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Abstract

This project is an adjunct study to the “Social impacts of tourism on communities”, research
undertaken for the Surf Coast Shire and Geelong Otway Tourism by Sustainable Tourism CRC. The
current study examines the perceptions of non-permanent residents of the Surf Coast Shire and offers
comparisons with the perceptions of permanent residents found in the previous study.

This study found that, overall, non-resident property owners were slightly less positive about the
impacts of tourism on the community. That is, they were positive, with a mean rating of +1 out of a
maximum possible of +3, but they were not as positive as permanent residents who rated the overall
benefit at +1.4. In particular, non-resident property owner were less convinced about the benefits of
tourism in terms of creating more interesting things to do in the area, and in promoting community
pride. Conversely though, non-resident property owners were also less concerned about some of the
negative impacts such as the opportunity costs associated with funding tourism and the lack of justice
associated with the distributive of tourisms costs and benefits.

The report concludes with a comparison of results from these Surf Coast Shire studies with similar

studies at other locations within Australia. Recommendations are also provided for the future
management of tourism communities.
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Chapter 1

Background

In recent years the study of social impacts of tourism has received substantial attention from researchers, particularly in the
academic research arena. The emphasis in this body of research has been on explaining why certain groups of residents
perceive the impacts of tourism differently than others, and quite complex scales and models have been developed to
measure and understand the phenomenon. However, the complex methods used by academic researchers are less suitable
for assessing the social impacts of tourism for the purposes of practical tourism management. This is primarily because the
long questionnaires used in academic studies have a negative impact on response rates, thus introducing the potential for
non-response bias. For this reason the STCRC have developed a much shorter instrument aimed at addressing the needs of
destination managers to understand and manage the social impacts of tourism. The shorter instrument has been tested in a
number of case studies.

One of these case studies was undertaken in mid 2005 and investigated the perceptions of local residents of the Surf Coast
Shire as to the impacts of tourism on their quality of life. A sampling frame was provided by the Surf Coast Shire Council
which comprised all ratepayers, however; given the large proportion of non-resident ratepayers in the region, a decision
was made to exclude these from the sampling frame as their knowledge of the impacts of tourism would likely be
substantially lower than those who lived in the region permanently.

The results of the initial study were reported to council who subsequently decided that they would also be interested in the
perceptions of the non-resident ratepayers. Therefore a follow up study was undertaken using the previously excluded
ratepay er list. This report presents the results of both studies providing a comparison of the two groups.

© Sustainable Tourism CRC 1



Chapter 2

Method

Population and Sampling

The two studies used very similar methods, the only difference being the definition of the population. In the original study
only permanently resident property owners were included, while in the latter only property owners who did not live in their
property permanently were included. Six regions within the shire were selected which comprised about 93% of the total
Shire population so that only the most rural areas in the shire were not included. A stratified random sampling strategy was
then used to select addresses within each region.

Instrument
The instrument used in this study was developed based on previous work undertaken in assessing host community
perceptions of tourism impacts on the Gold Coast, Queensland (Fredline, 2002) and in Byron Bay, New South Wales
(Fredline, Tideswell and Lee, 2005). In these two studies, a much longer impact scale was used. For this current study
however, the aim was to test a reduced scale with the objective of developing a quicker and easier to administer indicator of
the social impacts of tourism on the host community. Thus, the items used in previous research were summarised with the
aid of principal components analysis and a 14-item scale was produced. Principal components analysis is a statistical
method ofreducing a large number of variables to a more manageable set of variables based on the correlations between
the variables. The benefit in undertaking this analysis is that the length ofthe questionnaire is reduced while retaining the
original properties of the scale.

The additional questions in the questionnaire were also kept to a minimum but basic demographic characteristics were
included as well as some questions about involvement in tourism. These differed slightly in the two surveys as not all
questions were applicable to both populations. Copies of the questionnaires are provided in Appendices A and B.

A dministration

The permanent resident survey was conducted in May 2005 while the non-resident survey was posted to local residents in
early December 2005. The postal survey packages contained a covering letter, the questionnaire and a reply paid envelope.
The questionnaires were colour-coded according to the regions within the shire and a proportion of the total sampling frame
allocated to each of the six regions (as shown in Table 17). Respondents were asked to return their completed
questionnaires within three weeks and an incentive prize was to be drawn from those respondents who provided their
names separately to the questionnaire. The overall response rate of 21% was obtained in the first study, while the latter had
24%. This was considered acceptable for the analysis that was required on the data.

© Sustainable Tourism CRC 2



Chapter 3

Results

Demographic Characteristics of the Samples

The two samples were fairly similar in terms of the gender breakdown, with a slightly high proportion of males in the non-
permanent group (see Table 1). There were also few differences in terms of the number of years that respondents had
owned property in the region. However there were some substantial differences in the two samples with regard to their age
and whether or not they worked in the tourism industry. The non-permanent residents were more likely to be both older and
younger than those who lived permanently in the region. This is understandable as holiday home owners are likely to be
more affluent than average and therefore less likely to be young or elderly. Similarly it is understandable that permanent
residents are more likely to work in the tourism industry (or have a family member who does) because tourism is relatively
more important in this region than in many others.

