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1. Introduction  

The goal of this project is: 1) to investigate the feasibility of a Europe-wide system of tourism 

indicators for the sustainable management of destinations, and 2) to make 

recommendations to local/national/European stakeholders for its implementation.  

In order to do this, five principle task areas have been identified:  

1. Review international sustainable tourism indicators systems 

2. Review the results of NECSTouR and EDEN reports 

3. Adjust TSG core set of indicators and develop a guidance toolkit 

4. Test the indicators and toolkit in a number of pilot destinations across Europe 

5. Adjust the indicator set and toolkit, and make recommendations at a regional 

conference 

This report summarises the results of the first two tasks and lays the foundation for task 

three. The report starts with a brief explanation of component parts that have gone into this 

summary. It then provides an analysis of the TSG indicators. The report ends with 

recommendations to be considered in tasks three and four.   

 

2. Methodology 

This summary report provides the combined results of task one and two. Task one was the 

case study review; the first part of task two was the EDEN and NECSTouR review; the second 

part of task two combines the results of these two reports with some additional analysis of 

the TSG core indicator set. The five common themes that run through these reports are 

discussion of indicators, piloting processes, toolkit contents, reporting processes, and 

management systems.  

2.1 Case Study Review 

The purpose of the case study review was to assess the strengths and weaknesses of 

sustainable tourism indicator programmes globally so lessons learned could be applied to 

the EU indicator system.  The report provides an analysis of eight sustainable tourism 

indicator systems and includes boxed examples of other monitoring systems. It discusses 

how the systems were built and managed and discusses some of reasons behind their 

success or failure. Through this analysis, lessons learned are used to make recommendations 

around the core themes mentioned above. 

2.2 NECSTouR and EDEN Review 

The first part of task two was to analyse EDEN and NECSTouR Feasibility Reports and 

interview EDEN and NECSTouR stakeholders to verify the results. The report summarizes the 

results and recommendations from the NECSTouR and EDEN evaluation reports, as well as 

interviews with key NECSTouR and EDEN destination member representatives who were 

active in assessing the feasibility of the TSG indicators. 

2.3 TSG Indicator Analysis  

The second part of task two was to provide independent analysis of the TSG indicators. To 

do this, NECSTouR and EDEN responses to each indicator were imported to Excel for a side-

by-side analysis. The indicators were reviewed by the team of experts and compared against 
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the examples provided in the case study review with particular reference to GSTC, DIT-

ACHIEV, British Destinations, STZC, and Whistler2020. A summary of comments, rationale, 

and a recommendations chart is included in Section 3.3 below. 

2.4 Final Recommendations 

The final recommendations for the TSG Indicators are divided up by theme and represent a 

combination of all three of the components mentioned above, the case study, EDEN and 

NECSTouR review, and the TSG Indicator Analysis. 

 

3. TSG Indicator Analysis 

3.1 Background 

Indicators are considered a principal tool to help destinations transition to more sustainable 

operations. Indicators not only tell the destination where they are, they can also identify 

areas of risk, areas requiring policy action, and areas where performance is improving and 

systems are working.  Comprehensive indicator systems can be complex and time/expert 

intensive to establish, but once they are in place, they require much less technical input and 

provide a source of guidance for the DMO.  

In 2009, in collaboration with NECSTouR, the Sustainable Tourism Group (TSG) set out to 

produce a set of core indicators for monitoring sustainability at destination level. The TSG 

followed ten guiding principles: 

1. To be guided by a clear vision of sustainable development 

2. To clearly address the needs of the audience 

3. To use terms, methods, and data that can be clearly explained and understood 

4. To ensure sufficient institutional capacity to collect data 

5. To be interactive, adaptive, and responsive to change 

6. To obtain a broad representation of key grassroots and professional technical groups 

7. To limit numbers, to focus on key issues, to use standardised measurements 

8. To take a whole-system perspective 

9. To incorporate a long-term span and set study boundaries large enough to include 

local and long-distance impacts 

10. To consider all factors that contribute to the well-being of future and current 

generations 

In 2010, the TSG Core Indicators were tested on 15 volunteering destinations in the EDEN 

network. The indicators were also tested in a number of volunteering regions in the 

NECSTouR network and analysed by NIT the NECSTouR Indicator TaskForce.  

Following this test, changes were made to the indicators and a final version was produced in 

May 2011. This version was provided to the current project for further analysis and 

validation prior to pilot testing with DMOs across Europe.  

 

3.2 TSG Indicator Analysis 

The TSG indicators have been evaluated, refined, and tested by both NECSTouR and EDEN 

Network members in recent years. NECSTouR concludes that the most recent iteration of 
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the TSG Core Indicators is: “robust, measurable, and able to provide an integrated view of 

specific and overall conditions pertaining to the sustainability of the destinations.” 

The team agree in part with the statement above, but are also aware of the need to make 

the indicators as robust as possible prior to piloting. A brief review of the perceived 

strengths and weaknesses of the TSG Core Indicators are provided here. The indicator-by-

indicator analysis is provided in Appendix B. 

Strengths 

• The TSG indicators provide a balanced set of indicators that clearly respond to user 

needs and the availability of data; this also includes key sustainability data. 

• The TSG set of indicators is an excellent example of an integrated indicator set. The 

combination of general tourism trend data and sustainability metrics was 

recommended in the case study report based on the experience of British 

Destinations and STZC. The TSG set executes this well.  

• The TSG indicators focus on key issues likely to be of concern and of use to EU 

destinations rather than falling into the trap of simple environmental, social, 

economic, and community indicators.  

• The TSG indicator set should also be praised for relying primarily on demonstrated 

implementation of sustainability principles, rather than on “documented intent” to 

act on sustainability principles such as policies, plans, and strategies. 

