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Introduction and Background 
Testing of the draft system of sustainable tourism indicators commenced in September 2012 and 

took place over a period of ten weeks. The rationale behind the testing was threefold; i) to assess 

the usefulness of the tool on the ground, ii) to better understand the opportunities and constraints 

involved in its use, and iii) to gain specific feedback from users on how the various elements of the 

system could be improved. 

The revised indicators and the accompanying toolkit, which together make up ‘The System’, were 

given the working title SUSTAIN, (from SUStainable Tourism And INdicator System) to aid 

understanding. However, a request for feedback regarding the suitability of this name was included 

as part of the testing.  

 

Methodology 

Test Destination Selection 

Testing was undertaken in a range of destinations selected to represent the wide diversity of tourism 

across the European Union. From the thousands of possible test sites, a list of twenty was put 

forward as potential pilots. These were chosen on the basis of geographical spread, type of tourism 

represented and previous involvement with indicator systems and/or sustainability initiatives. A final 

short-list of ten pilot destinations was selected for field testing with visits by the project team. These 

ten ‘core testing’ destinations represent a broad spread of tourism types, cover a wide geographical 

area and provide a good mix of those destinations which have previously engaged with sustainable 

tourism initiatives and those who have not.  

The core testing destinations, selected for full field testing, with visits by a minimum of two project 

team members, were as follows: 

1. St Ives, Cornwall 
 A former fishing village in the South West of England, representative of Northern European 

beach and cultural tourism, with a destination management organisation (Visit Cornwall) that 

are active members of NECSTouR. 

2. Durbuy, Belgium 
 A collection of small villages in a rural area of Northern Europe, focused on cultural heritage, 

outdoor activities and gastronomic tourism. Former recipients of an EDEN award, they are also 

active members of the EDEN network. 

3. Alqueva, Portugal 
A network of small villages surrounding an artificial lake, representing a good example of 

emerging agro (and astro) tourism in Southern Europe, with a local champion and DMO 

(Genuineland) heavily involved in NECSTouR and the TSG. 

4. Florence, Italy 
A well-known cultural and heritage city destination. Also an active member of NECSTouR. 



EU Indicator Project: Draft Conclusions of the Test of the Implementation of the System  
 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

This document has been prepared for the European Commission however it reflects the views only of the authors, 
and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein. 

  Page 5 

5. Maastricht, Holland  
A Northern European former industrial city, now diversifying into tourism. The city authorities 

have a general focus on sustainability and have invested in a range of ‘green’ initiatives, but 

there has been no specific focus on sustainable tourism. 

6. Soomaa National Park, Estonia 
A large protected area in a sparsely populated region of what was formerly part of the Soviet 

Bloc, and representative of wilderness tourism. A former EDEN award recipient and an active 

member of the EDEN network.  

7. Calvià, Spain 
Representative of Southern European island-based beach tourism and containing a mixture of 

heavily developed coastline and rural hinterland, in Mallorca. The destination had previous 

involvement with the TSG some years ago, (though is not currently active in the network) and 

also piloted sustainability indicators as part of a project run by the University of Barcelona. 

8. St Tropez, France 
A 19th century Southern European beach resort, with a long history of tourism, but no previous 

involvement in any particular sustainable tourism initiatives.  

9. Oetztal, Austria 
A long Alpine valley in the Tyrol, containing several ski/snowboard resort villages, selected to 

represent mountain tourism. The destination has not had previous involvement with specific 

sustainable tourism initiatives.  

10. Brasov, Romania  
A cultural and heritage city destination located in Transylvania in Eastern Europe, selected to 

ensure representation of recent EU member destinations in the pilot phase. No previous 

involvement with EC sustainable tourism schemes (though contact was initiated via a TSG 

member). 

A range of destinations representing the diversity of tourism in Europe were selected for testing: 

            

from left to right: St Ives, Durbuy, Florence, Alqueva, Maastricht 
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from left to right: Calvià, St Tropez, Soomaa National Park, Oetztal, Brasov 

An additional four destinations were selected for ‘light-touch’ testing to broaden the range of pilot 

destinations and to assess how the indicator system would be received by destinations not 

benefitting from a visit by the project team. The destinations selected for light-touch testing were as 

follows: 

1. Brighton, England 
 A nineteenth century Northern European coastal resort. No previous involvement in sustainable 

tourism schemes or indicator systems, but strong support for sustainability initiatives amongst 

the local authority.  

2. The Algarve, Portugal 
A very large Southern European beach and golf holiday destination. Prior experience with a 

sustainable tourism indicator system. Also a member of NECSTouR. 

3. Mourne Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), Northern Ireland  
 A small area of protected countryside with previous involvement in the EUROPARC scheme.  

4. Wild Taiga, Finland 
A collection of private sector organisations set up to market the Finnish taiga. A member of the 

EDEN network. 