Table 1: Characteristics of the sample

Resident Non-resident Total
property property sample
owners owners
n = 420 n=410 n =892
Male 51.4% 58.5% 55.2%
Gender
Female 48.6% 41.5% 44.8%
20-39 years 13.0% T 5.0% | 8.7%
40-49 years 21.9% 18.1% 19.9%
Age 50-59 years 25.7% 30.8% 29.4%
60-69 years 18.7% 27.8% 23.4%
70 years and over 20.7% 18.4% 18.7%
Employed in an industry that benefits from tourism 24.8% T 6.1% | 14.8%
mV01V§ment Farmly member employed in an industry that benefits from 11.7% 10.3% 10.9%
1n tourism tourism
No involvement 63.5% | 83.6% T 74.3%
Less than 2 years 4.8% 6.2% 5.5%
Years of 2-5 years 17.7% 14.1% 15.8%
residence / 6-10 vyears 16.5% 17.3% 17.3%
ownership in | 11-20 years 24.3% 22.2% 23.4%
Surf Coast 20 years or more 30.8% 35.8% 33.1%
All life 6.0% 4.4% 5.0%

In additional to the above characteristics, non-resident property owners were asked about their normal place of residence,
the frequency of visits to the property and their use of the property when not visiting The vast majority of these non-
resident owners live in other parts of Victoria and visit their properties several times a year or more often. It is for this
reason no doubt that they typically leave the properties vacant so they are always available for use. It is interesting to note
that 13.5% of the respondents live in the Surf Coast and also own an additional property in the shire. From the data we
cannot tell whether or not their primary residence is in one of the study areas or not (and they would be more accurately
classified as permanent residents). Therefore for the purpose of comparison these respondents were omitted, however they
are included in the total sample statistics.

© Sustainable Tourism CRC 3



Table 2: Additional characteristics of non-resident property owners

%
Surf Coast Shire 13.5%
Normal place | Other region in Victoria 85.8%
of residence Interstate 0.2%
International 0.4%
Once a week or more often 20.4%
Frequency of Once a rgonth or more often but less than once a week 48.8%
visit Several times a year but not as often as once a month 24.4%
Once a year or less often 3.5%
Never 2.9%
Left vacant so that it is always available 71.8%
Use of Rent fully furnished for short term tourist accommodation 14.5%
Rent on long term lease 6.0%

property - .
Loan to family and friends 5.1%
Other 2.5%

There is a logical relationship between the frequency with which people visit their properties and their use of the property
at other times as shown in Table 3. The vast majority of people who visit more frequently (that is, once a month or more
often) leave their properties vacant. People who visit less frequently (only once a year) are more likely to rent out their
properties on either short or long terms lease. Of the people who never visit their property, 100% rent out on a long term

lease.
Table 3: Relationship between use of property and frequency of visit

Left vacant | Rent short | Rent on long | Loan to family

term lease term lease and friends

Once a week or more often 88.1% 3.6% 2.4% 6.0%
Once a month 82.6% 13.2% 0.5% 3.7%
Several times a year 59.6% 26.0% 4.8% 9.6%
Once a year 18.8% 37.5% 43.8% -
Never - - 100% -
First Impressions

The first question in the survey asked people what words first came into their minds when they thought about tourism in the
Surf Coast. The responses were then coded as reflecting positive, negative or neutral comments. When both positive and
negative comments were included in the same response, the neutral code was attributed.

As shown in Table 4, the proportions in each category are very similar for resident and non-resident property
owners. The largest category was the neutral classification, followed by the negative.

Table 4: First Impressions

Comments % | Examples
Negative Resident property | 37.1 | “Too much, badly planned for, little thought given to local residents who aren't
owners business operators”
“ Absentee home owners, traffic congestion, ratepayers being slugged by the shire
to provide amenities”
Non-resident 32.6 | “House wreckers, money to pub and the real estate owners and useless to us other
property owners than nuisance value”
Traffic, garbage - paying for road that is mostly used by tourists - v neg. reaction
Neutral Resident property | 40.3 | “SurfIndustry, Beach/W ater activities”
owners
“More work but getting very populated”
Non-resident 44.5 | “Huge potential but needs to be managed carefully”
property owners
“Beaches. camping, wineries, restaurants”
Positive Resident property | 22.5 | “There is a lot to see. Happy to share”
owners
“Lots of people, enjoyment, chance to meet new people”
Non-resident 23.0 | “Good thing, extra facilities will be established”

property owners
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“Qreat opportunity, internationally recognised attractions”

The Impacts of Tourism

The next two questions asked respondents to rate the overall impact of tourism on their personal quality of life and on the
community as a whole. The responses relating to personal quality of life were fairly similar amongst permanent residents
and non-resident property owners although the latter group was slightly less positive (see Table 5). However a significant
difference was observed with regard to the community impact rating with non-resident property owners rating the benefit
significantly lower than permanent residents. This would appear logical given that they are not in the community on a
permanent basis and may not be fully aware of the benefits it brings. Additionally, although it was not explicitly asked in
the survey, it is likely that many of the non-permanent property owners live in Melbourne. Living in such a large, well
serviced community they could very well take for granted many of the opportunities that the Surf Coast shire only gets
because of tourism. Permanent residents would be more aware of the benefits because they have observed the variations
that have occurred over time and across seasons.

Table 5: Perceptions of the impacts of tourism by resident and non- resident property owners
Impacts on.... Very No Very
Negative -2 -1 effect +1 +2 positive Mean
-3 0 +3

Personal Permanent 6.3% 9.2% | 21.2% | 20.9% | 17.8% | 15.6% 9.0% 0.17
quality of life Non-perm anent 5.0%1 9.5% | 26.1% | 21.1% | 18.3% | 12.5% 7.3% 0.04
Community Permanent 42% | 62% | 87% | 0.7% | 16.9% | 31.6% 31.6% | 1.417T
as a whole Non-perm anent 25% | 7.8% | 12.4% 1.8% | 27.8% | 32.1% 15.7% | 1.034

Respondents were also asked about how they would like to see tourism develop in the Surf Coast in the future. As can be
seen in Table 6, the most common response (39.8%) was that they are happy with tourism development to date but would
not like to see it grow any more, although a substantial number (35.2%) indicated support for additional growth. Although
there are some difference between residents and non-resident property owners, these are not significant.

