objectives of this project are to examine regional visitation to Melbourne and its metropolitan parks, to 
study the main factors that could function as constraints to such visitation and to produce a number of 
recommendations, so as to enhance visitation in the future. 

Parks in this study include those metropolitan parks operated by Parks Victoria in the suburbs and immediate 
hinterland of Melbourne. Also grouped with parks for the purpose of this study are major cultural sites like 
Werribee Mansion and local metropolitan bays and piers like Port Phillip Bay and Frankston Pier. 

The methodology consisted of the following three phases: 

1. Literature review and re-examination of data. The literature review has examined the main 
determinants of tourism, outdoor leisure and park visitation in particular. The analysis of data involved 
the Community Perception Monitor database of Parks Victoria and the National Visitors Survey 
provided by Tourism Victoria. This information will be provided as ‘Literature Review Findings’ and 
‘Data Analysis Results’ for the top ten factors that have been identified as influencing park visitation. 

2. Interviews with focus groups. Six interviews took place in regional locations of Victoria in order to 
obtain in-depth qualitative information on the factors that influence regional visitation to Melbourne 
and its parks, bays and cultural assets. 

3. Recommendations and presentation of findings. The phase builds on the recommendations produced by 
the focus group interviews and finalises the project with a final presentation and an integrated final 
report. 
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Chapter 2 

PHASE ONE: THE DETERMINANTS OF OUTDOOR RECREATION 
AND PARK VISITATION 

Parks Victoria ran an annual survey involving the metropolitan and regional Victorian population, which is 
named the Community Perception Monitor (CPM). In this survey respondents are asked, among other things, to 
rate Parks Victoria as managers of national and metropolitan parks, bays and cultural assets. In 2000 the survey 
revealed a significant increase in the percentage of metropolitan and regional Victorians who did not know how 
to rate Parks Victoria as managers of metropolitan parks (see Figure 1). This alarmed Parks Victoria as it was 
suspected that this shift may relate to a decline in regional visitation to Melbourne’s metropolitan parks. 

Figure 1: Percentage of ‘don’t know’ responses involving rating Parks Victoria as a manager of 
Melbourne’s metropolitan parks 

Source: CPM 1997-2003 
 
 
Unfortunately there are no available data for actual regional visitation to metropolitan parks for the period 

between 1997 and 2001. Consequently it cannot be ascertained whether this increase in ‘don’t know’ responses 
is related to a reduced visitation to metropolitan parks or not. More recent data seem to indicate a small decline 
in park visitation. In 2003, only 32% of the CPM respondents had visited a metropolitan park in the previous 
three months, compared with 42% in the previous year. In this period, however, the decline is mostly attributable 
to metropolitan, rather than regional Victorians; and it should be borne in mind that two years of data should not 
be used to signify a trend. 

Table 1 shows the percentages of regional and metropolitan Victorians who had visited metropolitan parks, 
bays, waterways or piers and cultural heritage sites in the three months before the survey. 

 
Table 1: Victorians' visitation to Melbourne's parks, bays and cultural sites 

Metro parks Bays and piers Cultural sites Victorians 
2002 2003 2002 2003 2002 2003 

Regional  12% 13% 15% 25% 10% 12% 
Metropolitan 57% 42% 57% 63% 14% 12% 

Source: CPM 1997-2003 
 

 
Data from the National Visitor Survey (NVS) (Bureau of Tourism Research (BTS) 2001) indicate that 

regional visitation to Melbourne suffered a decrease between 1999 and 2001 to increase again in 2002. As shown 
in Table 2, intrastate visitation to Adelaide and Brisbane also has declined between 1999 and 2002, whereas 
visitation to Sydney and Perth presents a small increase of 1% to 2%. Hobart and Darwin seem to have achieved 
a higher increase in their intrastate visitation rates. 
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Table 2: Intrastate visitation to Australian Capitals 

Year 

Visitation 
from 

regional 
New South 
Wales to 
Sydney 

Visitation 
from 

regional 
Victoria to 
Melbourne 

Visitation 
from regional 
Queensland 
to Brisbane 

Visitation 
from 

regional 
South 

Australia to 
Adelaide 

Visitation 
from 

regional 
Western 
Australia 
to Perth 

Visitation 
from 

regional 
Tasmania 
to Hobart 

Visitation 
from 

regional 
Northern 

Territory to 
Darwin 

1999 24.3 32.5 23.1 41.7 45.5 19.8 25.3 
2000 25.5 27.9 21.2 41.7 46.4   
2001 25.5 25.3 20.8 34.6 46.7   
2002 26.2 31.2 19.7 38.9 46.6 24.4 30.3 

Source: BTS (2001) 
 

Although there does not appear to be a current decline in regional visitation to Melbourne and its parks, the 
potential certainly exists to enhance current visitation rates. Identifying the factors that can act as deterrents to 
future park use is the first step to achieving this potential. 

The literature review revealed several factors that exert a strong influence on urban parks visitation:  
 
• Socio-economic factors 
• Park location, distance & transport options 
• Available time 
• Pricing of leisure 
• Awareness, attitudes and marketing 
• Demographics and life cycle stage 
• Seasonality and climate 
• Home leisure 
• Race and ethnicity 
• Disability 

Several studies indicate that socio-economic variables are often the strongest predictors of park visitation and 
recreational behaviour in general (see, for example, de Vries & de Bruin 1998). However, the literature does not 
provide any clues to assist the ranking of the other determinants. The CPM database sheds some light on the 
relative influence of these determinants in the specific context of Victoria. Based on the most recent CPM data, 
the top five perceived constraints to metropolitan parks’ visitation by metropolitan and regional Victorians are 
presented in Table 3. 

Table 3: Top five constraints to park visitation by Victorians 

Victorians 
Don’t have 

the time / too 
busy 

Too far 
away / 

distance 

Lack of 
interest / 

don’t care 

Don’t 
have 

transport 

Weather Can’t 
afford it / 

money 
Metropolitan (N = 668) 41% 9% 8% 6% 6% - 
Regional (N = 334) 26% 27% 5% 6% - 7% 

Source: CPM 2003 
 

 

This evidence suggests two things. First, apart from the principal constraints of time and distance in each 
group, the other factors were cited by fewer than 10% of the respondents. Second, the issue of time has been 
noted in other recreation studies. An ABS survey completed in 2001 revealed a lack of time was the main reason 
(36%) that people did not visit a World Heritage area, national or state park (Figure 2). Age or health was the 
second main reason for inability to visit these areas, (17%) (ABS 2004). These findings have remained 
consistent with previous research.  
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Figure 2: Main reason for not visiting a World Heritage area or park in Australia, 2001 

 
 Source: Environmental issues - people’s views and practices (2001, cited in ABS 2004). 

 
Time and distance appear to be major perceived constraints to respondents. As regional Victorians’ average 

length of stay in Melbourne is between one to three days, this leaves little time to travel to and enjoy time in 
metropolitan parks. If the hosts are well informed and visit their local metropolitan park on a regular basis they 
may be more inclined to encourage their regional visitors to join them at a park or make the suggestion to visit. 

The following is a summary of the main constraints and variables for visitors travelling to parks for leisure, 
as identified by a literature search of Australian and international sources. A range of limiting factors is 
discussed along with some findings by authors who have researched low demand in natural environments. 

Determinant 1: Socio-Economic Considerations 

Literature Review Findings 
The literature suggests that the higher the level of income the higher is the possibility for leisure activities, 
including visiting parks. Regarding the level of education it is argued that ‘in general, park visitors (in particular 
National Park visitors) have a relatively high level of education with many holding tertiary qualifications. People 
working in professional, managerial and highly skilled occupations also tend to be over-represented among park 
visitors’ (Natural Resources and Environment Committee 1987).  

Data Analysis Results 
Based on the CPM data for 2003, 5.5% of the respondents said that one of the reasons that prevent them from 
visiting parks, conservation reserves, bays or cultural heritage sites is that ‘they cannot afford it’. A cross 
tabulation of ‘Income’ and ‘Visitation’ shows that the higher the household income, the more likely respondents 
are to have visited a metropolitan park. The interdependence of these variables (see Appendix A) is also 
illustrated by the chi square test (x2 = 27.879, p < 0.001). Visitation to bays, waterways or piers around 
Melbourne are also related to level of income (x2 = 36.445, p < 0.001) while visitation to cultural heritage sites is 
not (x2 = 7.392, p>0.05). Regional Victorians rate a lack of income to spend on visiting parks as the third main 
constraint (7%). Level of income does not have as much significance towards cultural heritage sites. 

Using the CPM data, a cross tabulation of ‘Level of Education’ and ‘Visitation’ shows that the higher the 
level of education, the more likely are respondents to have visited a Metropolitan Park or a bay, waterway or pier 
around Melbourne. The chi square test results were x2 = 45.475, p < 0.001, and x2 = 40.589, p < 0.001 
respectively. The level of education did not appear to relate to visitation to cultural attractions (x2 = 2.637, p > 
0.05) as shown in Appendix A. 