• Another strength of the TSG Indicator set is the extensive on-the-ground testing and 

implementation that has already taken place. Both EDEN and NECSTouR have tested 

indicator feasibility and have made recommendations which were addressed in the 

latest TSG iteration.  Consequently, all recommended changes that have a clear 

rationale should be carefully and sensitively undertaken given that the Indicators 

have already been developed, refined, implemented, and/or tested at varying levels 

within the NECSTouR and EDEN Networks.  

 

Weaknesses 

• There is limited information in the indicator documents regarding the 

implementation processes: clear definitions, support tools, methodology, and 

capacity building. So whilst the existing indicators are a good start as a set of 

metrics, the metric alone is not enough to make a functioning monitoring and 

management system.  

• The indicators do not address institutional constraints to implementation, such as 

employee and or administrative turnover, jurisdictional authority, organisational 

roles and responsibilities, or linkages with policy, regulations, or incentives for 

implementation. These findings were reinforced during the review of the NECSTouR 

and EDEN feasibilty reports and by corresponding follow-up interviews with 

participating EDEN and NECSTouR Members, as reported in the first report from task 

two.  

• There are some indicators that are not clearly related to tourism such as “Regional 

unemployment rate” and “[water] leakage rates in the destination.” Whilst this is 

interesting data, it is more suited to the general selection of indicators than to the 

specific sustainable tourism indicators.  
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• Some of the wording is awkward or unclear. For example, the formulation “covered 

by” and “involved in” is unclear. Indicator examples include: “percentage of the 

destination covered by a destination management organisation” and “percentage of 

tourism enterprises that are involved in ‘adaptation’ response and actions.” 

• There are a number of terms that are inconsistently used, e.g., person, resident, 

local, consumer, tourist, and visitor. 

• Some indicators are very similar and can be merged, e.g., indicators regarding 

accessibility at sites and accommodation.  

• Other indicators are overly complex, difficult to monitor, or based on questionable 

concepts, e.g., percentage leakage rates in destination; measures of carrying 

capacity; measures of tourism complaints. Carrying capacity is a notoriously 

problematic metric. It is better suited as a concept than as a management strategy. 

Visitor and resident complaints are not always reliable and tend to measure the 

propensity to complain and ease of complaining rather than the actual issues on the 

ground. 

• The TSG indicators make some indicators overly complex by using percentage 

measures, e.g., “Percentage of the destination with a sustainable tourism strategy” 

when in some cases it is the “existence” of a plan or strategy and the evidence of its 

implementation that is important.  

• The TSG indicators are heavily reliant on the undertaking of four surveys: a resident 

survey, a visitor survey, an enterprise survey, an employee survey. These types of 

surveys are costly to undertake and may prevent smaller destinations from fully 

implementing the monitoring system, whereas in several cases the existence of a 

destination management plan may be sufficient.  

 

3.3 GSTC Analysis 

As explained in the case study report, the GSTC Criteria for destinations are an effort to 

come to a common understanding of what sustainable tourism means at destination level. 

The GSTC Criteria for Destinations includes a set of guiding principles and performance 

indicators designed to lead destination managers, communities, and businesses on a path to 

sustainability.   

Because the GSTC is widely accepted as the global standard for sustainable tourism and is 

now in the final stages of creating a set of criteria and indicators for destinations, it makes 

sense to consider alignment between the TSG Indicator set and GSTC. In addition to its 

global presence, the GSTC has also undergone arguably the most robust development 

process, including adherance to the ISEAL code of conduct a for consultation on the 

development and adaptation of the criteria.  This includes a multi-stakeholder approach, 

striving to include a balanced constituency from key industry branches as well as relevant 

UN agencies, industry associations, selected industry members, academia, and NGOs.  

While a thorough GSTC gap analysis would be premature as GSTC indicators are still 

undergoing piloting, a criteria-level review of the two programmes revealed  that there are 

many areas included in GSTC that are missing from TSG. More than half of the GSTC criteria 

are not fully represented in the TSG Indicators (see Appendix A). Consequently, the TSG set 

would not be considered “GSTC recognised” without significant addition or modification of 

indicators and indicator categories.  
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Whilst the GSTC is more focused on DMO strategies and policies, the EU is more concerned 

with evidence of action. Some of the specific areas that are in GSTC but not addressed in the 

TSG Indicator set are: tourist security, DMO management, seasonality management, 

greenhouse gas emission reduction, property rights and local rights to access, site 

interpretation, site impact management, tourist philanthropy, sea water quality, wildlife 

conservation, crisis management. Others are shown in Appendix A.  

Other differences between the GSTC and TSG Indicators are that whilst GSTC is focused on 

actions that the DMO undertakes to make the destination more sustainable, the TSG 

indicators are more focused on aggregating the actions of individual enterprises in the 

tourism sector. Both approaches are valid. Leaning too heavily on the first makes the 

monitoring a bit superficial. Too much emphasis on enterprise monitoring makes it resource-

intensive and costly to monitor. There is a balance in between. 

3.4 Analysis Based on Case Studies 

The TSG indicators are clearly a fusion. They reflect aspects that were highlighted in the case 

study report as important. These include integrating general tourism monitoring as in British 

Destinations and DIT-ACHIEV.  There are many similarities between British Destinations and 

the TSG set due to the focus on percentage monitoring and tourism trend data. 

Areas where the TSG set look weaker than some of the case study examples in the 

monitoring of heritage, flora and fauna, and archaeology and history. TSG also has fewer 

indicators concerning habitat protection, policies and community health, and environmental 

and urban planning than most of the case study systems. The example of the Mexico and 

Whistler case studies are useful in this regard. 