Table 6: Preferred future development options

Resident | Non-resident Total
property property sample
owners owners
I am happy with the way tourism is developing in my region and would like to | 38.2% 32.4% 35.2%
see it continue to grow
I am happy with the way tourism has developed in my region but would not like | 36.9% 41.6% 39.8%
to see it grow any more
I would like to see less tourism in my region 14.6% 18.8% 16.4%
I would like to see more tourism growth but in a different direction. 10.3% 7.2% 8.6%

Table 7 summarises the different development options that respondents suggested.

Table 7: Suggested future development directions

Classification f | Examples
Low i “Ecotourism. Overdevelopment should stop and tourism that focuses on Surf Coast’s
ow impact / Eco . . ”
. unique environment should proceed
tourism 19 = - - - - -
More eco-tourism, made bike paths, walking tracks, promote using the bush not just the

beach”

M . “Better infrastructure/ info displays / signs / events and activities all week round. eg.

ore public . e

infrastructure 13 roadside stops and beach lookouts need facilities
“Sustainable growth, increased infrastructure to match tourism & cater for locals, more
bins, parking, better traffic control”
“More funding and support for the smaller country towns not just the lucky few council

Hinterland keeps giving funds to”

development 9 “Would like to see more tourism development especially in the hinterland & advice for
businesses/operators in these areas on how to develop to the best of their potential to get
their dollar”

Strategies to smooth 4 “Development of more entertainment/activities for tourists in an effort to spread numbers

out seasonality of visitors over the whole year”

Protect locals 4 ngzz%iee it grow but also kept in check without forgetting the locals - who are just that
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Table 7 continued: Suggested future development directions

“Yes but in a controlled fashion: Iwould like to see the current settlement (Anglesea,

Smaller scale 4 | Aireys, Fairhaven) retain these individual characters and not become linked with high rise

developments like the Gold Coast in QLD and overcommer cialised”
Different market 4 “Try to stop the idiotic herd mentality ie. Stop in Torquay-buy surf shop stuff, stop in
segments Lorne for fast food- educate about more healthy activities”
Well planned 3 “Growth will not be stopped. so don't try. Good planning is a must. It is so important to
sustainable tourism get it right for the future direction and the generations to follow”

“Identify tourism precincts, away from residential areas. Although, I support the
Enclave . . . . .

3 | development of tourism the needs of the residents must come first. I feel this is not being

developments

achieved at the moment.”

“Each town should promote its strengths A.l lighthouse Anglesea boating in river, golf,
In character 2 | Lorne accommodation, golf the development of more shops should be on a permanent
population basis”

Broader attraction )
base “Broader attraction base with less emphasis on surf & sand”

Specific Impacts

Table 8 compares the ratings of speci fic impacts by permanent and non-permanent property owners. The ratings are fairly
similar for many impacts but there are a few signifi cant differences highlighted in bold in the table. Permanent residents
rate the increase in interesting things to do more strongly at the community level than do non-permanent owners. This is
likely to be because the former group know first hand what it is like during the trough season where there are fewer
entertainment opportunities. Conversely, permanent residents rate the opportunity costs more strongly than do non-
permanents. Again, this is logically related to their more permanent relationship with the region. Permanent residents rely
on the services provided to them in the Surf Coast Shire while non-permanents are able to access services at the place that
they normally reside. For similar reasons, permanent residents perceived the issue of justice more strongly than non-
permanents.

There was also a significant difference in the evaluation of economic benefits at the personal level. This is related
to the fact that a larger proportion of the permanent residents works in tourism and therefore receives direct personal
economic benefits. Finally, permanent residents rated the positive impact on community pride more strongly. Where
differences in the rating of the permanent and non-permanent residents were observed these appear logical given the greater
connection they have with the Surf Coast region.

Table 8: Ratings of specific impacts

Impact . PARTA PARTB PARTC
Pemanent esident / Don’t Personal | Community
non-permanent owner Agree | Disagree Know Impact Tmpact