Determinant 2: Park Location Distance and Transport 

Literature Review Findings 
The location of a park affects both the amount and the type of its use. For example, a park surrounded by offices 
will have a different type of use compared to one surrounded by flats (Hamilton-Smith & Mercer 1991). 
Similarly, a park surrounded by natural or artificial barriers such as rivers, freeways and railways, will have 
limited accessibility (Hamilton-Smith & Mercer 1991; Natural Resources and Environment Committee 1987; 
Pigram & Jenkins 1999). According to the Natural Resources and Environment Committee (1987), the effect of 
poor location can reduce usage to a quarter of what would otherwise be expected. 
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The literature generally supports an inverse relationship between distance and park visitation. Private and 
public outdoor recreation spaces in Australia ‘show an extraordinary marked degree of spatial concentration 
within two to three hours’ drive of the main settlement centres’ (Mercer 1981, p.27). Many of Melbourne’s 
metropolitan parks generally are within a two-hour driving zone of urban households and serve as destinations 
for day or half-day trips (Natural Resources and Environment Committee 1987).  

Availability of reliable public or private transport is another important parameter that influences park use. 
Boyle (1988) argued that most of the major parks on the urban fringe and beyond are inaccessible to people who 
do not own cars. This means that for people such as the elderly, the young, the poor and the handicapped, 
opportunities for visits to such parks are severely limited due to public transport un-availability (Natural 
Resources and Environment Committee 1987). As argued by Pigram and Jenkins (1999, p.154), public 
transportation ‘is usually commuter-oriented, to work places and shopping centres rather than recreation outlets. 
Services are often reduced or eliminated during evenings and weekends when recreation demands are heaviest’. 

The dominance of the car by domestic tourists (Department of Industry 2003a, 2003b) has also highlighted 
the need for a better road system. It is also reported that regional Australians have raised the issue of improved 
transport infrastructure. The state of roads is also a factor that may affect visits to more remote parks, as well as 
travel from rural to urban Australia (Department of Industry 2003a, 2003b; Tourism Division 2002). 

Data Analysis Results 
Both distance and transport are in the top four constraints to metropolitan park visitation by both metropolitan 
and regional Victorians (CPM 2003). The former was mentioned as a constraint by 15% of the respondents and 
the latter was mentioned by 6.1% of the respondents. As expected, distance was more frequently named as a 
constraint by regional than by metropolitan Victorians. An impressive 84% of the respondents who mentioned 
distance as a constraint to visitation and 64% of those who mentioned lack of transport had not visited a 
Melbourne metropolitan park in the last three months before the survey. 

Determinant 3: Available Time 

Literature Review Findings 
The promise of more leisure time seems to be evaporating. Bolt (1993) reports on longer working regimes, 
weekend work, 12-hour shifts and minimum 42-hour weeks (Mercer 1994). There are more mobile phones, lap 
tops, modem links and fax machines which blur the distinction between work and home (Mercer 1994). There is 
a need to consider those who work shiftwork, on weekends and families who split the working week to share 
childcare responsibilities. Family and other commitments also restrict the time available for travel and leisure. 

Overall there is a strong trend for people to take shorter breaks (one to three days). Domestic tourists usually 
travel on weekends which limits the time available to participate in recreation activities (BTR 2003; Department 
of Industry 2003a, 2003b). Previous research shows that 15 to 24 year olds and those in the 65+ category have 
the most leisure time (Veal & Lynch 2001). 

Data Analysis Results 
Based on the CPM data for 2003, 35.8% of respondents mentioned lack of time as one of the reasons that 
prevents them from visiting parks, conservation reserves, bays or cultural heritage sites. There was a similar 
figure in 2002, with 40.4% listing time as a constraint. Regional Victorians represented one third of the sample 
in 2003 with 26% stating time as a constraint. 

Determinant 4: Pricing of Leisure 

Literature Review Findings 
There are only ten metropolitan parks in Victoria that charge an entrance fee and of these, six are Gardens, the 
remaining four are special interest attractions including the Mansion at Werribee Park (Parks Victoria 2002). 
Gardens, centrally located parks, old, established areas and areas that offer a range of experiences are typically 
high use areas (Roberts 1987). Such areas will remain attractive and popular so long as they are carefully 
maintained. 

Apart from the cost of participating in an activity, low income earners are affected also by transport costs. 
The use of a car to reach tourist destinations by far outweighs any other transport type. The 2001 National 
Visitor survey recorded 91% of intrastate visitors travelling by car (Tourism Victoria 2002). The cost of fuel can 
predictably rise before and during public/school holidays. Fuel price increases, as much as 22% within a week, 
can act as a deterrent to travel (Tuckey 2002).  
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Data Analysis Results 
The CPM survey has not explored to what extent entrance fees prevent regional Victorians from visiting 
metropolitan parks, bays and cultural assets. However, the cost of leisure featured as one of the major constraints 
to park visitation, as discussed above. 

Determinant 5: Awareness, Attitudes and Marketing 

Literature Review Findings 
Perhaps the ‘major factor influencing access to parks is knowledge of the opportunities that parks offer, the 
variety of environments available and the location of parks’ (Natural Resources and Environment Committee 
1987, p.74). In Melbourne, the Dandenong Valley Metropolitan Park Home Interview Survey (see Natural 
Resources and Environment Committee 1987) revealed that both awareness and usage of parks increased with 
higher levels of education. Awareness also increased with age, but usage decreased with age. According to the 
Natural Resources and Environment Committee, this suggests that lack of information may be important for ‘low 
education level’ groups but less so for the elderly. Important constraints on the elderly are likely to include 
transport difficulties, lack of companions and poor health. In their study of public awareness and knowledge of 
urban parks among the residents of Michigan, Spotts and Stynes (1984) found that newer parks and/or less 
developed parks were lesser known and, subsequently, required greater attention in publicity programs. 

In order to provide recreational opportunities that are appreciated and valued by the community, park 
managers need to know the attitudes of the general community, as well as the specific ages, social and ethnic 
groups within it, to particular park characteristics, settings and activities. In the Australian context, many studies 
document a preference of the population for natural settings and interesting landscapes with minimal man-made 
interference. In a study of urban parks in Melbourne, the attractiveness and variety of the vegetation, and the 
presence of water bodies, were found to be important factors in accounting for variations in recreational use. 
According to Pigram and Jenkins (1999, p.145): 

at some parks, a strong preference was expressed for peace and quiet in relatively natural areas with few 
facilities. A significant number of respondents at two native eucalypt parks, for example, where 
minimal equipment has been installed, insisted that more facilities were not needed. 

Studies in other major cities of Australia also indicate an increased appreciation of natural attributes and 
settings. Veal (2001) commented on the traditional attitudes of Sydney-siders who value the trees, greenery, 
scenery, quietness, fresh air and sense of space that parks provide. He argued that: 

while large parks can and do successfully accommodate a wide variety of activities, the survey 
responses send a clear message to managers about the importance of maintaining the unique, traditional 
features of parks within the urban environment (p. 22) 

A study of inner-city parks in the City of Brisbane (McIntyre, Cuskelly & Auld 1991) also revealed the 
importance of the natural setting in the facilitation introspection, relaxation, temporary escape and release from 
tension for urban residents. Finally, in a study of Ipswich, Queensland, Cunningham and Jones (2000) reported 
that the attributes of parks that were most mentioned as positive were their aesthetic and open qualities, the way 
they were designed and their suitability for children. Facilities in parks, such as location of barbecues and 
provision of public toilets were also shown in responses to open questions to be important to householders. On 
the negative side, fear of threatening individuals, while it did not appear to dominate negative perceptions in the 
particular study, is known from other research (e.g. Little 1994) to inhibit women’s freedom to use parks 
(Cunningham & Jones 2000). Cranz (1989) with reference to the USA also discusses how parks often combine 
an image of peace and tranquillity with an image of menace and lurking danger. 

Moreover, special reference needs to be made to the potentially divergent perceptions and attitudes between 
urban and suburban/rural residents. Schroeder (1983) found that there are distinct park setting preferences 
between these two groups. Respondents who had spent most of their life in urban areas were more likely to 
prefer developed parks, while those from suburban/rural backgrounds were more likely to prefer natural forest 
environments (Payne, Mowen & Orsega-Smith 2002). This finding gives rise to questions about the role of 
metropolitan parks and the priority given to divergent and potentially conflicting needs of the population. 

In the literature it is often suggested that there is a need to make more use of the Internet as a medium to 
reach potential markets particularly when more travellers are using the Internet to search for destinations (Barry 
2001; Commonwealth of Australia 2002; Department of Industry 2003a, 2003b; Tourism NSW 2002). Many 
researchers also suggest that marketing campaigns need to consider the community by acknowledging their input 
and maintaining good relationships, so they in turn will promote a positive image of the park and the 
surrounding neighbourhood. 

Data Analysis Results 
The CPM database shows that awareness is not frequently mentioned as a reason for not visiting parks in 
Melbourne. However, this does not mean that Victorians are well aware of their metropolitan parks. In 1998 
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CPM respondents were asked to name the major parks and gardens in and around Melbourne of which they were 
aware. Fifty-seven percent of regional and 53% of metropolitan Victorians did not mention more than one or two 
parks and gardens, while 27% of regional and 7% of metropolitan Victorians could not mention any at all! 
Perhaps the reason respondents do not consider awareness as a constraint to visitation is because they know 
where to find the relevant information if and when they need it. The CPM survey in 2001 indicated that 24% of 
respondents utilised tourist information centres and 21% used the Internet as their main source of information for 
parks. Friends and relatives were the third highest source of information as listed in the 2001 CPM survey. 