Pre-Testing Phase 

Primary destination contacts (PDCs) in each core pilot area were contacted in the spring and early 

summer of 2012, to establish interest in participation. The exact role of the PDC for each area varied 

considerably: some spearheaded or represented destination management or destination marketing 

organisations; while others were local sustainable tourism ‘champions’ and worked either as 

consultants, academics, or owned tourism businesses locally. The framework for liaising with test 

destinations was as follows: 

 

 March 2012 – Range of destinations nominated and invited (including all EDEN and 
NECSTouR members) to express their interest in participation (Appendix 1). 
 

 April 2012 – Destinations selected for the shortlist received letters confirming their 
participation and discussed next steps (Appendix 2), followed by verification phone calls. 

 

 May – July 2012 – Core testing destination PDCs were contacted via email and telephone to 
schedule the consultants’ visit to the destination to facilitate a workshop on the SUSTAIN 
System for stakeholders.  PDCs were also sent instructions and tools on how to set up a 
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stakeholder working group (SWG) (Appendices 2 and 3 of the System Toolkit). 
 

 August 2012 – Core testing PDCs were sent the Destination Profile Form (Appendix 1 of the 
System Toolkit), with instructions to complete and circulate amongst members of the SWG. 

 

 September 2012 – All PDCs sent copy of the SUSTAIN System Toolkit. 
 

The range of responses to the initial invitation to participate varied considerably. Some destinations, 

particularly active members of the TSG, were very enthusiastic. Others struggled to understand the 

concept initially but agreed to take part following a verbal explanation. Other destinations did not 

respond to the initial invitation or subsequent telephone calls. At all stages of contact with 

destinations, the benefits of participation and implementation of the System were emphasised. The 

principal benefits communicated to test destinations were as follows: 

 

 The chance to preview the Europe-wide system of sustainable tourism indicators and have 

an opportunity to influence the final shape of the System 

 A destination workshop on indicator selection for destination stakeholders, use of the 

system and toolkit, data collection and sustainable tourism monitoring 

 Access to free toolkit, database, and manuals for monitoring 

 Gaining a head-start in implementing the System once it is released in 2013 

 The opportunity to attend the EU conference on the Indicator System in 2013  

 Support from a world-class team of sustainable tourism indicator experts 

  

Throughout the pre-testing period, all core PDCs were given support and assistance by telephone 

and email from a member of the project team. Light-touch destinations were also offered this 

support but tended not to use it, as they were effectively unable to engage with the process until 

receiving the Toolkit.  

 

Testing Phase 

Two project consultants visited each core testing destination over three days to work with the PDC 

and facilitate a workshop on the SUSTAIN system. Each visit followed the same methodology. The 

team used the first day of each visit to familiarise themselves with the destination and meet with the 

PDC. This enabled them to gain an understanding of the local organisational structure and an insight 

into the level of support for sustainable tourism initiatives in the destination. It also encouraged 

PDCs to discuss the issues, opportunities and constraints they felt were most relevant, to review the 

workshop content and to ask any questions. 

 

On the second day of each visit, the workshop would be conducted. This aimed to introduce 

destination stakeholders to the SUSTAIN System and launch it in their destination. Workshops were 

deliberately structured to fit around a half-day schedule to maximise stakeholder attendance. All 

workshops were introduced by the local PDC and led by the visiting consultants.  To open the 

session, a presentation (Appendix 3) was delivered, outlining: 
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 The SUSTAIN System process 

 The evolution of SUSTAIN from the previous work undertaken by the TSG and other 
organisations 

 An overview of rationale for EC investment  

 The benefits of implementation to destinations 

 

 

Workshop presentation (Soomaa National Park) 

 

A group exercise would then be undertaken to familiarise participants with the indicators and begin 

to link these with the local issues they felt most strongly about. This was intended to clearly 

demonstrate the relevance of the System to those present. Throughout the workshop, the benefits 

of using SUSTAIN were emphasised and it was made clear that the System is intended as a tool for 

destinations to use as they wish, rather than being an edict from the European Commission.   

 

     

Group exercise to agree prioritisation of optional indicators (St Ives, Alqueva and Durbuy shown above) 
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Each workshop ended with a summary of next steps for both the testing process and the 

implementation process. Consultants used the final day of each visit for report writing, to follow-up 

on any issues arising from the previous day’s workshop, and to gather written feedback on the 

System from stakeholders. 

This testing methodology was considered effective as it allowed team members to engage closely 

with the PDC in each destination and attain an appropriate understanding of the various local issues 

and challenges. It also provided consultants with a grasp of the local politics relevant to SUSTAIN 

implementation and the level of support for the use of sustainability indicators.  

Although some test destinations were familiar with tourism indicators, others were completely new 

to the concept. It was considered important to test in destinations with little knowledge of indicator 

systems to assess how SUSTAIN might be received by PDCs in the future, without external assistance 

from consultants.  