1 | INTERESTING: Because of tourism, there are more PR | 77.1% | 20.0% | 2.9% 0.86 1.17%
interesting things to do in the region (e.g. attractions to
visit, events to attend) NPO | 74.1 23.4 2.4 0.87 1.00*
2 | OPPORTUNITY COST: Too much public money is PR 1295% | 583% | 12.1% | -0.44% -0.44%
spent on developing facilities for tourists that would be
better spent on other public activities. NPO | 27.8 54.6 17.6 -0.28* -0.21%
3 | ECONOMIC BENEFITS: Tourism is good for the PR | 87.1% | 11.4% | 1.4% 0.80% 1.38
economy because the money that visitors spend when
they come to the region helps to stimulate the
economy, stimulates employment opportunities, and is NPO | 817 14.1 4.1 0.60* 1.29
good for local business.
4 | DISRUPTION: Tourism disrupts the lives of local PR | 73.6% | 23.8% | 2.6% -1.01 -1.06
residents and creates inconvenience. Problems like
traffic congestion, parking difficulties and excessive ~po | 75.1 22.4 2.4 20.99 -1.08
noise are worse when there are lots of tourists around.
5 | FACILITY MAINTENANCE: Tourism promotes the PR | 57.1% | 38.1% | 4.8% 0.63 0.80
development and better maintenance of public
facilities such as roads, parks, sporting facilities, and / | npo | 61.0 33.7 5.4 0.67 0.93
or public transport.
6 | DELINQUENT BEHAVIOUR: Tourism is associated PR | 65.5% | 29.3% | 5.2% -0.72 -0.89
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with some people behaving inappropriately, perhaps in
arowdy and delinquent way, or engaging in excessive | NPO [ 57.1 36.6 6.3 -0.69 -0.78
drinking or drug use or other criminal behaviour.
Table 8 continued: Ratings of specific impacts
7 | PRIDE: Tourism makes local residents feel more pr | 58.1% | 307% | 11.2% | 0.66% 0.83*
proud of their town and makes them feel good about
themselves and their community. NPO | 43.7 39.5 16.8 0.51* 0.65*
8 | ENVIRONMENT: Tourism has a negative impact on PR | 60.2% | 34.5% | 5.2% 0.82 0.95
the environment through excessive litter and/or
pollution and/or damage to natural areas. NPO | 60.0 35.1 4.9 -0.75 -0.90
9 | SHOWCASE: Tourism showcases our region in a PR | 86.9% 9.0% 4.0% 0.53 0.77
positive light. This helps to promote a better opinion of
our region and encourages future tourism and/or Neo | 72.4 1.2 6.3 0.43 0.92
business investment.
10 | PRICES: Tourism leads to increases in the prices of PR | 90.2% 4.5% 520, -0.33 -0.22
some things such as some goods and services and/or
property values and/or rental costs. NPO | 86.8 10.0 3.2 -0.16 -0.22
11 JUSTICE: The distribution of the costs and benefits of | PR | 46.9% | 30.2% |22.9% | -0.57* | -0.68*
tourism are distributed unfairly across the community. | npo | 35.9 33.9 30.2 -0.42% -0.49%
12 | DENY ACCESS: Tourists deny local residents access PR | 405% | 52.1% | 7.4% -0.59 -0.58
to public facilities, that is, roads, parks, sporting
facilities, public transport and/ or other facilities were
less available to local residents because of NPO | 42.7 46.3 11.0 -0.62 -0.68
overcrowding.
13 CHARACTER: The character of the region has PR | 80.2% [ 16.9% | 2.9% -0.21 -0.02
changed because of tourism. ~xeo | 72.0 232 4.9 0.17 20.04
14 [ NEW INFRASTRUCTURE: There are better PR | 79.5% | 16.9% | 3.6% 1.02 1.31
shopping, dining, and /or recreational opportunities in
the region, because of tourism. NPO [ 74.9 18.8 6.3 1.12 1.23

* highlights a significant difference at a=0.05

Variations in perceptions within the community

Although the main aim of this study was to further test the short instrument that has been developed to measure community
support for tourism, it is still of interest to investigate variation within the community in terms oftheir perceptions of the
impacts of tourism. It provides some understanding of the groups who perceive themselves to be most detrimentally
affected and those who levels of support are lowest. This knowledge can inform the development of management strategies

aimed at promoting community support for tourism.

Community
Because the Surf Coast survey used stratified sampling, it is possible to compare the impact ratings by the region in which
the respondents lived or owned their property. As shown in Table 9, the most negative mean ratings came from Airey’s
Inlet / Fairhaven / Dean’s Marsh, followed by Lorne. The most positive response was from people who owned property in
Torquay.

Table 9: Impact ratings by region

Anglesea Aireys Inlet, Fairhaven, Torquay | Winchelsea | Moriac | Lorne
Deans Marsh
A B C D E F
n=197 n=206 n=191 n=47 n=58 | n=173
Overall personal impact rating
Foeaer = 4.9, p<0.05 0.26y, -0.26 4 0.41 ¢ 0.32 0.16 | -0.13,
Overall community impact rating
1.48 0.76, 1.63 1.55 1.53 0.86,
F 589, =9.0, p<0.05 bf aade bf b b ac
Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter
© Sustainable Tourism CR C 7




Involvementin Tourism

Respondents were also asked about their involvement in tourism, that is, whether they work in tourism or have a family
member who does. Table 10 shows there is a clear relationship between involvement and impact rating with those having
involvement rating the impact far more positively.

Table 10: Impact ratings by involvement in tourism

No Involvement Family Involvement Personal
Involvement
A B
C
n = 661 n=97 n=132

Overall personal impact rating
Fogey=15.8 p<0.05 -0.06. 0.14 0.79 4
Overall community impact rating
Fogsa,=4.8 p<0.05 L12, 1.4 1.55,

Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter

Length of Residence/Ownership

There is also an interesting relationship between impact rating and length of residence (or ownership) as shown in Table 11.

It appears that the longer a person has lived in (or owned property in) the area, the less positively they feel about the
impacts of tourism.

Table 11: Impact ratings by length of residence

Less than 2-5 years | 6-10 years 11-20 20 years or All my life
2 years B ¢ years more F
A D E

n =49 n = 140 n=153 n = 207 n =293 n=44
Overall personal impact rating
Fiy g0 = 6.2, p<0.05 0.86 4 0.45, 0.21 0.04, -0.23 0.07
Overall community impact rating
s = 5.2. p<0.05 1.98 4. 1.59, 1.6 1.10, 0.97 4 1.21

Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter

Age
There was a significant difference in the rating of community impact between the youngest age group (20-39 years) and the

middle age group (50-59 years) with the later being less positive (see Table 12). This is highly related to the length of
residence/ownership variable as the older groups tend to have a longer connection to the region.