The main benefits from metropolitan parks according to respondents of the 2003 CPM survey are: recreation 
purposes (36.2%), kids’ development and play (25.1%), conservation of nature and wildlife (19.8%), walking 
(18.6%) and escape from city (17.8%). Greenery follows in the ranking (with 14.9%) while open space (12.0%) 
and aesthetic quality (9.9%) are also relatively highly valued. 

With regard to the attitudes of Victorians (Parks Victoria 2002), most of the respondents describe themselves 
as outdoors persons (78%), enjoy trying new things (74%) and prefer active leisure activities (69%). While the 
attitudes are very similar for regional and metropolitan Victorians, it appears that the former have a stronger self-
image as outdoors persons and are more inclined to get feedback from family and friends before trying 
something new. 

Determinant 6: Demographics and Stage in the Life Cycle 

Literature Review Findings 
Family groups undertake the majority of day trips in Australia and are, according to Veal and Lynch (2001), the 
major users of National Parks (see also Labone & Wearing 1994). Visiting parks as a family group has 
implications for the activities and settings preferred. According to Smith and Mackay (1981), the number and 
age of children in the household unit indicates participation in the more family oriented pursuits such as 
picnicking and sightseeing and possibly modifies the parents’ participation in individual activities (cited in 
Natural Resources and Environment Committee 1987).  

The interdependence of age with visitation has risen in importance because of the aging of the Australian 
population. The ABS (2000), for example, predicted that the population aged 55 years and over will increase by 
33% between 2001 and 2011, from 4.2 million to 5.6 million (Hossain 2003). Understanding the needs and 
characteristics of senior citizens is necessary to ensure that they will continually have access to recreation 
opportunities ‘which enable them to socialise, remain active, learn new skills and brush up on old ones, so that 
they are able to feel they are valued in the community in which they live’ (Barnes 2003, p.37). 

In a recent article on leisure in later life, Grant (2003) argues that the majority of seniors’ leisure activity 
occurs in or close to the home and is generally low-cost in terms of money, time and energy. Most activities tend 
to be passive rather than physical and, despite the general push for active living, ‘many [senior citizens] are 
becoming increasingly involved in the passive consumption of leisure (e.g. television-watching, movies, eating 
out) and opting for a sedentary lifestyle’ (Grant 2003, p.16). Moreover, although many of the younger seniors 
have lived in a more affluent and liberal era, characterised by smaller families, shorter working weeks and paid 
vacations (Mercer 1981), their perceptions about what is appropriate leisure behaviour for people of their age are 
likely to be well entrenched. For older people to participate in outdoor recreation it is important to provide a 
strong sense of security and belonging. 

In general, it can be argued that the choice of leisure activity by older people is strongly influenced by ‘life-
long customs, cultural values, income, levels of education, societal norms and the physical environment in which 
one lives’ (Grant 2003, p.18). 

Data Analysis Results 
The literature suggests that when it comes to park visitation, men are slightly over-represented in comparison to 
women. The CPM data remain consistent with the findings of other studies. Specifically of those respondents 
who had visited a metropolitan park in 2003, 53.6% were males and 46.4% were females. Gender does not 
appear to influence leisure participation but rather the leisure activities undertaken. For example, females tend to 
participate more in social and entertainment activities than males (Labone & Wearing 1994). 

Based on the CPM data for 2003, families with children aged 17 years or less comprised 47% of visitors to 
Melbourne’s metropolitan parks. The chi square test also showed that the two variables (i.e. presence of young 
children and visitation) are related (x2 = 5.847, p = 0.016) (see Appendix A). A similar pattern follows for 
visitation to bays, waterways and piers, (x2 = 7.061, p = 0.008). The presence of children is not a significant 
factor when visiting cultural sites. 

While it is difficult to generalise on how the aging process affects leisure preferences, behaviours and values, 
there is strong evidence to suggest that recreation participation in general, and park visitation in particular 
decrease with age. Again, this is consistent with the 1981 Melbourne Urban Park survey as well as with the more 
recent CPM database. The latter indicates that in 2003 fewer than 20% of the respondents aged over 55 years had 
visited a metropolitan park in the previous three months, compared to 36% of the younger respondents. The chi 
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square test indicated that age and visitation are interdependent for metropolitan parks (x2 = 39.871, p < 0.001) 
and bays, waterways and piers (x2 = 26.737, p = 0.003). Visitation to cultural attractions appears to have no 
significant relationship with age (see Appendix A). 

Determinant 7: Seasonality and Climate 

Literature Review Findings 
The months of January and April are the most popular for tourists visiting Victoria from both interstate and 
intrastate (BTR 2002). Due to Melbourne’s variable climate and distinct seasons, tourists can be 
‘institutionalised’ by climate. Most people prefer to travel in warm, dry seasons (Butler & Mao 1997) yet there 
appears to be little research making any direct links to the weather patterns and its implication on visiting 
outdoor attractions. 

An important constraint is the family market’s restriction of school holidays or other commitments. This may 
contribute to the increase in weekend travel which provides the flexibility to travel outside of school holidays 
and it may be cheaper to do so. Public holidays are often expanded into longer breaks (Butler & Mao 1997). 

Data Analysis Results 
The weather was one of the top five perceived constraints restricting park visitation as stated by Metropolitan 
respondents in CPM 2003. However, it was less important for regional Victorians, following constraints such as 
disability, age and family commitments (as shown in Table 3). 

Determinant 8: Home Leisure 

Literature Review Findings 
Many people enjoy renovating their homes or working in the garden which is a growing trend. More investment 
is spent on improving their private domain which in turn allows the home owner to reap the benefits and spend 
more time in their chosen environment. The home is convenient and allows a range of ages to maximise time 
spent in a leisure activity. Mercer (1981) also suggested growing pollution in beaches and parks encourages 
people to choose leisure in their domestic environment.   

People are so busy with television and video viewing that there is little time left to leave the house and 
participate in other activities (Kolar 1993, cited in Mercer 1994). Television watching was the most popular 
summer activity recorded in the 1991 National Recreation Participation Survey with 93.6 % participation (Veal 
& Lynch 2001). DVDs, video players, computers, play stations are all increasing in popularity. 

Moreover, as Hamilton-Smith and Mercer (1991, p.32) argued: ‘alternative recreational facilities within a 
similar distance or time zone also influence the level and type of use at a specific park’. In this sense, urban 
metropolitan parks will have to ‘compete’ with other urban attractions and activities, as well as with home 
leisure alternatives. 

Data Analysis Results 
The existing data do not provide any indication as to the extent that home leisure serves as a substitute for 
outdoor leisure. The only relevant finding is that, according to the CPM 2000, 30.7% of metropolitan Victorians 
answered that they watch videos ‘often’ or ‘very often’ in relation to 22.5 % of regional Victorians.  

Determinant 9: Race and Ethnicity 

Literature Review Findings 
Researchers have found that race and ethnicity play some role, although not necessarily the most important one, 
in explaining differences in recreation settings and activity preferences among urban residents. A significant part 
of research in the US focuses on the differences in recreation settings between Blacks and Whites and has 
yielded some consistent results. In general, Blacks are found to prefer environments that are open, well-groomed, 
and have more structured (i.e. built) amenities such as ball fields and paved trails (Johnson & Bowker 1999; 
Kaplan & Talbot 1988; Philipp 1993; Stamps & Stamps 1985; Virden & Walker 1999, cited in Payne et al. 
2002). In their study of park preferences and behaviours among urban residents, Payne et al. (2002) found that 
race had a stronger impact than residential location or age, upon preference for the role of park land and the type 
of activity. Specifically, Blacks preferred that park lands serve a recreation function (versus conservation), and 
they preferred organised recreation activities (versus nature based activities).  
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Studies regarding the preferred activities of different racial groups have often produced controversial results 
and have prompted researchers to consider that socioeconomic differences may be more influential than racial 
differences in shaping recreation attitudes and behaviours (Floyd, Gramann & Saenz, 1993; Taylor 1993, cited in 
Payne et al. 2002). However, Dwyer (1994) found that once income, age, gender and location were controlled, 
significant differences in participation remained between racial/ethnic groups (Payne et al. 2002). 

Tinsley, Tinsley and Croskeys (2002) examined differences in park usage, social milieu and psychosocial 
benefits of park use among older urban residents from four ethnic groups. They found that the four groups 
differed significantly in the extent to which they visit the park alone, with an extended family group, and with an 
organised group. Ethnic heritage was also of substantial importance in explaining the use of some of the facilities 
studied as well as many of the psychosocial benefits reported. Cultural diversity among seniors is an increasingly 
important issue in Australia, with a national average of 30% born overseas (Barnes 2003). 

While there is no similar study in Australia, it has been reported that certain groups (particularly those with 
Southern European backgrounds) seek facilities and areas where large extended family groups can gather for 
picnics, ball games and social/religious outings (Natural Resources and Environment Committee 1987). Clearly, 
more research is needed to examine the accuracy of these perceptions and obtain an understanding of the views 
and preferences of various ethnic communities in Australia. 