Most of the case studies provide extensive information about the process of indicator 

development. This is valuable as it lends credibility to the indicators and demonstrates 

stakeholder involvement. Comparable information about the TSG set should be included in 

the Indicator Preamble. 
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4. Recommendations  

The recommendations for the TSG Indicator set are founded on the principles adopted in the 

European Tourism Agenda and the TSG guidelines for achieving competitive and sustainable 

tourism by means of a comprehensive, adaptive, and stakeholder-driven process. These are 

a summary of recommendations from the Case Study Report, NECSTouR and EDEN reports 

and interviews, and the TSG Indicator Analysis. 

 

4.1 Indicators 

1. Give the Indicators a name that more accurately reflects them as a destination 

management system, such as the TSG DMS (Destination Management System). This 

puts the focus on destination management rather than on the set of indicators.  

2. Reduce the number of indicators. At the moment, although there are only 20 

indicator areas, there are 75 indicators. Whilst it is useful to have a number of 

metrics to choose from, in some cases there are six or eight indicators. Fewer would 

be more manageable. Destinations should adopt an incremental approach so that 

skills develop first with a few indicators; they then can expand later. 

Recommendations for omitting specific indicators are found in Appendix B.  

3. Provide a comprehensive but clear and concise Introduction. This should inform 

destinations about the benefits of using indicators to monitor sustainability at 

destination level. The GSTC preamble section on Application should be reviewed and 

considered. It should also include the following elements: 

• Update the General Comments section of the existing indicators to include 

information about how the indicators are developed.  

• Define what constitutes a destination. Provide guidelines based on DMO 

jurisdictional authority that reflects the optimal scale for data collection, 

analysis, and policy action. 

• Include a section on applicability. Some indicators may be less relevant, more 

difficult, or resource-intensive to collect data in some destinations than others.  

• Consider timeframe. In noting the resource requirements of on-going 

implementation, it is suggested that every two years is an appropriate 

timeframe for overall indicator updates. Once the systems are in place, 

destinations should be measuring, monitoring, and managing for improvement 

on an on going basis.  

• Introduce the Guidance Toolkit and how it may be used.  

• Highlight the related Survey templates, Data Collection Methodologies, Formula 

Calculations, etc.  

4. Ensure policies are in place to make indicators an integral part of destination 

management. Because of these political considerations, neutrality in reporting is 

important, particularly if it is informing policy or destination claims. 

5. Update the indicators according to recommendations in the summary in Appendix B: 

Indicator Analysis Table.  
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4.2 Toolkit  

1. Ensure that the toolkit is clear, simple, inclusive, and accessible and not so 

prescriptive that it becomes a barrier to use.  

2. Provide definitions to ensure consistent interpretation and approaches, e.g., “tourist 

night”, “local”, “same day visitor”, “enterprise”, “resident”. Some of these 

definitions may be more appropriate in indicator guidelines and some in a separate 

glossary.  

3. Ensure survey templates have consistent language and guidelines, including 

procedures for implementation, are needed for many of the indicators. It is 

important to note that the regions do not wish to lose past survey and data 

comparability and continuity. There are three basic survey templates needed: 

Business/Enterprise Survey, Residents’ Survey, and Visitors’ Survey. EDEN has 

provided a comprehensive set of survey templates. NECSTouR should be requested 

to do the same in order to ensure consistency with its Members’ approaches and in 

ensuring consistency and continuity with the past.  

4. Include the suggested methodology for each indicator with a complete and clear 

explanation as different regions calculate different metrics, such as contribution of 

tourism to the economy, differently. 

5. State the rationale for including each indicator and address “applicability” or 

“appropriateness” of some of the indicators, e.g. accessibility issues, is important in 

the toolkit.  

6. Add explanations and/or links to referenced resources, e.g. GSTC, and the Global 

Reporting Initiative (GRI). 

7. Integrate and update relevant support information from the latest TSG Indicator 

Document (May 2011 draft) including the “Wider Topic Area”, “Notes” and “Ease of 

Collection” rating columns. 

 

4.3 Piloting  

1. Be clear from the start about the aims, objectives, and outcomes of the pilot.  

2. Use piloting as an opportunity to estimate and assess costs and benefits of setting 

up an indicator system; it should establish the willingness to pay for the system on 

an on-going basis.  

3. Consider a way to use sustainability monitoring as a marketing tool for destinations 

to provide an incentive for continued monitoring through labelling, promotions, or a 

network of good practice.   

4. Engage stakeholders at all stages in the process, particularly in the analysis of 

results. 

5. Undertake a “readiness assessment” based on a very simple self-assessment 

toolkit/checklist would help to evaluate existing awareness, understanding, capacity, 

and use of existing monitoring and evaluation systems.  

6. Use the piloting activity as an opportunity to discuss the following: Who will collect 

the data? How often will the data be collected? What is the cost of and difficulty of 

collecting data? Who will analyse the data? Who will report the data? How will the 

data be used? 
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7. Use piloting as an opportunity to develop a clear rationale for monitoring. The 

existing TSG Core Indicators do not yet address the issue of why destinations would 

want to participate, what the advantages of participation are, or what returns on 

investment are likely. 

8. Encourage the establishment of a taskforce where roles and engagement are shared 

and not focused on one champion. 

9. Examine the role of certified businesses and pre-existing destination data collection. 

Don’t reinvent monitoring systems or plan costly new surveys. 

10. Consider future options for the development of an online monitoring system with 

pre-set templates for data collection and analysis. 

11. Use the piloting to help identify which of the indicators are to be considered the 

baseline set and which are to be the optional to be selected based on destination-

specific challenges.  