Table 12: Impact ratings by age

20-39 years 40-49 years 50-59 years 60-69 years | 70 years plus
A B C D F

n=75 n=172 n =254 n =202 n=162
Overall personal impact rating
Fuao = 1.3, 1>0.05 0.41 0.21 0.07 0.09 -0.05
Overall community impact rating

1.72 1.33 1.11 1.34 1.13
F(A 299y = 25, D<005 ¢ a

Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter

Gender

Unusually, there was a difference between males and females, with females rating the personal impacts of tourism more
positively (see Table 13). However, this appears to be associated with the gender/age profile of this sample which is
primarily made up ofyounger females and older males. Gender is not usually associated with variation in perceptions of
tourism however, in this case a significant difference was observed between males and females in their ratings of
community level impact.

Table 13: Impact ratings by place of residence

Male Female
A B
n =491 n = 399

© Sustainable Tourism CRC 8



Overall personal impact rating
tung = -2.1, p<0.05 -0.01 0.22

Overall community impact rating

taos, = -1.6, p>0.05 115y, 1.34,

Subscripts denote a significant difference from the group associated with the letter
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Chapter 4

Discussion and Conclusion

Summary of results

Overall, non-resident property owners were slightly less positive about the impacts of tourism on the community. That is,
they were positive, with a mean rating of +1 out ofa maximum possible of +3, but they were not as positive as permanent
residents who rated the overall benefit at +1.4. In particular, non-resident property owner were less convinced about the
benefits of tourism in terms of creating more interesting things to do in the area, and in promoting community pride.
Conversely though, non-resident property owners were also less concerned about some of the negative impacts such as the
opportunity costs associated with funding tourism and the lack of justice associated with the distributive of tourisms costs
and benefits. This difference are logical given that non-resident property owners spend less time in the region and are
therefore not as exposed to the costs and benefits. Additionally, permanent residents rated the personal impact of the
economic benefit of tourism more highly than did non-resident property owners. This is no doubt because more of the
former group work in tourism related jobs and therefore derive direct economic benefits.

The most positively perceived impacts of tourism, the infrastructure development and the economic benefits, were
perceived similarly by residents and non-residents; as were the most negative impacts, disruption and rowdy behaviour.

Comparison with other studies

Figure 1 plots the personal and community impact scores from a number of previous case studies as well as the
combined resident and non-resident Surf Coast Shire property owners. The other case studies were conducted in Gold
Coast, QLD; Canberra, ACT; Coles Bay, TAS; and Byron Bay, NSW. Similar scores were observed for the Gold Coast and
Canberra, that is, highly positive community impact scores and moderate positive personal impact scores. Coles Bay on the
other hand has a higher positive personal impact score, but a slightly lower, yet still positive, community impact score. This
appears to be consistent with the different extrinsic characteristics of the community. Coles Bay is an emerging tourism
destination, with many of the locals deriving a financial benefit from tourism, hence the high personal benefit rating.

Figure 1: Impacts ratings in five case studies

3.00 7]
Canberra
2.00] Gold Coast
Coles Bay
o o
£ o
w 1.0 Surf Cqast
£
-
13}
©
g
= 0.00
>
=
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£
5 -1.00-
o

-200

-3.00

1 1 1 1 1 1
-3.00 -2.00 -1.00 0.00 1.00 2.00 3.00

personal impact rating

Surf Coast on the other hand recorded a similarly positive community impact score but a much lower personal impact
score, perhaps indicating that residents acknowledge the importance of tourism to their region, but suggesting that they are
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no longer as enthusiastic at a personal level. However, they did not record a negative average score as did the residents in
Byron Bay.

The Coles Bay study also compared resident and non-resident property owners. Figure 2 compares the ratings of personal
and community level impact of permanent and non-permanent resident in Coles Bay and Surf Coast. The most notable
differences are between the personal ratings of permanent residents in Surf Coast and Coles Bay with the latter being far
more positive. This is likely to be dueto the different tourism characteristics of the two communities. Coles Bay is a very
small community and tourism growth in the region has been very recent. A very large percentage of permanent residents
there work in tourism (53.8%) compared with only 24.8% of permanent residents in Surf Coast.

Figure 2: Comparison of permanent and non-permanent residents in Coles Bay and Suif Coast

1.8

1.6

1.4
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O Surf Coast permanent resident
B Surf Coast non-permanent
O Coles Bay permanent resident
O Coles Bay non-pemmanent
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—

overall personal impact overall community impact

Recommendations

The results of this case study do not highlight any particular problems in the Surf Coast region with regard to the
perceptions of non-resident property owners. Although they tend to be slightly less positive about tourism overall, they are
also less concerned about some of the negative impacts, and this is consistent with the fact that they spend less time in the
region being exposed to tourism. Therefore it is not recommended that any specific strategies be introduced to address non-
resident property owner’s needs. Instead, continued efforts to address the major concerns for property owners generally;
that is traffic, parking, delinquent behaviour and concern for the environment; should be productive in ensuring that all
property owners are more satisfied with playing host to tourists.
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Community Attitudes Towards Tourism: A Survey of Surf Coast Residents

SECTION A:To begin with we would like to ask about your overall impression of tourism in Surf Coast.

1. When you think of tourism in your local community, what words first come to your mind?

2. Overall, how does tourism affect your personal quality of life? Please indicate by circling one number on the scale
below.