Data Analysis Results 
This determinant is not examined directly in CPM or NVS. However, what can be gleaned from these data 
sources is that 72.6% of the respondents who visited a Melbourne metropolitan park in 2003 were born in 
Australia. About 15% of Melbourne metropolitan park visitors were born in a non-English-speaking country 
while at least 3.5% of the respondents in general spoke a language other than English at home. 

Determinant 10: Physical Accessibility and Disability 

Literature Review Findings 
There are significant barriers in relation to tourism opportunities for people with disabilities, their friends and 
carers (Department of Industry 2003a, 2003b; Veal & Lynch 2001). The Natural Resources and Environment 
Committee (1987) reports that 9% of the population together with their families, spouses and friends are denied 
access to Victoria’s parks owing to inappropriate design (and this figure does not include people with illness or 
accident, the aged, pregnant women, children and little people). The situation, however, has improved 
significantly since this publication, with 45 of the 57 Melbourne metropolitan parks currently providing limited 
mobility access, as well as toilets for the disabled.  

Data Analysis Results 
In 2003 only 2.6% of respondents mentioned ‘disability’ as one of the reasons that prevents them from visiting 
metropolitan parks. This is interesting when compared to the 19% of Australians estimated by the Australian 
Bureau of Statistics (1998) to have some form of disability. It possibly implies that only a small percentage of 
the disabled population actually regard their disability as a constraint to park visitation. 
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Chapter 3 

PHASE TWO: REGIONAL VISITATION TO MELBOURNE AND ITS 
PARKS, BAYS AND CULTURAL ASSETS 

The purpose of this phase is to examine what attractions and constraints exist for regional Victorians with respect 
to using Melbourne as a short stay destination. After the preliminary literature review to identify key attributes 
and constraints leading to tourism visits, with a special reference to parks, a survey form was developed to 
present to a selection of issues to regional residents. This was achieved by creating six regional focus groups 
around the state of Victoria, where the assembled residents were asked a series of open questions regarding their 
actual and planned short stay visits to Melbourne and their constraints to such travel. 

A qualitative approach to investigate the views of regional Victorians was selected so that existing 
information could be expanded upon in a cost effective manner. The focus group approach allowed the regional 
samples to comment freely on key issues identified in the earlier statistical analysis and literature review. The 
discussion encompassed the influence of time, awareness and transport, as well as the effect of personal features 
such as age, family commitments and income variations induced by the recent drought. 

 

Questions 
The questions for the focus groups were introduced under these general headings:  

• Interest in Melbourne/ Preferred Type of Visit and Activities. 

• Constraints and competition for Melbourne Visits. 

• Awareness/ Promotion of Melbourne and surrounds. 

In addition to the initial open question probing questions were used to expand on the key themes, as shown in 
Appendix B. The questions remained standardised with all six regional focus groups, enabling a high degree of 
direct comparison across the groups (Morgan 1996). The focus groups were designed for two-hour durations but 
took from 1.5 to 2.5 hours. The questions and methodology were approved by the ethics review committee at La 
Trobe University. 

The moderators for each session were from the School of Sport, Tourism and Hospitality Management who 
had experience in conducting focus group discussions. They were supplied with a moderator’s guide prior to the 
focus group formation (Appendix B). The moderators asked specific open questions and had a set of probes 
should the initial question provoke less than the desired level of input and detail from the participants. This 
structured technique allowed the moderator to remain in control of the group dynamics with the aim of drawing 
out a variety of responses from everyone in the group (Morgan 1996). The research goal is to provide key 
stakeholders with recommendations for future planning and marketing. This structured approach is one 
recommended when addressing specific goals (Morgan 1996). 

 

Sampling Locations 
The expanse of regional Victoria as a geographical area made focus groups an ideal choice for information 
gathering that could check on previous literature findings and data analysis results. Focus groups were organised 
in locations throughout regional Victoria that already supplied a substantial level of visitation to Melbourne and 
its attractions (Table 4).  
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Table 4: Regional Victorian visitation to Melbourne 2002 

Top ten origin regions Visitors to Melbourne from regional locations 

Gippsland (Traralgon) 311 
Bendigo 202 
Geelong 195 
Ballarat 194 
Western (Warrnambool) 179 
High Country (Mansfield, Wodonga) 156 
Goulburn (Shepparton) 142 
Peninsula 129 
Lakes 103 
Mallee 101 

Source: BTS (2001) 
 

The following towns were selected: Bendigo, Mansfield, Shepparton, Traralgon, Warrnambool and 
Wodonga. Thus, these six locations occurred among the top ten sources of regional visitors to Melbourne. These 
regional locations were divided into two categories, those with distances greater than 200 km to Melbourne and 
centres with a distance less than 200 km (Table 5). The aim of this division was to identify any differences 
between those locations considered close or distant to Melbourne, to see if distance and time led to different 
opinions. 
 

Table 5: Travelling times and distance of regional locations to Melbourne 

To Melbourne Regional Location 
Distance in kilometres Estimated travel time 

Bendigo 150 2hrs 46 mins 
Traralgon 164 2hrs 40 mins Destinations less than 200 km 

Shepparton 180 2hrs 46 mins 
Mansfield 253 4 hrs 22 mins 

Warrnambool 261 4 hrs 31 mins Destinations more than 200 km 
Wodonga 307 4 hrs 31 mins 
Source: www.whereis.com (2004) 

 

Structure and Selection of Focus Groups 
Six ‘Full’ (Greenbaum 1998) focus groups were planned, each containing six to seven members. A total of six 
participants in each group were thought to allow a wide range of responses without being so large that 
participants would have a low level of involvement (Morgan 1996). Key selection criteria for participants were 
based on their predetermined regional location and whether they had visited Melbourne in the last twelve 
months, or planned to visit Melbourne in the next six months.  

The groups were designed to contain as much variety as possible with respect to age, education, income 
level, occupation and gender. This is not necessarily advantageous when facilitating discussion, however 
segmentation by age or life stage is likely to increase the size of focus groups needed for this study (Morgan 
1996). As a compromise, representation was sought across the age spectrum that included where possible, two 
young (18 to 34 years), two middle aged (35 to 50 years) and two senior persons (51 years and older) per group 
(Table 6). This age distribution aimed to help demonstrate age defining preferences when questions are asked 
about preferred activities. As in most national surveys, activity preferences by persons younger than 18 will only 
be expressed through the answers of participating adults, who direct yet, are influenced by their younger family 
members.  

There were 22 females and 18 males represented in the focus groups. Occupations were not formally 
disclosed but the ensuing conversations revealed a cross-section of occupations ranging from fisherman to 
solicitors. Recruitment of participants was conducted by Millward Brown who coordinated the participants into 
the six groups using their database of research panel members. The participants all received a remittance of $70 
for their time and travel.  
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Table 6: Age representation of Focus Group participants (n = 40) 

Age (years) Regional Location 
18 – 34 35 – 50 51 plus 

Bendigo 2 3 2 
Traralgon 3 2 1 
Shepparton 2 2 3 
Mansfield 2 3 2 
Warrnambool  1 2 3 
Wodonga 2 3 2 
Total 12 15 13 

 

Timing 
The focus groups were conducted in November 2004, over two weeks. Focus groups held in autumn or winter 
months may have altered the outcome of some of the responses. The focus groups were held at 7pm for 
approximately two hours duration. This time of day was selected to reach the maximum variety of participants. 
 

Limitations of Focus Group Studies 
Before proceeding to our conclusions and recommendations it is appropriate to point out that focus group studies 
are only preliminary investigations and they possess some key limitations. Focus groups are designed to provide 
a snapshot of public opinion and are primarily intended to seek out underlying concerns and developing trends. 
Samples of 40 participants from a few selected regional centres cannot be considered a representative sample of 
all regional Victoria, but with the sampling design included in this project we should be confident of uncovering 
some general concerns and growing trends. 
 

Warm-up Question 
A warm up question identified where people would choose to go on an ideal short getaway break, defined as a 
three day / two night visit. This was selected to put the participants at ease and in the mood for the remainder of 
the session. As would be expected Melbourne was not the only destination selected, and for the spring/summer 
period the most favoured destination was the coast (Table 7). 
 

Table 7: Ideal destination for a short break (n = 40) 

Location Number of people 

Coastal 18 

Melbourne 10 

Non Specific 9 

Sydney 3 

Bendigo 
Only one person identified Melbourne as their preferred short break location. Two participants chose Sydney and 
three a coastal destination. In this group, the Great Ocean Road was a specified coastal destination. One 
participant did not specify a location but felt an ideal short break would involve family-friendly activities for 
young children. 

Mansfield 
All participants in this group chose coastal areas for their ideal getaway. The Great Ocean Road, Lakes Entrance, 
Lorne, Torquay and Sorrento were the locations identified. 

Shepparton 
One person identified Melbourne as their ideal short break. Three participants chose coastal locations including 
Phillip Island, Warrnambool including the Great Ocean Road and the Gold Coast. Two selected holidays based 
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on other factors, i.e. to spend time with friends in a non specific location and the other desired themed breaks or 
something new, possibly Perth. 