12. Address funding needs through dedicated EU funds and/or carefully branded 

tourism taxation based on creating incentives is highly recommended. Regions can 

leverage this to drive destination and municipality budgets. For example, they can 

require that tourist tax revenues be earmarked for implementing the TSG Indicator 

management system or elements of it. A regional voluntary approach may not work. 

 

4.4 Reporting 

1. Design straightforward, easy-to-visualise results such as a traffic light system that 

can help raise the profile of the project. The more transparent the process of data 

analysis and reporting, the greater credibility of the system. 

2. Have a clear purpose for the results and design the analysis to meet this purpose. 

The ability to benchmark across destinations can create meaning, motivation, and 

marketing value. 

3. Consider: “Who will use the data?” And: “How will the data be used?” Once there is 

a clear picture of beneficiaries of the information, reporting techniques can be 

decided on. Increasing ownership of data collection and management is vital. Public 

policy or incentives can create policies that translate into action.  

4. Consider the internal and external data reporting systems. Although benchmarking 

across regions is not within the scope of the current project, it raises the need for a 

means to communicate high performing destinations equitably across Europe. 

5. Implement a regional system or network of systems so results can be benchmarked 

to provide marketing benefits to destinations. Identify sustainable sources of 

funding for the monitoring and explore user willingness to pay. 

6. Consider an EU regional award system for destinations that are doing sustainable 

tourism monitoring. Ensure TSG Indicators are in line with GSTC to allow for global 

recognition. 

7. Ensure monitoring produces results that are integral to the tourism policy and 

planning process so that results are used to influence management and resource 

allocation. 
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Appendix A: GSTC Review 

A. DEMONSTRATE SUSTAINABLE DESTINATION MANAGEMENT TSG set 

A1 Sustainable tourism strategy YES ✓✓✓✓ 

A2 Tourism management organisation X 

A3 Sustainable tourism monitoring X 

A4 Tourism seasonality management X 

A5 Climate change adaptation YES ✓✓✓✓ 

A6 Inventory of attraction sites X 

A7 Design and Construction X 

A8 Site accessibility X 

A9 Local property rights X 

A10 Tourist satisfaction monitoring YES ✓✓✓✓ 

A11 Private sector sustainability YES ✓✓✓✓ 

A12 Tourist safety and security X 

A13 Crisis preparedness X 

A14 Marketing for sustainable tourism YES ✓✓✓✓ 

A15 Promotional materials X 

B. MAXIMISE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC BENEFITS TO THE HOST COMMUNITY AND MINIMISE NEGATIVE IMPACTS 

B1 Economic benefit YES ✓✓✓✓ 

B2 Local career opportunities YES ✓✓✓✓ 

B3 Public participation YES ✓✓✓✓ 

B4 Local satisfaction YES ✓✓✓✓ 

B5 Local access X 

B6 Tourism awareness X 

B7 Preventing exploitation X 

B8 Local community support X 

B9 Fair trade Principles YES ✓✓✓✓ 

B10 Tourism enterprise performance YES ✓✓✓✓ 

C. MAXIMISE BENEFITS TO COMMUNITIES, VISITORS AND CULTURAL HERITAGE, AND MINIMISE NEGATIVE IMPACTS 

C1 Attraction protection X 

C2 Visitor management plans YES ✓✓✓✓ 

C3 Visitor behaviour and interpretation in sensitive sites X 

C4 Cultural heritage protection X 

C5 Site interpretation X 

C6 Protection of community property and rights X 

C7 Travellers Philanthropy X 

D. MAXIMISE BENEFITS TO THE ENVIRONMENT AND MINIMISE NEGATIVE IMPACTS 

D1 Environmental Assessment X 

D2 Ecosystem Protection X 

D3 Energy conservation YES ✓✓✓✓ 

D4 Greenhouse Gas Reduction X 

D5 Water Conservation YES ✓✓✓✓ 

D6 Water Consumption YES ✓✓✓✓ 

D7 Surface and sea water quality X 

D8 Waste management YES ✓✓✓✓ 

D9 Solid waste pollution reduction YES ✓✓✓✓ 

D10 Pollution reduction YES ✓✓✓✓ 

D11 Local transportation YES ✓✓✓✓ 

D12 Environmental management YES ✓✓✓✓ 

D13 Conserving biodiversity, ecosystems and landscapes X 
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Appendix B: Indicator Analysis Tables 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation  

1.  

Tourism 

Volume and 

Value 

1. Number of tourist nights per month Indicates tourism volume. Add definition of “tourist 

night” to glossary. Clarify data collection methodology, 

timeframe, etc.  

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve.  

2. Daily spend per tourist Indicates tourism economic impact. Add defintion of 

“spend” and consider additional point concerning 

spending in local busineses. NECSTouR says daily 

spending does not work for all-inclusive holidays. 

Integrate into visitor survey. 

Refinements requested by NECSTouR. 

Consistent with GSTC. 

Add to this indicator “Daily spend 

per tourist, and daily spend per 

tourist in locally owned 

businesses.” 

3. Number of same day visitors per 

month 

Indicates tourism volume. Is particularly useful for cruise 

ship destinations. Integrate into survey. 

 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this. EDEN produced a Visitor 

Survey Template. 

Approve.  

4. Daily spending per same day visitor Indicates tourism economic impact. Can be integrated 

into expenditure survey. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve.  

5. Relative contribution of tourism to 

the destination's economy 

Indicates tourism economic impact. This indicator may 

be challenging due the complexity of the calculation, the 

cost of the undertaking, and the issue of destination 

boundaries. 

NECSTouR and EDEN identified 

challenges. EDEN suggested proxy 

indicators if difficult to capture data (1.2 

+ 1.4 /local GDP).  

Make optional. 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

2.  