Sharing information and gathering feedback from native speakers of ten different European 

languages other than English was a challenging proposition. To overcome the inevitable language 

difficulties, information was kept clear and simple, with technical terms kept to a minimum. 

Throughout the project, written materials were followed up with a telephone call to verify 

comprehension. Meeting with PDCs in person prior to workshops was seen as vital in order to clarify 

any points of confusion and establish where these could be attributed to language. During 

workshops, the presentations were delivered slowly and carefully.  Understanding of language and 

particular terminology were regularly checked and opportunities to ask questions were provided. In 

addition, although the team wanted to achieve an even spread of test destinations across Europe, it 

was deemed important to include some British destinations, as these PDCs would be the only test 

subjects to receive SUSTAIN in their native language.  

Both light-touch and core testing destination PDCs received the SUSTAIN System at the same time 

and were asked to trial it as extensively as they felt able. It was hoped that the destinations involved 

in the light-touch testing would initiate use of the System by forming an SWG, introducing SUSTAIN 

and attempting to gather data. This proved unrealistic for a variety of reasons. Two months was 

considered insufficient time to digest and then implement the SUSTAIN Toolkit. Lack of resources 

was noted as an additional challenge. In one light-touch destination, the member of staff specialising 

in sustainability and earmarked to develop this project had been made redundant. Nevertheless, all 

light-touch destinations were able to provide useful feedback on the System’s content. 

Post-Testing Phase 

All participants from both core and light-touch testing destinations were sent simple, quick-to-

complete forms to gather feedback. Core testing PDCs received these forms immediately after the 

workshop, together with a copy of the presentation delivered and a list of the optional indicators 

drafted during the group exercise. Participants were then given a two week deadline to return the 

forms to ensure feedback was reasonably fresh. Light-touch destination PDCs were sent the 

appropriate feedback forms with the SUSTAIN System in early September and given eight weeks in 

which to trial it and provide feedback.  
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Respondents were asked to score and comment on the aspects of the System they considered most 

useful and were invited to provide suggestions for improvements. In addition to rating specific 

sections of the SUSTAIN system from one to five (with one lowest and five highest), participants 

were requested to comment on anything they felt had not been covered. To provide context to their 

responses, they were also asked to rate the importance of measuring sustainability and sustainable 

tourism in the destination. Finally, all PDCs were asked about the suitability of the name SUSTAIN 

and given the opportunity to suggest alternatives. Slightly different versions of the feedback form 

were used to gather appropriate and relevant feedback from core test destination PDCs, light-touch 

PDCs and stakeholders (see Appendices 4a, 4b and 4c). The feedback results are located in Appendix 

5. 

 

Results 

The level of importance attributed to sustainability and sustainable tourism 

monitoring in test destinations 

All respondents replied positively when rating the importance of monitoring sustainability and 

sustainable tourism in their destinations. Stakeholders and PDCs were asked to rate the level of 

importance they attributed to the measurement of both general sustainability and sustainable 

tourism in their destination. A scale of one to five was provided for responses (with one being not 

important and five very important). These questions were included to help provide context to the 

feedback given on the SUSTAIN System. It was hypothesised that there might be a correlation 

between individuals rating sustainability and sustainable tourism monitoring as unimportant with 

those rating the System negatively (and vice-versa). Stakeholders rated the importance of 

monitoring general sustainability and the importance of monitoring sustainable tourism equally 

highly at 4.74. PDCs in core test destinations rated the importance of general sustainability 

monitoring at 4.7 and sustainable tourism at 4.8. Light-touch destinations were still positive but 

slightly less so, scoring these both at 4. The result is almost certainly influenced by the fact that the 

majority of respondents were individuals who had volunteered to take part in a sustainability 

monitoring initiative, but still provides some useful contextual background on the strong support for 

sustainability and sustainable tourism monitoring in the destinations tested. 

 

Feedback on System Elements 

All participants were asked to score and provide feedback on various elements of the System. A one 

to five scale was used, with one being lowest (i.e. not at all important/useful) and five highest (i.e. 

very important/useful). Stakeholders were asked to score the Destination Profile Form and the 

flexibility of using optional indicators, while PDCs were also asked to score the additional elements 

of the System specifically relevant to them (the Step-by-Step guide, survey templates and Dataset. 

Respondents were also given the opportunity to add comments on any aspect they wished. 
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A.  Destination Profile Form 

Reaction to the Destination Profile Form (DPF) was generally positive, i.e. “A good basis in terms of 

defining the key characteristics and an element that would be easy to overlook. A solid foundation for 

planning and taking action” Martin Carey, Mourne AONB 

Average ‘usefulness’ score for the DPF from stakeholders was 4.05, with PDCs scoring it slightly 

lower at 3.8 (core testing destinations) and 3.75 (light-touch destinations). The discrepancy in scores 

may be explained by the fact that the PDCs have to complete the form, while the stakeholders 

simply benefit from the overview it gives. PDCs also possess excellent knowledge of their destination 

so may be less mindful of why others may find it useful. It was noted by the project team that some 

PDCs completed the DPF and circulated it to stakeholders, while others (even those scoring the form 

quite highly), did not use it at all.  