Traralgon 
Only one person from this group chose Melbourne, one specified the Grampians and the remainder chose coastal 
locations including: Lakes Entrance and The Great Ocean Road. 

Warrnambool 
Three participants would choose to go to Melbourne for a short break with the remaining three preferring a 
coastal getaway. Coastal locations named included Robe in South Australia and Wilson’s Promontory. 

Wodonga 
Participants in this location were divided into those choosing Melbourne as a preferred short break destination 
and those who would undertake a coastal break. Warrnambool was specifically mentioned as a coastal 
destination. One person considered Sydney as their ideal short break location. 
 

Regional Visitation to Melbourne 
In most instances the results of the focus groups are comparable with the statistics provided by Tourism Victoria 
(2002). This includes where participants stay, how they travel to Melbourne and the activities they participate in 
whilst in Melbourne. According to the NVS data, short breaks account for 80% of the intrastate market (Tourism 
Victoria 2002). Most regional Victorians stay at family and friends while visiting Melbourne while the NVS 
2001 data recorded 91% of intrastate visitors travelling by car (Tourism Victoria 2002). The main reasons 
Regional Victorians visit Melbourne as stated in the 2001 NVS data are visiting family (33%), visiting friends 
(18%), business (14%) and attending a special event or festival (4%). Once in Melbourne, the main activities 
regional Victorians participate in include visiting friends (68%), eating out (58%), shopping (43%) and 
sightseeing 25% (NVS 2002). When considering the activities that visitors prioritise in their short time frame, 
park visitation is considerably low, about 2% (NVS 2002). These findings were confirmed to a significant degree 
by the qualitative focus group interviews.  

The first question asked ‘When was your last short visit to Melbourne, what did you do, where did you stay?’ 
This question led participants from all focus groups to share information on locations and activities they like to 
visit, even if they did not do so the last time they were in Melbourne. A list of activities and locations has been 
compiled collectively (Table 8). It was difficult to tally the numbers of people who have attended these 
destinations for many participants used non-verbal communication to agree or they were vague about specific 
dates and times.  
 

Table 8: Places mentioned in focus groups regarding Melbourne and suburbs 

Attractions in Melbourne 
Albert Park Melbourne Aquarium 
Arts centre Melbourne Zoo 
Art Galleries Musical Shows 
Brunswick Street Myers Windows 
Botanical Gardens Night Clubs 
Casino and surrounding stores Old Buildings eg State Library 
Cinema Polly Woodside 
Circle tram Port Melbourne Yacht Club 
Concerts Races 
Docklands Restaurants and Cafes 
Events eg: Boat show, Tennis, Grand Prix Rialto Tower 
Exhibition centre St Kilda 
Fairfield Boathouse Shopping 
Federation Square Smith Street Collingswood (shopping) 
Ferry to Williamstown South Melbourne 
Film Festivals South bank 
Fitzroy gardens Specialty shops 
Fitzroy Street Studley Park Boat House 
General sight seeing Telstra Dome for a big football game. 
Herring Island Theatre 
IMAX Yarra River Bike rides 
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Luna Park Yarra River cruises 
Lygon Street Victoria market 

Attractions beyond Melbourne 
Canterbury shopping strip Organ Pipes National Park 
Caribbean gardens market Phillip Island 
Chadstone Shopping Centre Puffing Billy 
Chapel Street Rowville ( kids entertainment factory) 
The Dandenong (tulip festival & Mt Evelyn) William Ricketts Sanctuary Mt Dandenong 
Direct Factory Outlet, Cheltenham Sorrento/Mornington -fishing 
Healesville Southlands 
Lilydale Warrandyte 
Moonee Ponds: Queens Park Werribee Park and Zoo 
Mornington – charter  

 
Visiting friends and relatives (VFR) was a primary reason for travel, followed by shopping, cultural events, 

entertainment and personal services such as medical. South Bank was overall the most popular destination with 
the participants. The circular tram was one of the few Melbourne tourist facilities of which several participants 
were unfamiliar. The second part of the initial question, ‘where did you stay?’ allowed people to discuss the 
accommodation they utilised. As shown in Table 9, the most popular choice of accommodation was budget 
accommodation, followed by staying with friends and family. In most of the 11 VFR instances, the primary 
reason for visiting Melbourne was to spend time with family and or friends. 

 
Table 9: Short break accommodation whilst in Melbourne (n = 40) 

Accommodation Number of people 
Hotels / Motels 15 
Staying with Friends and relatives 11 
Both of the above 4 
Other 2 

 
One of the probes sought confirmation of the participants’ use of Melbourne as a short stay destination. It 

asked ‘How many times have you visited Melbourne in the last 12 months?’ All the participants indicated they 
had been to Melbourne within the past 12 months on such a visit, and there was a wide range of responses (Table 
10). One of the 40 participants was not included in the table because they were a university student who was co-
habiting in Melbourne and Warrnambool. The range of visits for the remainder was one to 40 per year, with the 
higher numbers being related to family visits. 

 
Table 10: Short break visits to Melbourne in the last 12 months (n = 39*) 

Trips to Melbourne in last 12 mths Lowest Highest 
Bendigo 1 20 

Mansfield 4 40 
Shepparton 1 12 
Traralgon 5 25 

Warrnambool * 2 38 
Wodonga 1 15 

*1 participant from Warrnambool lived in Melbourne during University semesters estimated 
7/8th of the year spent in Melbourne 

 
Another probe aimed to explore regional visitation to Melbourne’s metropolitan parks, bays and piers. Parks 

certainly did not feature highly in the priority list of regional Victorians when they visit Melbourne. The 
participants argued that they might visit parks to join family members or for a specific reason (like the flower 
show) but they would not make a special effort to go to a park. They stated clearly that they go to Melbourne for 
other reasons and do not prioritise park visits in their itineraries. When they go to Melbourne they seek a 
cultural, not natural, experience, because Melbourne is a major metropolitan attraction. It was also mentioned 
that Melbourne is disadvantaged in attracting people for natural features in relation to Sydney with its Harbour 
and other places. Other issues that emerged are the distance (i.e. in Bendigo you can walk to the park whereas in 
Melbourne you need a car) and the difficulty of bringing some amenities (such as the children’s bikes) with 
them. A Shepparton participant also commented on the increased restrictiveness of parks with regard to dogs. 
Warrnambool participants highlighted the abundance of parks in their home region and suggested that if there 
was a park similar to their Lake Pertobe adventure playground then that might give them a reason to take the 
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children. The general sentiment was that regional Victorians might consider visiting parks in the future if there 
were interesting events or activities in them. 

St Kilda beach was the only coastal location mentioned, though only for cafes, restaurants and Luna Park. 
Warrnambool participants felt there was no comparison to their beaches and they would not consider visiting 
Melbourne shores. Bendigo participants agreed that they would not consider visiting a metropolitan beach and 
would choose a destination like Lorne or Torquay to experience beaches. The Geelong foreshore was considered 
a good coastal example by the Bendigo participants who thought it should be replicated along the Melbourne 
shoreline. Port Phillip Bay was a popular attraction for some Shepparton participants. 

An extension of this question: ‘What would you consider doing in future visits?’ encompassed attractions 
included in Table 8. Specific exhibitions or special events attracting possible future visits included the 
Commonwealth Games, Cricket, Formula One Grand Prix, AFL games, concerts and musicals. In neither 
response was there much emphasis in Melbourne’s parks, bays or piers. 

 

Analysis of Constraints 

Common Constraints  
Time, cost and distance were considered the major constraints by most participants in all six focus groups. The 
amount of time available for a break and the expense involved were factors that applied to everyone. Most 
participants drove to Melbourne and considered the rising costs in petrol to be a growing limiting factor. This 
prompted a discussion on economic limitations including droughts. Although in one group the drought was 
acknowledged as a limiting factor for farmers, it had not directly affected any of the 40 participants.  
 

Available Time 
Available time was mentioned as an issue, given that more couples now tend to work. In the Shepparton group 
there was also mention of family commitments and the difficulty for families to coordinate and get some free 
time simultaneously in order to visit Melbourne. This was also discussed by Bendigo participants who envisaged 
having more time for travel in the future once family commitments were not as restrictive, i.e. younger children 
growing up. 
 

Accommodation 
Budgetary constraints included choice of accommodation. Those who sought hotel accommodation implied there 
was a lack of quality budget accommodation close to the city. A Mansfield participant highlighted that people 
who go to a specific event e.g. sport or cultural activities, will want cheaper accommodation. They felt that 
people do not care about the sophistication of accommodation or eateries, which are the secondary focus of their 
Melbourne visit. Only two participants of the 15 who utilised hotel accommodation stayed in luxury hotels and 
in one instance the participant reduced the length of stay to one night in order to gain quality. The other 
participant usually stayed in budget accommodation but the last short break including the luxury hotel was a gift. 
 

Distance 
Distance was highlighted as a constraint by the majority of participants, particularly when combined with 
travelling times and available time for a short break. Shepparton participants highlighted areas they would prefer 
to travel to for a short relaxing break. They felt they were in a privileged location to be able to travel under 
150 km in any direction and be able to gain varied holiday experiences. Such places included: Bendigo, Ballarat, 
Daylesford and Mansfield. Several Warrnambool participants considered Melbourne visits to be an essential trip 
and the journey needs to be made regardless of route. However five participants agreed that should they be 
seeking a relaxing break they would prefer to travel the three to four hours westwards or go to Torquay or Lorne. 
Similar distance concerns were expressed by participants in Wodonga. 
 