Very Negatively No Effect Very Positively
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3
3. Overall, how does tourism affect the Surf Coast community as a whole?
Very Negatively No Effect Very Positively
-3 2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3

. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about tourism in your region?
I am happy with the way tourism is developing in my region and would like to see it continue to grow (go to Q6)
I am happy with the way tourism has developed in my region but would not like to see it grow any more (go to Q6)
I would like to see less tourism in my region (go to Q6)
I would like to see more tourism growth but in a different direction. (go to Q5)

ESNONI \I *N

5. Please briefly describe the direction you would like to see tourism develop in .

6. On average, how often would you travel to each of the following areas for activities such as work, education,

shopping, banking, medical treatment, transporting others, and other activities?
Never | About | Less than once | About | Less than once | About | Several Every
once a a month but once a a week but once times a day
year more than month more than a week
once a year once a month | week
Winchelsea 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Moriac 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Lorne 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Anglesea 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Torquay 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Aireys Inlet, Fairhaven, 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Deans Marsh
7. How long have you lived in the Surf Coast region?
1 Less than 2 years 4 11-20 years
2| | 2-5 years 5 More than 20 years
3| 6-10 years 6) All my life
8. Do you work in an industry that benefits from tourism?
1| | Yes — please state
2 No

9. Does anyone in your family work in an industry that benefits from tourism?

1| | Yes — please state
2 No

10. In what year were you born?

11. What is your gender?
1] Male
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2|:| Female
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SECTIONB: The next section of the questionnaire asks you about the impacs of tourism on your personal quality of life and on the community as a whole. Many
of theimpacts potentially associated with tourism are also associated with general urban growth. This makes it difficultto isolate the impacts of tourism, but in

responding to thefollowing statements please try to think about the impacts of tourism alone. Each question has three parts.

In Part A of each question you are asked whether something has changed because of tourism. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement

FOR EXAMPLE:

Suppose y ou thinkthat life expectancy has INCREASED. Youshould mark the box next to AGREE as shown

1a

Because ofadvancesin medical
technology, life expectancy in
Australia has increased

Agree =

|| Disagree U go to2a

Don’t Know U goto 2a

to the left. This is just an exampk. If y ou think it hasDECREASED or thatthere is NO CHANGE, y ou should
mark the DISAGREE box.

Please think about it carefully rather than just taking the easy option of ‘Don’t Know’. Only mark this box if you genuinely have no idea about the matter. If you select ‘No
change’ or ‘Don’t Know’, there is noneed to complete parts B and C of the question.

If you select AGREE or DISAGREE simply follow the arrows to parts B and C ofthe question. Pait B of the question asks you to rate how this affects you personaly.

Very No Very
Negatively Effect Positively

1b. Howhas thisaffected your personal qualityof life? | -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3

Part C asks you torate how it affects the SurfCoast community as a whole. Use the same scale as above but think about the effect on all Surf Coast residents.

Very No Very
Negatively Effect Positively

1c. howhas thisaffected the community as a whole? -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3

Bear in mind that this is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in what you think.

© Sustainable Tourism (R C
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Very No Very
Negatively Effect Positively
Because of tourism, there are more interesting Agree = 1b. How has this affected yourpersonal quality of life? 3 0 + +2  +3
1a | things doin theregion (e.g. attracions to visit, Disagree U go to 2a
eventsto attend) , 1c. How has this affected the communityas a whole? 3 0 +1 +2 43
Don’tKnow U go to2a
Too much publicmoney isspent on ceveloping Agree = 2b. How has this affected yourpersonal quality of life? 3 0 +1 +2 43
2a | facilities for tourists that would be beter spenton Disagree U go to 3a
other public activties. Don'tknow U go to3a 2c. How has this affected the communityas a whole? 3 0 +H 42 43
Tourismis good for the economy because the Agree = - PRI, .
moneythat visitors spend when they come to the . ! 3b. How has this affected your personal cuality of ife? 3 0 +1 +2 43
3a | regionhelps to simulate the econony, Disagree " go to4a
stimulates employment opportunities, and is , 3c. How has this affected the communityas a whole? -3 0 +1 +2 43
good for local business. Don’tKnow | go to 4
Tounsmd|srupts.the lves of [ocal reSdem.S and Agree = 4b. How has this affected yourpersonal quality of life? -3 0 +1 +2 43
createsinoonvenience. Prablems like traffic ) U
4a | congestion, parking difficuties and excessive Disagree U go to5a
noise are worse when there are lots of tourists , 4c. How has this affected the communityas a whole? -3 0 +1 +2 43
around. Don’'tKnow U go to 5a
Tourismpromotes the development and better Agree = 5b. How has this affected your personal quality of life? 3 0 +1 +2 43
5a | maintenance of public facilties such as roads, Disagree U go to6a
arks, sporting facilities, ard / or public transport. . i i ? .
p sportng p &) Don'tKnow U go to6a 5¢. How has this affected the communityas a whole 3 0 +1 +2 43
Tourismis assodated with some people Agree = . : 0 .
. behavirg inapprepriably, pemaps ina rowdy and o . 6b. How has this affected yourpersonal quality of life? 3 0 +1 +2 43
@ | delinquent way, orengaging in excessive Isagree - gotora 5. How has this affected ) Hog? 3 0 1 ) 3
drinking or drug use or other criminalbehaviour. Don’tKnow U goto7a -How has this affected the communityas a whole? A * * *
Tourismmakes local residents feel more proud Agree = 7b. How has this affected your personal quality of life? -3 0 +1 +2 43
7a | oftheirtown and makes themfeel good about Disagree | go to8a
themselves and heir community. 7¢. How has this affected the communityas a whole? -3 0 +1 +2 43
Don’tKnow U go to 8a
Tourismhas a negative impact on the Agree = 8b. How has this affected your personal quality of life? -3 0 +1 +2 43
8a | environmentthraugh excessive litterand/or Disagree U go to9a
pollutionandbr camage tonatral areas. , 8c. How has this affected the communityas a whole? 3 0 +1 +2  +3
Don’tKnow U go to9a
Toynsmshowca&s our regon |n.a.pos1t|ve light. Agree = 9b. How has this affected your personal quality of life? 3 0 +1 +2 43
This helps to promote a better opinion of our . U
% region and encourages future tourismand/or Disagree v goto 10 9. How has this affected the communi hole? 3 0 1 9 3
business investnent. Don'tknow U go to 10a ic. How has this affected the communityas a whole? + + +
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Agree =