Tourism 

Enterprise(s)

Performance 

1. Occupancy rate in commercial 

accommodation per month and 

average for the year 

Indicates efficiency of accommodation use. Provide 

clarity on the definitions of “commercial 

accommodation”. Provide formula for calculation. 

Requested by NECSTouR and EDEN. Approve.  

2. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

involved in destination management 

/cooperative marketing 

Indicates tourism sector cooperation. Definitions are 

needed.  A survey will be needed to establish if 

marketing is cooperative. Resource intensive. 

Team suggestion. The concept is unclear 

and complicated.  

Omit or make optional. 

3. Average REV PAR (Revenue per 

available room) per year in 

destination 

Indicates destination quality. Relevant to track over 

time. Need to consider EDEN and NECSTouR templates 

and provide formula for the calculation. 

Requested by NECSTouR and EDEN. Approve.  

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

3.  

Customer 

Satisfaction 

1. Percentage of visitors that are 

satisfied with the overall experience in 

the destination 

Indicates visitor satisfaction. Consider EDEN and 

NECSTouR visitor survey template.  

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve.  

2. Percentage of repeat/return 

customers (within 5 years) 

Indicates visitor satisfaction.  Consider EDEN and 

NECSTouR visitor survey template. Inconsistency of 

customer/visitor wording. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this. Team suggests wording 

clarification. 

Approve. Suggest refinement of 

wording from customer to “visitor” 

3. Value/ price rating by visitors 

Indicates visitor satisfaction. Wording is unclear. 

Standardised question template is needed.  Consider 

EDEN and NECSTouR templates and provide formula for 

the calculation. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this. EDEN recommend wording. 

Consider improving clarity of 

wording: “Percentage of visitors 

that say that the destination 

provided value for money” 
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Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

4. 

Community/

Social Impact 

1. Number of available beds per 100 

residents 

Indicates destination saturation. Needs definition of 

“beds” and formula for consistent calculation. Consider 

EDEN’s recommended formula. 

Requested by NECSTouR and EDEN. Consider improving clarity of 

wording: “Number of beds 

available in commercial 

accommodation per 100 

residents.” 

2. Number of tourists / visitors per 

100 residents 

Indicates destination saturation.  Consider EDEN’s 

recommended formula. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 

3. Number of second /rental homes 

per 100 homes 

Indicates destination saturation. Differing 

accommodation types and definitions of 

accommodation categories make this problematic 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN had difficulties 

with this indicator  

Make optional. 

4. Percentage of local residents who 

are satisfied with tourism in the 

destination (per month/ season) 

Indicates resident satisfaction. Relevant but costly to 

undertake the survey. Standard questionnaire needed. 

The word “local” is superfluous. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this. Resident satisfaction is 

critical to sustainable tourism. 

Approve. Consider removing “local” 

from the indicator wording. 

5. Percentage of local residents 

directly or indirectly benefiting from 

tourism 

Indicates community benefit from tourism. Can be 

included in resident survey. Need to clarify direct and 

indirect benefits and what “benefiting” means. The word 

“local” is superfluous. Integrate into residents survey. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Consider improving clarity of 

wording: “Percentage of residents 

earning direct or indirect income 

from tourism”  

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

5.  

Quantity and 

Quality of 

Employment 

1. Direct tourism employment as 

percentage in total employment 

Indicates tourism employment impact. There are 

differences in reporting standards. Provide data sourcing 

and formulas for calculation. Working hours is also 

important. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN suggest 

further clarification is needed. Team 

members suggest extending to working 

hours. 

Approve with definitions. Consider 

a new or separate part of this 

indicator related to working hours, 

e.g. “Adherence to  European 

working time directive” 

2. Percentage of jobs in tourism that 

are seasonal 

Indicates tourism employment efficiency. There are 

differences in reporting standards and categories of 

employment.   Provide data sourcing and formulas for 

calculation. Clear definitions are needed. Consider 

integrating into employee survey. 

Requested by NECSTouR and EDEN. Approve. 

3. Percentage of “non resident” 

employees by month 

Indicates local tourism employment impact. There are 

difficulties with the notion of “non-resident.”  Clear 

definitions are needed. Consider integrating into 

employee survey. 

EDEN suggests including this in 

employment survey. 

Make optional. 

4. Regional unemployment rate by 

month 

Indicates destination economic wellbeing. Scale of 

measurement may be problematic. Not clear on tourism 

relevance. May not help sustainable tourism. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN found scale 

issues and changed to “regional” 

monitoring. 

Consider moving this indicator to 

the “general” section. 

5. Percentage of employees in tourism 

who indicate they are satisfied with 

their jobs 

Indicates employment quality. Can be included in 

employee survey. Implementation depends on funds for 

survey. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve.  

6. Ratio of average wage per 

employee in tourism to average wage 

in destination 

Indicates how well tourism is paying. Can be included in 

the employee survey. Should be compared to minimum 

wage as well.  

Team suggestion. Minimum wage 

comparison is a relevant benchmark for 

tourism.  

Approve. Consider wording 

refinement: “Ratio of average wage 

per employee in tourism to 

minimum wage and to average 

wage in destination” 
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7. Percentage of employees in tourism 

holding relevant qualification at basic, 

intermediate or higher level 

Indicates workforce capacity. Can be included in 

employee survey if this is undertaken. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 

8. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

where the employees receive any 

training 

Indicates employer investment in workforce. Can be 

included in employee survey. Needs definition on 

formal/informal training. Implementation depends on 

funds for employee survey. 

Team request clarification of definitions 

and distinction of on the job training and 

off-site career advancement training. 

Suggest wording refinement: 

“Percentage of tourism enterprises 

where employees receive on the 

job training, and percentage of 

tourism enterprises where 

employees receive  career 

advancement related training on-

site or outside of work.” 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

6.  