Melbourne Transport Options 
Melbourne public transport options were a key factor discussed by all focus groups. Once in Melbourne trains 
and taxis were a popular choice, as most people did not wish to drive in an unfamiliar city. Participants from all 
focus groups agreed that they did not like driving in inner Melbourne, preferring public transport once there. 
Several commented on the congestion of Melbourne’s streets. 
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Train Service 
The train service received a little criticism however; some Warrnambool participants felt more money could be 
spent upgrading regional trains taking passengers to Melbourne. They felt the quality of regional trains was very 
poor compared to the metropolitan ones. Both the Warrnambool and Wodonga groups mentioned the 
redevelopment of Spencer Street Stations. One suggestion was to spend more on the regions’ transport 
infrastructure instead of centralising the spending in Melbourne. 
 

Tram System 
The tram system was considered a major constraint by all six focus groups. Many participants expressed 
confusion over the trams, especially with respect to ticket purchasing and zones. Conductors were seen as 
helpful when getting on a tram outside of Flinders Street station, but there was confusion as to when one should 
get off to reach their desired destination. There was some expectation or at least hope that bus and taxi drivers, as 
well as tram conductors might be able to provide more information in the future.  
 

Taxi Services 
Taxi services received some negative attention from some participants in Warrnambool, Wodonga, Bendigo, 
Shepparton and Mansfield. Several participants had some bad experiences with taxi drivers not being able to 
speak English or not knowing their way around Melbourne. One participant in Shepparton mentioned the 
information volunteers that circulate in Sydney’s airport and also highlighted the importance of word of mouth 
recommendations. This led to a recommendation that taxi drivers take a leading role as information providers for 
Melbourne attractions. 
 

E-Tag System 
Another constraint identified specifically by Warrnambool and Mansfield groups was the confusion of the E-Tag 
system. One participant described this system as ‘fearful’ but many agreed they needed more information or 
clearer instructions on how to use the system. One Shepparton participant spoke of how they accidentally entered 
the toll road due to a lack of signs whilst trying to visit Birrarrung Marr. 
 

Parking 
The cost of parking in Melbourne was considered a constraint by all six focus groups. The time spent ‘hunting’ 
for parking was also mentioned as a concern. Some people, who preferred inner city accommodation, chose this 
location to reap the benefits of the hotel’s CBD location and car parking which enabled them to drive directly to 
their accommodation, then walk or utilise public transport once there. Others considered the high cost of parking 
as a factor that put them off travelling to Melbourne. The common consensus was to utilise public transport or 
taxis regardless of how you initially travel to Melbourne from the regions. Many of those staying in the suburbs 
used trains or taxis if heading to the city.  
 

Signs 
Several focus groups interviewees mentioned sign posting as a constraint. Participants in Warrnambool and 
Mansfield felt there needed to be more signposting when using the E-Tag system. One participant in Bendigo 
described the need for more signage around the Polly Woodside and the Casino vicinity. Several participants 
from Shepparton agreed that signage needs improving particularly at junctions where signs are only located on 
one side. They also felt the terminology used on the freeway is confusing especially when combined with trying 
to concentrate on the road. This led to a discussion about the problem of aggressive city driving, which was a 
common view amongst all the focus groups, as well as a discussion about safety concerns in Melbourne.  
 

Melbourne’s Tourist Environment 
The general impression was that women find Melbourne to be less safe than men and the latter find it safer than 
it used to be in the past. No one regarded safety as a limitation to visiting Melbourne but more of a consideration 
once there. People with children tended to be more vigilant and others mentioned taking more care with 
belongings. Female Shepparton participants discussed their fears with regard to places to avoid in Melbourne. 
However, they agreed that perhaps it was more a perception than reality. Two ladies did discuss their bad 
experiences along Swanston Street and Lygon Street with particular regard to commercial harassment. 
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Children’s Activities 
A lack of activities or entertainment for children was considered a constraint. Three Warrnambool participants 
felt that Sydney or the Gold Coast provided more entertainment for children. Several participants from 
Mansfield, Traralgon, Bendigo, Warrnambool and Shepparton considered entertainment for families to be 
expensive whilst in Melbourne. A Mansfield participant highlighted however that free activities such as visiting 
a park has less appeal than visiting IMAX. A Traralgon participant chose to visit Melbourne without the children 
on occasion to experience activities that would otherwise be difficult with children. 

Differences between Originating Regions 
One factor that was expected to influence the participants’ responses was their relative location with respect to 
Melbourne. In terms of constraints it was anticipated that proximity would reduce the impact of time and cost 
constraints, but this did not eventuate. All focus groups mentioned the constraints of lack of time, cost of travel 
and accommodation, distance, transport difficulties and limited family activities, irrespective of their location.  

The variable ‘location’ was expected to make most difference with regard to the number of trips, with those 
residents of the more distant regions making fewer trips to Melbourne on average. Ironically it was found that 
participants living closer to Melbourne had made fewer visits to Melbourne in the last 12 months compared with 
those living at more distant locations. This is shown in Table 11. 

 
Table 11: Average Short break visits to Melbourne in the last 12 months (n = 39*) 

Regional Location Total no. of trips Average Average trips 
per year 

Bendigo 72 10 
Traralgon 84 14 

Destinations less 
than 200 km 

Shepparton 22 3 
9 

Mansfield 120 17 
Warrnambool 62 12 

Destinations more 
than 200 km 

Wodonga 55 8 
12 

Totals for all  locations 415 65 11 
*1 participant from Warrnambool lived in Melbourne during University semesters estimated 7/8th of the year 
spent in Melbourne 

 
It might be noted that the small sample and the qualitative nature of the research justifies this finding and 

does not permit one to generalise that Victorians from the more distant regional centres visit Melbourne more 
often than those living at closer locations. As Table 11 shows, this result is largely attributable to the Mansfield 
group, where some participants happened to be frequent visitors to Melbourne. 

Additional Issues Identified by Focus Groups 
Several participants commented that there is often a considerable addition of time for regional travellers once 
they reach outer Melbourne in order to reach their final destination within the CBD. Some also noted the poor 
state of the Princes Highway and felt this was one of the biggest drawbacks of travel to Melbourne. Their 
alternative route was along the Great Ocean Road which they felt was not only further, but too winding. This led 
to three participants suggesting that they prefer to travel north on a better quality road (B140 or via A8).  

Some participants expressed a concern with the level of crowding at sporting and cultural events. Moreover, 
changing local conditions also appeared to play a role in influencing visitation to Melbourne. As more 
opportunities for cultural events and entertainment are provided locally, some participants felt that they do not 
need to leave their places of residence in order to experience other things. Local attractions such as beaches and 
parks were also frequently seen as competitive to those of Melbourne. 

In one occasion participants commented that advertisements to Melbourne emphasise sophistication: cultural 
attractions, events and restaurants rather than natural holidays. They argued that Melbourne has disadvantages in 
attracting people for natural features in relation to Sydney and other cities. 

A few participants highlighted that those involved in the tourism and hospitality industry or those who own 
their own business were particularly limited in the times of year or days of the week they could travel to 
Melbourne. 

Finally, one participant brought up the issue of the restrictiveness of parks with regard to dogs. She 
mentioned that travelling to Melbourne with a dog also poses significant restrictions in the accommodation 
available. For this reason, she and her husband preferred travelling with a caravan. 
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Recommendations 

Increasing Visitation to Melbourne 
The question ‘How would you promote Melbourne?’ was included to build on the participants’ experience and 
knowledge of Melbourne by seeking how they ‘as consumers’ would like to see Melbourne promoted. The need 
for more information on what to see and do was mentioned universally. Most gathered information before their 
trip to Melbourne (mainly from newspapers and the regional information centre) with very little information 
being collected during the actual visit. 

Based on focus group remarks, there are two possible ways to increase regional visitation to Melbourne. One 
is by making it more attractive and the other by trying to alleviate some of the constraints. The focus group 
interviews showed quite clearly that Melbourne does not lack in attractions. The city changes constantly and 
there are always plenty of things to do and see, from exhibitions, to theatres, to shopping and recreation. While 
there is always room for increasing the awareness of some lesser-known attractions, it is mainly by targeting 
some of the constraints that visitation could be most affected. 

Since significant concerns emerged with matters of organisation, gathering appropriate information and, 
especially, the issue of transportation. There appears to be considerable opportunity for the development (or 
sponsorship) of regional packages to Melbourne. These would solve the problems of getting around, would 
eliminate the stress of finding out what to do and how to get there and might also enhance the visitor experience. 
By combining transportation, accommodation and touring, they might also reduce the cost, especially if offered 
in the low seasons. 