Tourismleads toincreasesin the pries of sone 10b. How has this afected your personal quality oflife? 3 + +2 43
10a | things such as some goodsand senices and/ar Disagree  goto11a
properly values and/or rentl costs. , 10c. How has this afiected the communily as a whole? 3 +1 +2 43
Don’tKnow U goto 11a
The digribution of the costsand benéefits of Agree = 11b. How has this afected your personal quality oflife? 3 + +2 43
11a | tourismare distriuted unfirly acrossthe Disagree U goto12a
community. , 11¢. How has this afiected the community as a whole? -3 +1 +2 43
Don’'tKnow U go to 12a
Touriss deny local residents accessto public Agree = . . o
facilities, thatis, roads, parks, sporting facilities, ' ' 12b. How has this afected your personal quality oflife? 3 +1 +2 43
12a | publiic tansportand/ or otter facilitieswere less Disagree  go to1 &
available to localresidentsbecause of Don’t Know U g0 to 13 12c¢. How has this afected the community as a whole? -3 +1 +2 43
overcrowding. ontinow ¥ golofsa
Agree = : . 0 .
The characterof he region has changed . 13b. Howhas this afected your personal quality oflife? 3 +1 +2 43
13 because of tourism Disagree U go to 14a
' , 13c. How has this afiected the community as a whole? 3 +H +2 43
Don’tKnow U go to 14a
There are better shopping,dining, and /or Agree = 14b. How has this afected your personal quality oflife? 3 +1 +2  +3
14a | recreafonal opportunities in the region, because Disagree U go to Q15
. . . " .
of tourism. Don'tKnow U go t0Q15 14c. How has this afiected the community as a whole* 3 +1 +2 43
15. Are there any other impacts not identified above associated with tourismin the Surf Coast? Please describe.
Thank you very much for completingthe Survey
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Community Attitudes Towards Tourism: A Survey of Suif Coast Property Owners

SECTION A:Tobegin with we would like to ask about your overall impression of tourism in Surf Coast.

1. When you think of tourism in your local community, what words first come to your mind?

2. Overall, how does tourism in the Suif Coast affect your personal quality of life? Please indicate by circling one
number on the scale below.

Very Negatively No Effect Very Positively
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3

3. Overall, how do you think tourism affects the Surf Coast community as a whole?
Very Negatively No Effect Very Positively
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3

4. Which of the following statements best describes how you feel about tourism in your region?

1 Iamhappy with the way tourismis developing in the Surf Coast and would like to see it continue to grow (go to Q6)

2 Iamhappy with the way tourismhas developed in the Surf Coast but would not like to see it grow any more (go to Q6)
3 I would like to see less tourismin the Surf Coast (go to Q6)

4 I would like to see more tourism growth butin a different direction. (go to Q5)

5. Please briefly describe the direction you would like to see tourism develop in.

6. Where do you normally live?

1 Surf Coast Shire 3[ | Other Australia
2 Other region in Victoria 4 | Overseas

7. On average, how often do you stay in your property in the Surf Coast?

1 [ ] Once aweek or more often

2 Once a month or more but notas often as once a week

3 [ | Severaltimesa yearbutnotas oftenas once a month

4[] Once ayear or less often

5] Never

8. When you are not visiting the property, whatdo you do with it?

1 ltis left vacant so that it is always available for me to use

2 I rentit fully furnished for short termtourist accommodation

3 Irentiton a long termlease —6 months or longer lease

4 | | Other- please state

9. How long have you owned property in the Surf Coast region?

1 Lessthan2 years 4 1120 years

2 2-5 years 5[ | More than 20 years
3 6-10 years 6 | Allmy life

10. Do you work in an industry that benefits from tourism?

1[] Yes-pleas state 2] No

11. Does anyone in your family work in an industry that benefits from tourism?
1[_] Yes-pleas state 2[ ] No

12. In what year were you born?

13. What is your gender?

1] Male 2[ ] Female
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SECTION B: The next section of the questionnaire asks you about the impacts of tourism on your personal quality of life and on the community as a whole.

Many of the impacts potentially associated with tourism are also associated with general urban growth. This makes it difficult to isolate the impacts of tourism,
but in responding to the following statements please try to think about the impacts of tourism alone. Each question has three parts.

In Part A of each question you are asked whether something has changed because of tourism. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the statement

Suppose you think that life expectancy has INCREASED. Youshould mak the box next to AGREE as shown

FOR EXAMPLE:
Because of advances in medical __| Agree=
1a tchnology, life expectancy in Disagree | go b2a
Australia has increased ~ | Don’tknow U go to 2a

to the left. This isjust an exampk. If y ou think it has DECREASED or that there is NO CHANGE, y ou should
mark he DISAGREE box.

Please think about it carefully rather than just taking the easy option of ‘Don’t Know’. Only mark this box ifyou genuinely have no idea about the matter. If you select
‘No change’ or ‘Don’t Know’, there is no need to complete pats B and C of the question.

If you select AGREE or DISAGREE simply follow the arrows to parts B and C of the question. Part B of the question asks you to rate how this affects you personally.