Gender 

Equality 

1. Average wage in tourism for women 

compared to men’s employment 

Indicates gender equality. This can be included in 

employee survey by adding question on gender of 

respondent. Would need to include job type. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. Consider adding “by 

tourism job type” 

2. Percentage of men and women in 

tourism employment 

Indicates gender equality. This can be included in 

employee survey by adding a question on gender of 

respondent. GSTC suggest monitoring “% of managerial 

positions held by women”.  

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. Consider adding: 

“Percentage of tourism managerial 

positions held by women.”  

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

7.  

Equality - 

accessibility 

1. Percentage of sites considered 

accessible 

Indicates destination accessibility. Almost the same as 

indicator 7.5 but not as clear. 

Team suggest deleting/merger due to 

repetition. 

Consider merging with indicator 

7.5. 

2. Percentage satisfaction level of 

customers with accessibility 

difficulties, disabilities or reduced 

mobility 

Indicates visitor satisfcation with accessibility. To Include 

in visitor satisfaction survey 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 

3. Percentage of commercial 

accommodation with accessible rooms 

Indicates visitor satisfaction with accessibility. Almost 

the same as indicator 7.4 but not as clear. 

Team suggest deleting/merger due to 

repetition. 

Consider merging with indicator 

7.4.  

4. Percentage of commercial 

accommodation participating in 

recognised accessibility schemes 

Indicates destination accessibility. Merge with 7.3 Team suggest merger due to repetition. Consider merger as follows:  

“Percentage of commercial 

accommodation with accessible 

rooms and/or participating in 

recognised accessibility schemes”. 

5. Percentage of visitor attractions / 

sites that are part of recognised 

accessibility schemes 

Indicates destination accessibility. Similar to 7.1 suggest 

merger to include accessible sites or recognised 

accessible sites. 

Team suggest merger due to repetition. Consider merger as follows:  

“Percentage of visitor attractions 

that are accessible and/or 

participating in recognised 

accessibility schemes”. 

6. Percentage of visitors using local / 

soft mobility services 

Indicates destination accessibility. Repeat of indicator 

8.6 Greater focus on accessibility is needed. 

NECSTouR and EDEN suggestion to focus 

more on wheelchair accessibility. 

Consider new wording as follows: 

“Percentage of local public 

transport systems that are 

accessible for wheelchair users.” 
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Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

8.  

Reducing 

transport 

impact 

1. Average length of stay of tourists 

(nights) 

Indicates tourism performance. Note that this indicator 

might be better placed in tourism volume section. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this. Team suggest move.  

Approve, but consider moving.  

2. Average length of stay same day 

visitors (hours) 

Indicates tourism performance.  Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this. Team suggest move.  

Approve, but consider moving.  

3. Average km travel by tourists to and 

from home or previous destination to 

the current destination 

Indicates tourism transport footprint. Distance tourists 

travels depends on the attractiveness of destination. 

Integrate into survey. 

Team suggestion. Approve. 

4. Average km travel by same day 

visitors from and to destination 

Indicates tourism transport impact. Not clear that this is 

useful information as short distance travel is relatively 

minor. Integrate into a survey. 

Team suggestion. Short distance travel 

may be low impact and creates 

unnecesary data. 

Omit or make optional. 

5. Percentage usage of different 

modes of transport (public/ private 

and type) for arriving tourists and 

same day visitors 

Indicates tourism transport impact.  Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 

6. Percentage of visitors using local/ 

soft mobility services 

Indicates tourism transport impact. Definitions of “soft 

mobility” are needed.  

Team suggestion for greater clarity. Consider new wording as follows: 

“Percentage of visitors using local / 

soft mobility / public transport 

services” 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

9.  

Climate 

Change 

1. Percentage of tourism 

infrastructure commercial 

accommodation located in 

“vulnerable zones” e.g. flood risk , 

avalanche  

Indicates destination climate vulnerability. Team 

suggests clarifying wording and making tourism-specific.  

Team suggestion for greater clarity. Consider new wording as follows: 

“Percentage of tourism 

accommodation and attraction 

infrastructure located in 

“vulnerable zones.” 

2. Percentage of destination covered 

by climate change adaptation strategy 

and plan 

Indicates destination climate adaptation. Wording 

unclear. Definitions needed. “Covered by” is awkward. 

Clarity and additional guidance has been requested by 

both NECSTouR and EDEN and is needed in the toolkit.  

Both NECSTouR and EDEN find this 

problematic.  

Consider new wording as follows: 

“Percentage of the destination 

included in climate change 

adaptation strategy and plan” 

3. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

that are involved in “adaptation” 

response and actions 

Indicates destination climate adaptation. Can include in 

enterprise survey. Clarify “involved in.” 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 

4. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

involved in climate change mitigation 

schemes such as CO2 offset, low 

energy systems, etc 

Indicates tourism sector climate adaptation. Team 

suggest merger with 9.3.  Clarify, define and list 

acceptable schemes and or activities related to “climate 

change mitigation schemes”, clarify “involved in.” 

Team suggestion due to similarity with 

9.3. 

Make optional or merge with 9.3. 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

10. 

Sustainable 

tourism 

management 

practices in 

tourism 

enterprises  

1. Percentage of tourism enterprises/ 

establishments in the destination with 

externally verified certification/ 

labelling for environmental/ 

sustainability and/ or CSR measures 

Indicates tourism sector commitment to sustainability. 

Definitions are needed. A list of acceptible schemes is 

needed. 

 

 

 

 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 
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2. Number of tourism enterprises 

/establishments with sustainability 

reports in accordance with Global 

Reporting Initiative (GRI) 

Indicates tourism sector commitment to sustainability. 