Participants from Wodonga, Mansfield and Warrnambool suggested more package tours e.g., catch the 
circular tram and walk through Fitzroy Gardens. One participant from Mansfield recalled that the Victoria Hotel 
often used to organise such packages. Participants felt that things are very different when you have children and 
felt they needed to take their children to something exciting, followed by activities of a more relaxed nature. A 
package that included a free tram trip was appealing. Although Warrnambool participants felt Melbourne had 
lots to see/do they felt that this was not the case for children. They felt that Melbourne needed more day long 
attractions like those in Queensland’s Gold Coast. They felt South Bank, the Yarra River, Crown and the 
Aquarium could be promoted as a combined all day activity. Wodonga participants reiterated this point by 
requesting family oriented packages. Four participants from Warrnambool expressed the need for packages 
offered like those offered for Sydney. They felt regional visitors should be considered a specific market, separate 
from the international market with a package tailor-made for regional visitors who had lower incomes.  

Generic as well as thematic, one or two-day tours could be organised, the latter possibly structured around 
the themes of shopping, sporting events, landmarks, ‘family’s day out’ (with more emphasis on activities for 
children) and entertainment. Visits to some Metropolitan parks could either be included in a generic package or 
considered for a distinct theme of their own in the future. If flexible and providing adequate free time, these 
packages could also allow for some freedom for regional visitors to do other things, such as catch up with their 
Melburnian friends and relatives. 

One of the most popular recommendations was to produce a booklet which could be placed in the car ready 
for a short break to Melbourne. They suggested that it could include information about metropolitan events and 
attractions, and possibly coupons. Those people who stayed with family and friends in particular suggested they 
would prefer to maximise their time in the suburbs but needed more information on what activities were 
available in these areas. They felt that a booklet could be kept, whereas a newspaper advert would be disposed of 
fairly quickly. Another suggestion was to create a lightweight, up to date road map with attractions listed on this. 

Two known examples of such compact publications are ‘This Week in Melbourne’ and ‘Discover Melbourne 
and Victoria’. The latter has a good section on ‘getting about in Melbourne’ which discusses trams, fares and 
includes maps. The distribution of such guides in the regional information centres would prove useful prior to 
departure. 

As an events guide would become out of date very quickly it may be more useful to regularly advertise in a 
monthly publication. A medium to reach the family market could be advertising or producing a feature article in 
publications such as ‘Melbourne’s Child’, a monthly publication of activities and events for children in the 
Melbourne CBD and suburban areas. This has a circulation of 120,000. This free newspaper has a high 
awareness level amongst metropolitan Melbourne families. The paper is distributed to Geelong, Ballarat, Phillip 
Island, Wonthaggi and Inverloch and they are extending their distribution to Bendigo in 2005 (Hund 2004, pers. 
comm, 19 December).  

In most regions participants were aware of the ‘Jigsaw’ campaign for Victoria and there were several 
recommendations that Melbourne needed to increase awareness of the variety of its attractions through a similar 
campaign. A key finding of this study was that the collection of information takes place before people leave their 
home regions. Therefore, distribution of information in the regions is very important. In order to reach regional 
Victorians the focus group participants provided ideas on the best places to advertise, namely the local paper.  

Newspapers proved to be the most popular information medium, particularly the local paper. Participants in 
Mansfield commented that they did not know anyone who did not read the local paper. Warrnambool 
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participants all felt they knew exactly what was happening in the Melbourne CBD for they purchased the Herald 
Sun newspaper, which has a ‘what’s on’ section. Participants of the Shepparton group also mentioned collecting 
their information from The Age or Shepparton News. This ensured they had an agenda prior to each visit. In 
contrast they felt that they have very little knowledge of what was happening in the Melbourne suburban areas. 
Wodonga participants cited using the local paper’s listing of up coming events. 

Warrnambool participants felt that Melbourne as a destination did not need promotion, for people needed to 
go there anyway particularly for the big events such as the Australian Open tennis, Royal Show, cricket and 
football. They did recommend that some lesser known attractions should be promoted on the back of big events 
for example: Commonwealth Games. Such combined attractions could encourage people to try out other 
attractions whilst there for the major event. They felt this was a good opportunity for the trams to improve 
communication. Bendigo, Traralgon and Shepparton participants, in the closer locations, usually collected 
information from their home region before departing. The information centres located in their home regions were 
a popular source of information. 

This led in some instances to a discussion on how influential the hosts or family and friends being visited are 
on the choice of activities. In most instances the travel agenda was pre-determined and the only time that they 
might rely on their host to suggest an activity is if they had a few hours to spare. It is under this circumstance 
that they would rely on local knowledge for a destination or an activity such as visiting a park. If they had more 
knowledge of what was happening locally this would encourage them to visit suburban attractions. 

 

Increasing Visitation to Metropolitan Parks, Bays and Cultural Assets 
Special attention was given to the potential recommendations for increasing visitation to Melbourne’s 
metropolitan parks, bays and cultural sites. Interest in those attractions was limited among the focus groups. The 
number of participants who stated an interest in or made actual visits to a metropolitan park was very small and 
while many participants were keen on beach oriented ‘getaways’ they did not view Melbourne in that light. 
Another factor to consider was that many participants disliked driving once in Melbourne, therefore they 
required information about public transport to parks. The lack of current interest does not mean Melbourne’s 
parks and bays cannot become a more prominent feature of Melbourne visits by regional Victorians, but it will 
require collaborative packaging and marketing with other tourist attractions. 

Parks undoubtedly can help to enhance the image of the city, diversify the recreational opportunities it 
provides, and ultimately increase the satisfaction of its visitors. They may also lead to a positive (although 
indirect) economic impact - satisfied visitors providing word-of-mouth recommendations while they may also 
visit more often themselves. Although the participants highlighted that visits to Melbourne always involved a 
pre-determined agenda they may rely on a well informed host for recommendations should there be any spare 
time. For those participants who did not visit Melbourne specifically for family and friends, they indicated that 
available information before departure was very important. 

The majority of focus groups participants agreed that if they knew more about the diversity of Melbourne’s 
parks then they might consider including them during visits to Melbourne, should there be any spare time. 
Similar sentiments were expressed by the Bendigo group who indicated that there is ground for more promotion 
by Parks Victoria of some of the lesser known parks and particular events that might happen in them. Increasing 
awareness through promotion was recommended, particularly for those visiting Melbourne with children and for 
attractions that most regional Victorians would not normally know.  

Many with families expressed a need for more information with regard to the proximity of parks and specific 
attractions within those parks before they would include this in their range of activities. This is supported by 
Labone and Wearing (1994) and the CPM data for 2003, which indicate a positive relationship between the 
presence children and park usage. In order to enhance the visitor experience, the promotion and development of 
a distinct image of each park would allow visitors to actually see and experience something different in every 
one of them. It may also be helpful to differentiate the overall image of Metropolitan parks from Regional or 
National parks as well, for example by introducing a more cosmopolitan element to the former and placing more 
emphasis on their cultural dimensions. This may include making more use of the logos associated with 
individual parks. 

For example, it was mentioned by some participants of the Bendigo focus group that they would go to 
Herring Island because of the sculptures. This is an excellent example of how a distinct feature can be used to 
develop a specific, easily recognisable and appealing image of lesser known parks. In a similar vein, examples of 
park images that may prove appealing and worth developing in the future could include the romantic park (e.g. 
Lysterfield Lake Park), the family park (e.g. Yarra Bend Park), the farm park (e.g. Horseshoe Bend Farm and 
Bundoora park), and the industrial park (Pipemakers Park), among others. 

A comprehensive listing is found on the web of parks and their features but it was evident that few 
participants utilised the Internet. Both national and metropolitan parks are identified in ‘Melway: Greater 
Melbourne’ but participants appeared unaware of this. A feature in one of the named guides, with a map 
included, would help to raise the awareness of metropolitan parks. 
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Chapter 4 

CONCLUSIONS 

The research verifies that the major constraints restricting regional visitation to Melbourne and its metropolitan 
parks, bays and cultural assets are those identified by the literature review and the analysis of CPM and NVS 
data. Cost of travel and accommodation, lack of time, distance and transport difficulties were the major limiting 
factors, accompanied by a low awareness of particular parks, events and attractions.  

The constraints were generally common irrespective of the place in regional Victoria where the focus group 
interviews were conducted. No apparent differences were identified between those regions being less than 200 
kms from Melbourne and those being more distant. 

Despite the above-mentioned constraints, Melbourne appears to be considered as a popular short-stay 
destination with a diversity of attractions, cultural and sporting events and opportunities for shopping and 
entertainment. It is considered a multi-cultural, cosmopolitan and dynamic destination. Several focus groups 
participants noted that they love seeing how the city changes and evolves between their visits. 

On the other hand, it appears that many participants are not satisfied with the variety of options for family-
oriented activities while several of them requested more information on secondary attractions and events in the 
suburbs. Although appealing, the visit to Melbourne is not considered relaxing for the majority of interviewees. 
The stress seems to be aggravated by existing uncertainty involving public transport and the perceived 
‘inhospitable’ character of the city. Aggressive drivers, unwilling information providers, commercial harassment 
and concerns with safety were mentioned as testaments to the latter. 

Although much of the information requested is already available, it is its fragmentation that most likely 
mitigates against its effective use. The sources of information on weekend events, supportive local attractions, 
accommodation and transportation options, for example, are often varied and may involve several different 
mediums including local (regional) and national newspapers, the Internet and tourist guides. 