Very No Very
Negatively Effect Positively

1b. How has this affected your personal quality of life? | -3 -2 -1 0 +1 42 +3

Part C asks you torate how it affects the Surf Coast community as a whole. Usethe same scale as above but think about the effect on al Surf Coast residents.

Very No Very
Negatively Effect Posttiely

1c. how has this affected the comnunityasawhok? | -3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3

Bear in mind that this is not a test. There are no right or wrong answers, we are interested in what you think.
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Very No Very

Negatively Effect Posttively
Because of tourism, there are more interesting Agree = 1b. How has this affeded your personal quality of life? 3 0 + +2 43
1a | thingsto do in he region (e.g. attractions to Disagree U goto2a
visit, events to attend) , 1¢. How has this affected the communityas a whole? 3 0 + +2  +3
Don’t Know {} go to2a
Too much public money is spent on developing Ayree = 2b. How hasthis affeded your personal quality of lig? 3 0 + +2 +3
2a | facilites for tourists that would be ketter spent Disagree U goto3a
on otter publicactivities. , 2¢. How has this affected the communityas a whole? 3 0 + +2 43
Don’'tKnow go to 3a
Tourismis good for the economy because the Agree = . . o
money thatvisibrs spend when they come to Disagres Ugo oda 3b. How hasthis affeded your personal quality of liE? 3 0 +1 +2 43
3a | the region helpsto stimulate the economy,
stimulates employment opportunities, and is , U 3¢ How has this affected the communityas a whole? 3 0 + +2 43
good for local business. Don’tKnow & go to4a
Toursmdisrups the livesoflocal residents Agree = . .
and aeates inonvenience. Problers like . 4b. How has this affected yourpersonal quality of life? -3 0 +1 +2 43
4a | trafficcongestion, parking difficulties and Disagree Ugo to5a
excessive noise are worse when there are loss Dot Know U 5 4¢. How has this affected the communityas a whole? -3 0 + +2 43
of tourists arourd. n'tknow< goto
Tourismpromotes the development and better Agree = ; : it
. mainknance ofpublic fadities such as roads pisagree Uigo o6 5b. How hasthis affeded your personal quality of lie? 3 0 + +2 +3
parks, sporting facilities, and / or public . . .
fransport. Don'tknow U go to6a 5¢. How has this affected the community as a whole? 3 0 +1 +2 43
‘Tourismis assoclated wih some people Agree = . . o
behaving inappropriakly, petaps in a rowdy ' 6b. How hasthis affeded your personal quality of li? 3 0 + +2 +3
6a | and celinquentway, orergaging in excessive Disagree U goto7a
drinkng or drug use or oter criminal 6c¢ How has this affected the communityas a whole? -3 0 1 42 43
: Don'tKnow goto7a
behaviour.
Tourismmakeslocal residents feelmore proud fgree = ' 7b. How hasthis affeded your personal quality of lie? -3 0 +1 +2 43
7a | oftheir town and makes hemfeel gpod about Disagree U go to8a
themselves andtheir conmunity. [ [ -
ty Don't Know U go to 8 7¢. How has this affected the community as a whole? 3 0 +1 +2 43
Tourismhas a regative impacton he Agree = 8b. How hasthis affeded your personal quality of life? 3 0 + +2 +3
8a | environmentthrough excessive litter and/or Disagree { go to9a
poliuionandbrdamage b naural areas. , 8¢ How has this affected the communityas a whole? 3 0 + +2 43
Don’tKnow U go to %a
Tourismshowcases our egion in a postive Agree = . . .
light This helpsto promote a betteropinion of . 9b. How hasthis affected your personal cuality of lig? -3 0 +1 +2 43
9a | our region and encourages future tourism Disagree U go to10a
and/ar businessinvestment. , 9c. How has this affected the communityas a whole? -3 0 +1 +2 43
Don’'t Know U go to 10a
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Agree =

Tourismleads b increases in the prices of 10b. How has this afiected your personalquality of life? 3 + +2 +3
10a | somethings such as some goods and services Disagree Ugoto11a
and/a propertyvaluesandior rental costs. , 10c. How has this afected the communityas a whole? 3 + +2 +3
Don'tKnow ! goto 11a
The distribution of the cods and benefits of Agree = 11b. How has this afiected your personalquality oflife? 3 + +2 +3
11a | tourismare distbuted unfairly across the Disagree Ugoto12a
community. Don'tKnow ! go to 12a 11c. How has this afiected the communityas a whole? 3 +1 +2 43
"Toursts deny local residents access to public Agree = . . .
facilities, that is, roads, parks, sporing . ' 12b. How has this afiected your personalquality oflife? | -3 +1 +2 43
12a | faciliies, publictransportand/ orother faciities Disagree go to13a
were kess available to local residents because , 1 12c. How has this afiected the communityas a whole? -3 +1 +2 43
of overcrowding. Don’tKnow ¥ go to 13a
Agree = , . e .
The character of the regian has changed . 13b. Howhas this afected your personalquality oflife? 3 + +2 +3
13a , Disagree U go to14a
because oftouism 13c. How has this afiected the communityas a whole? 3 +H +2 43
Don’'t Know U go to 14a ' Y '
There are better shopping, dining, and /or fgree = 14b. How has this afiected your personalquality oflife? | -3 +1 +2 43
14a | recreational opportunitiesin the regon, Disagree Ugoto Q15
because of touism. , 14c. How has this afiected the communityas a whole? -3 +1 +2 43
Don’'t Know | go to Q15

15. Are there any other impacts not identified above associated with tourismin the Surf Coast? Please describe.
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Thank you very much for completingthe survey
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