Definitions are needed. Not so applicable to SMEs. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve or merge with 10.1 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

11.  

Solid waste 

management 

1. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

involved in waste reduction activities 

Indicates tourism industry commitment to waste 

reduction. Can be included in enterprise survey. Define 

“involved in”. Note that it does not matter what 

individual enterprises are doing if there are no 

destinationwise waste / recycling services provided 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. Consider additional 

criteria: “Percentage of destination 

receiving solid waste collection, 

separation and 

recycling/reclamation services” 

2. Waste volume produced by 

destination (tonnes per person per 

year) 

Indicates destination sustainability monitoring. Needs 

definitions and standards. Could consider breaking out 

tourism sector waste impact. Could consider looking at 

monthly waste production. Is this tourists or residents? 

Needs to be clearer. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include the indicator. Team suggest 

improvements. 

Consider new wording as follows:  

“Waste volume produced by 

destination (tonnes per resident 

per year or per month).” 

3. Volume of waste recycled 

percentage or per person per year - 

preferably per month -  

Indicates destination recycling effectiveness. Data 

collection scale may vary, e.g., regional or city level. 

Clarity if the “person” is a tourist or resident. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include the indicator. Team suggest 

improvements. 

Consider new wording as follows:  

“Total and per resident volume of 

waste recycled by destination (per 

year or per month in available ).” 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

12.  

Sewage 

treatment 

1. Percentage sewage discharge 

treated in destination 

Indicates ecosystem risk from wastewater. Data 

collection scale may vary. Definitions are needed. Not 

clear if this is tourism sector or the destination as a 

whole. Can be included in enterprise survey. 

NECSTouR agrees. EDEN sees difficulties. 

Team suggest refocusing on tourism. 

Consider new wording as follows:  

“percentage of commercial 

accommodation connected to 

central sewage system/tertiary 

sewage treatment.” 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

13.  

Water 

Management 

1. Fresh water consumption (in litres) 

per tourist night) 

Indicates water use efficiency. May be difficult to collect 

this data. If data is available could add a comparison 

with resident per night water usage. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN find this 

problematic. Team suggest wording 

refinement. 

Approve. Consider new wording as 

follows: “Fresh water consumption 

per tourist night vs. per general 

population person night.” 

2. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

participating in water saving actions 

Indicates tourism industry commitment to water 

conservation. Can be included in enterprise survey. 

Guidelines needed on what water saving actions are 

acceptable. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. Provide clarification in 

toolkit. 

3. Percentage leakage rates in 

destination 

Indicates destination water management. Team suggests 

not specific to tourism.  

Team suggestion due to lack of specific 

relevance to tourism. 

Omit or make optional or add to 

general section. 

4. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

using recycled water 

Indicates tourism industry commitment to water 

conservation. Can be included in enterprise survey. This 

is only relevant to tourism enterprises with green areas. 

Provide definitions (“recycled”, “using”) 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this. Team see lack of urban 

relevance. 

Approve. Make optional for urban 

destinations.  

5. Percentage of recycled water used 

in the destination 

Indicates destination water conservation.  Problematic 

to measure. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

 

 

Approve. Make optional 
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Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

14.  

Energy Usage 

1. Per capita consumption of energy 

from all sources (overall and by tourist 

sector – per person per day) 

Indicates destination energy footprint.   Provide 

guideline in toolkit, including identification of energy 

sources (electricity, gas, biomass, solar energy, etc.) and 

formulas for calculations Clarify person as resident or 

tourist. Consider making this tourism-specfic. 

Team suggestion to improve clarity and 

tourism relevance. 

Approve. Consider new wording as 

follows: “Consumption of fossil 

fuels per resident” or 

“Consumption of fossil fuels per 

guest night in commerical 

accommodation.” 

2. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

participating in energy saving actions 

Indicates tourism sector commitment to energy 

conservation.  Can include in enterprise survey. Be 

specific about what energy saving actions.  

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. Be clear about what 

constitutes “participation” and 

“energy saving actions.”  

3. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

and public entities using renewable 

energy and average percentage used 

over the year 

Indicates availability of renewables.   If there is no source 

of renewables this is not a useful measure. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN find this 

difficult. Team suggest this may not be 

useful. 

Consider new wording as follows: 

Annual amount of energy 

consumed from renewable energy 

(Mwh) and as a percentage of 

overall energy consumption. 

15. 

Landscape 

and 

Biodiversity 

Protection 

1. Ecological potential index of the 

destination (guidance EEA) 

Indicates ecological vulnerability. Difficult to measure 

and not directly relevant to tourism. Suggest alternative: 

“Biodiversity monitoring is in place for key species” 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN find this 

difficult. GSTC indicator suggestion. 

Omit or make optional. Suggest 

alternative: “Biodiversity 

monitoring is in place for key 

species” 

2. Percentage of destination 

(geographical area in km2) that is 

designated for protection 

Indicates destination conservation practices.  Clarify 

what “designated for protection” means and provide 

formula for calculation - see EDEN recommendation. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 

3. Percentage of local enterprises 

committed to actions to support local 

biodiversity and  landscape 

protection, conservation and 

management 

Indicates tourism sector commitment to conservation.  

Definition of commitment is difficult. Could be included 

in enterprise survey but not a reliable measure. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this. Team suggest refinements 

for clarity.  

Consider new Team wording as 

follows: “Percentage of local 

enterprises in the tourism sector 

actively supporting local 

biodiversity and  landscape 

protection, conservation and 

management. 

4. Percentage of visitors and residents 

complaining about litter and other 

environmental pollutions in the 

destination 

Indicates visitor satisfaction and destination waste 

management. Measures propensity to complain rather 

than reflecting actual issues on the ground. 