There is, therefore, significant scope for a publication that brings together this information on a regular 
(weekly or monthly) basis. Based on the focus group discussions such a publication would integrate information 
on weekend events, nearby supporting attractions, transportation information as well as a list of accommodation 
in the area.  

Several focus group participants also recommended the provision of both organised tours and all-inclusive 
tourist packages tailored to the needs of regional Victorians. The list of attractions visited by regional Victorians 
(Table 8) could serve as a guide for the potential components of such a package. More specific packages or tours 
might also be developed to respond to the distinct needs of specific segments, such as young families or the 
seniors. 

Two areas are suggested where further research could prove most useful. The first is to further explore the 
effect of constraints on a segmented population sample. This would require a large-scale quantitative survey and 
might impose significant demands on resources. As an alternative, relevant questions might be incorporated in 
future CPM questionnaires in order to correlate the effect of mentioned constraints (such as cost, time and 
distance) with the socio-economic and demographic characteristics of the respondents. This might also permit a 
more focused approach to the VFR (i.e. visiting friends and relatives) market. 

A second area, which might well comprise a follow-up to the first one, is to explore and identify appropriate 
responses so as to actually enhance visitation to Melbourne and its parks, bays and cultural assets. The 
recommendations provided in this report help provide a basic framework that could guide the research structure. 
Hence, research might focus on the characteristics of an ‘integrated’ publication, as discussed above, or the 
elements of an all-inclusive package that best meet the needs of the regional Victorian market. Some 
collaboration with the private sector may also be appropriate in order to ensure that the identified options are 
commercially feasible as well as attractive to private operators. 
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APPENDIX A: CROSS TABULATIONS 

Cross tabulation of household combined income with visitation to major metropolitan parks 
 Visitation to major metropolitan 

parks 
 Yes No 

Less than $20,000 17 71 
$20,000 - $29,999 25 94 
$30,000 - $39,999 28 63 
$40,000 - $49,999 25 57 
$50,000 - $69,999 52 84 
$70,000 or more 96 126 

Total N=243 N=495 
  

 
 

Household 
combined annual 

income 

X2=27.879 S p< .001  
 
 

Cross tabulation of household combined income with visitation to bays, waterways and piers 
 Visitation to bays, 

waterways and piers 
 Yes No 

Less than $20,000 32 56 
$20,000 - $29,999 49 70 
$30,000 - $39,999 36 55 
$40,000 - $49,999 47 35 
$50,000 - $69,999 71 65 
$70,000 or more 145 77 

Total N=380 N=358 
  

 
 

Household 
combined annual 

income 

X2=36.445 S p< .001  
 
 

Cross tabulation of household combined income with visitation to cultural heritage sites 
 Visitation to cultural 

heritage sites 
 Yes No 

Less than $20,000 13 75 
$20,000 - $29,999 6 113 
$30,000 - $39,999 11 80 
$40,000 - $49,999 10 72 
$50,000 - $69,999 18 118 
$70,000 or more 32 190 

Total N=90 N=648 
  

 
 

Household 
combined annual 

income 

X2=7.392 NS p>.05  
 
 

Cross tabulation of level of education with visitation to major metropolitan parks 
 Visitation to major metropolitan 

parks 
 Yes No 

Primary / some secondary 40 185 
Completed secondary 96 246 

Tertiary 185 250 
Total N=321 N=681 

  

 
 

Highest education 
completed 

X2=45.475 S p< .001  
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 Cross tabulation of level of education with visitation to bays, waterways and piers 
 Visitation to bays, 

waterways and piers 
 Yes No 

Primary / some secondary 85 140 
Completed secondary 153 189 

Tertiary 268 167 
Total N=506 N=496 

   

 
 

Highest education 
completed 

X2=40.589 S p< .001  
 
 

Cross tabulation of level of education with visitation to cultural heritage sites 
 Visitation to cultural 

heritage sites 
 Yes No 

Primary / some secondary 22 203 
Completed secondary 38 304 

Tertiary 60 375 
Total N=120 N=882 

  

 
 

Highest education 
completed 

X2=2.637 NS p>.05  
 
 

Cross tabulation of presence of young children with visitation to major metropolitan parks 
 Visitation to major metropolitan 

parks 
 Yes No 

None 170 415 
One or more 151 265 

Total N=321 N=680 
  

 
Number of children 

aged 17 years or 
younger in the 

household 

X2=5.519 S p< .05  
  Note: Yate’s correction for continuity has been used in the computation of the X2. 

 
 

Cross tabulation of presence of young children with visitation to bays, waterways and piers 
 Visitation to bays, 

waterways and piers 
 Yes No 

None 275 310 
One or more 213 185 

Total N=506 N=495 
  

 
Number of children 

aged 17 years or 
younger in the 

household 

X2=6.724 S p< .01  
   Note: Yate’s correction for continuity has been used in the computation of the X2. 

 
 

Cross tabulation of presence of young children with visitation to cultural heritage sites 
 Visitation to cultural 

heritage sites 
 Yes No 

None 73 512 
One or more 47 369 

Total N=120 N=881 
  

 
Number of children 

aged 17 years or 
younger in the 

household 

X2=.219 NS p>.05  
         Note: Yate’s correction for continuity has been used in the computation of the X2. 
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Cross tabulation of age group with visitation to major metropolitan parks 
 Visitation to major metropolitan 

parks 
 Yes No 

16 - 17 years 10 26 
18 - 20 years 14 35 
21 - 24 years 26 32 
25 - 29 years 25 46 
30 - 34 years 49 64 
35 - 39 years 47 58 
40 - 44 years 46 82 
45 - 49 years 27 68 
50 - 54 years 24 65 
55 - 59 years 11 53 

60 + years 40 152 
Total N=319 N=681 

  

 
 
 

Age group 

X2=39.871 S p< .001  
 
 

Cross tabulation of age group with visitation to bays, waterways and piers 
 Visitation to bays, 

waterways and piers 
 Yes No 

16 - 17 years 21 15 
18 - 20 years 30 19 
21 - 24 years 33 25 
25 - 29 years 34 37 
30 - 34 years 63 50 
35 - 39 years 58 47 
40 - 44 years 66 62 
45 - 49 years 55 40 
50 - 54 years 49 40 
55 - 59 years 23 41 

60 + years 73 119 
Total N=505 N=495 

   

 
 
 

Age group 

X2=26.737 S p< .01  
 
 

Cross tabulation of age group with visitation to cultural heritage sites 
 Visitation to cultural 

heritage sites 
 Yes No 

16 - 17 years 2 34 
18 - 20 years 4 45 
21 - 24 years 7 51 
25 - 29 years 11 60 
30 - 34 years 13 100 
35 - 39 years 9 96 
40 - 44 years 11 117 
45 - 49 years 11 84 
50 - 54 years 18 71 
55 - 59 years 8 56 

60 + years 26 166 
Total N=120 N=880 

  

 
 
 

Age group 

X2=11.685 NS p>.05  
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APPENDIX B: MODERATORS FOCUS GROUP GUIDE 

 
Date: Moderator: 

Topic:  Regional Visitation to Melbourne                           Time: Approx. 2 hours 

Intro 
5 mins 

Main objectives of the session: Moderator introduces the topic and asks participants to fill in the 
consent forms. 

Warm-up 
10 mins 

Please consider your ideal short getaway break, what you would like to do and where you would 
like to stay? 

Details & 
Feedback 
 
40 mins 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
40 mins 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20 mins 

Focus group questions: 
a) Interest in Melbourne/ Preferred Type of Visit and Activities 

‘Either, when you last had a short stay visit (3 days/2 nights) to Melbourne, what did you do 
and where did you stay? OR, If you are planning a short stay visit what would you consider 
doing and where would you stay?’ 

Probes: 1. How many short visits in the last 12 months? 
             2. Parks, beaches, cultural activities?  
 
‘What would you consider doing in future visits?’ 
Probes: 1. Type of visit (VFR, city shopping, parks and bays, cultural visit) 

2. What specific activities would you include (indoor/outdoor, formal/informal, 
urban/natural) 

3. Activities for fun, education, personal needs (shopping, personal service), bonding, 
individual fulfilment. 

 
b) Constraints and competition for Melbourne Visits 

‘What are the main constraints holding you back from a ‘short break’ visit to Melbourne?’ 
Probes – Personal Constraints 

1. Cost (time and money) 
2. Inconvenience (work pressures, scheduling family) 
3. Repetition (been there many times) 
4. ‘Done it all’ (nothing new – specific reference to parks, culture and bays) 

Probes – External Factors 
1. other destinations more attractive (identify them) 
2. transport/access situation 
3. accommodation options? 
4. lack of information (i.e.: new events, attractions) 
5. drought and economic conditions 
 

c) Awareness/ Promotion of  Melbourne and surrounds 
‘How would you promote Melbourne?’ 
Probe: What about Melbourne’s parks, beaches, cultural sites? 

Summary 
5 mins 

Additional comments from participants. 
Thanks for your time and openness. 
We hope we can put your information to good use for your next visit to Melbourne. 

Adapted by authors. Source: Bruseberg & McDonagh (2003); Greenbaun (1998). 
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