Team suggestion. Complaints are not 

always reliable.  

Omit or make optional. 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

16.  

Lights & 

Noise 

management 

  

1. Percentage of the destination and 

population covered by local strategy 

and plans to reduce noise and light 

pollution 

Indicates destination policy for sustainability. Greater 

clarity is needed on “covered by” and strategy versus 

plans and policy.  

Team suggestion. To simplify the 

indicator. 

Consider GSTC wording as follows: 

“The destination has a policy in 

place that requires tourism 

enterprises to minimise light and 

noise pollution.” 

2. Percentage of visitors and residents 

complaining about noise and light 

pollution 

Indicates resident perceptions. Complaints are not 

always reliable. Measures propensity to complain rather 

than reflecting actual issues on the ground. 

 

 

Team suggestion. Complaints are not 

always reliable.  

Omit or make optional. 
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Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

17.  

Inclusive 

Management 

Practices 

1. Percentage of the destination 

covered by a destination management 

organisation or 

institutional arrangements involving 

public and private stakeholders in 

decision making processes for tourism 

development and promotion 

Indicates destination policy for sustainability. Wording is 

unclear “covered by” could be refined.  

Team suggestion to improve clarity. Consider new GSTC wording as 

follows: “The destination has a 

program to encourage and 

facilitate public participation in 

tourism planning and decision-

making on an ongoing basis.” 

2. Percentage of residents satisfied 

with their involvement and their 

influence in the planning and 

development of tourism 

Indicates resident participation in tourism planning. 

Could be included in resident survey.  

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 

3. Percentage of the destination with 

a sustainable tourism strategy/ action 

plan (with agreed monitoring and 

evaluation arrangement) 

Indicates destination policy for sustainability. Wording is 

unclear. Percentage measure may be problematic. 

Monitoring could be a separate indicator. Public 

availability is important for transparency. 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. Consider addition to end 

of indicator “..that is publicly 

available” 

4. Percentage of official tourism 

information with a specific section 

about sustainability issues 

Indicates destination policy for sustainability. Wording is 

unclear. Define “official”. Percentage measure may not 

be relevant. 

Team suggestion to improve clarity. Consider new wording as follows: 

“Does your visitor information 

(brochures and / or web page) 

contain a specific section about 

sustainability” issues?”Approved 

but add “that is publicly available” 

to the end. 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

18. 

Development 

Control 

  

1. Percentage of the destination with 

land use or development planning 

including evaluation of tourism impact 

and detailing the development and 

constraint issues in relation to tourism 

Indicates destination policy for sustainability.  

Clarify/qualify what is acceptable land use or 

development planning.   This measurement involves 

indicating whether or not the destination carries out this 

type of evaluation and planning. Needs tourism 

connection. 

Team suggestion to improve clarity. Approve. Suggest slight refinement 

to wording for clarity: “Percentage 

of the destination with land use or 

development planning including 

the evaluation of tourism 

developments” 

2. Percentage of the destination with 

visitor management plan with 

capacity limits and analysis of current 

position (% of max capacity) 

Indicates destination policy for sustainability. Capacity 

issues are a moving target.   

Team suggestion due to the difficulties 

with the concept of carrying capacity.  

Consider GSTC wording as follows: 

“The destination has an 

enforceable visitor management 

plan for key tourist attraction sites 

and existence of an institution 

responsible for managing the plan.“ 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

19.  

Tourism 

Supply Chain 

1. Percentage of tourism enterprises 

sourcing a minimum of 25% of food 

and drink produced locally / regionally 

Indicates tourism economic benefit. Problematic to 

measure and often a contentious issue. Define local to 

regional and include considerations for how destinations 

with no nearby agricultural or manufacturing base 

accounted for (e.g. nearest sourcing available). 

 

 

Team suggestion. Puts emphasis on 

destination to encourage buying local.  

Consider new GSTC wording as 

follows: “Policy in place to promote 

local sustainable and fair trade 

products and services.“ 
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2. Percentage of local services and 

goods sourced locally in tourism 

enterprises 

Indicates tourism economic benefit. Problematic to 

measure. 

Team suggestion based on previous 

difficulties with this indicator. 

Make optional. Delete first “local”. 

3. Percentage local tour handlers and 

guides used within the destination 

Indicates tourism economic benefit. Problematic to 

measure. Concept of “local” is unclear. 

Team suggestion based on previous 

difficulties with this indicator. 

Make optional. Delete first “local”. 

Criteria Indicator Comment Rationale Team Recommendation 

20. 

Protecting 

and 

enhancing 

local 

cultural 

identity and 

assets 

1. Percentage of residents who believe 

that tourism is: a) damaging, b) helps 

maintain, c) helps improve destination 

distinctiveness and local identity, 

culture and heritage of the destination 

Indicates residents satisfaction with tourism. Consider 

improving clarity of working. Can include in resident 

survey. 

EDEN suggests adding option d) for no 

effect. Team suggests rewording. 

Consider new wording: “1. 

Percentage of residents who 

believe that tourism is: a) 

damaging, b) helps maintain, c) 

helps improve - destination 

identity, culture and heritage of the 

destination.” 

2. Percentage of residents who believe 

that tourism is: a) damaging, b) helps 

maintain, c) helps improve the quality 

of life of residents in the destination 

Indicates residents satisfaction with tourism. Consider 

improving clarity of working. Can include in resident 

survey 

Both NECSTouR and EDEN agree to 

include this.  

Approve. 

3. Percentage of events that are based 

on traditional / local culture and local 

assets 

Indicates cultural engagement. Provide clear and 

common definition of “traditional culture and local 

assets.” 

NECSTouR, EDEN and team find this 

indicator problematic. 

Omit or make optional. 