The testing highlighted the fact that the form needs further refining. Many participants felt it was 

too long and there also seemed to be confusion both on how it should be used and to what extent it 

could be adapted to suit the destination. There were suggestions to add instructions to clarify the 

fact that only relevant fields should be filled out. It was also felt that the form should contain a 

section to encourage PDCs and stakeholders to determine the boundaries of the destination, as this 

is a crucial step for data collection.  

 

B. Step-by-Step Guide 

Feedback for the Step-by-Step Guide was positive amongst PDCs, with an average score of 4.3 in 

core testing destinations and 3.75 in light-touch destinations. Stakeholders were not asked to 

provide feedback on this element.  

The process of coming together as a working group to share knowledge and discuss the issues 

associated with tourism was consistently reported to be the most useful element of the Step-by-Step 

Guide. This enabled the development of what one stakeholder from Durbuy described as ‘the start 

of a collective consciousness’. In most pilot destinations, the SUSTAIN workshop was the first time 

stakeholders had assembled to discuss local tourism issues.  It was also the first time each 

destination became acquainted with the concept of a multi-disciplinary stakeholder group.  However 

the benefit of meeting as a collective body became very apparent to participants.  

“It is important for me that everybody acts at the interests of the whole area not just what is good 

for them and this system could help to create that kind of cooperation and harmony.” Soomaa 

National Park stakeholder 

"We are all trained to see our own backyard. There are several things we all agree on that we could 

do together but we don't have the platform, or don't make the time.” Durbuy stakeholder. 

The reference to a Destination Management Organisation (DMO) throughout the Step-by-Step Guide 

was a concern raised in numerous test destinations. The wide variation in destination management 

arrangements across Europe meant that some stakeholders were unfamiliar with the term DMO and 

hence were confused by it. The lack of a DMO (as opposed to a Destination Marketing Organisation), 
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or other co-ordinating body with the necessary authority, also had a significant impact on the ability 

to implement and support the long-term management of the SUSTAIN System in destinations. 

Other specific feedback included a suggestion to focus more directly on the economic benefits of the 

System within the Step-by-Step Guide. Another comment highlighted the need to more clearly 

define the range of sectors that should be invited to join the SWG, with suggestions made as to 

whom the most relevant parties might be.  

One of the light-touch destination PDCs felt the Step-by-Step Guide would potentially be too 

onerous for many destinations and an easier more achievable point of entry should be considered to 

encourage uptake, with destinations moving to full participation over time. Another request was for 

more information on action planning and how indicators can inform this.  

 

C. Indicators 

The optional indicators were consistently received positively. PDCs and stakeholders liked the fact 

that they could effectively design their own system, according to the issues considered to be a 

priority locally. Destination stakeholders scored the flexibility of using optional indicators at an 

average of 4.09, while for PDCs in core test destinations the average scored was 4.25 and those in 

the light-touch destinations scored it lower at 3.5. The lower result could stem from the fact that 

PDCs in light-touch destinations did not benefit from the group exercise carried out in the test 

destination workshops. Stakeholders’ enthusiasm for designing a suite of indicators best suited to 

the specific local conditions and priorities was clearly noted during the group exercise activity.  

Feedback on specific indicators from comments generated both during workshops and in written 

comments: 

Section A – Destination management 

No specific feedback 

Section B – Economic value  

B.2.2.1 The use of the term REV PAR was very confusing. The comment was that a much easier term 

to understand is ‘price per room’  

B.3.1.1  One PDC commented on the importance of examining the  seasonal pattern of tourism and 

stressed that this was best measured in percentage change. For example, the difference between 

high and low season average occupancy rates.  

B.3.1.2 This indicator, which is about the level of qualifications amongst tourism employees, does 

not result in meaningful data. The comment from a participant was “it doesn't tell you if they are 

doing a good job, or if they are enjoying their job”.  A participant at another workshop commented 

that “here, a high proportion of the seasonal bar and restaurant staff are graduates, but their 

qualifications aren’t a reflection of the quality of the job”.  

Section C – Social and cultural impact 
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C.2.1.1 A stakeholder suggested that this indicator on gender equality should also give specific 

reference to men. 

C.3.1.1, C3.2 and C3.2.1 There was some confusion over whether these indicators referred to access 

to /signage in the destination, or concerned accessibility related to disabled visitors.  

Section D – Environmental impact 

D.3.1.1, D.5.1.1 and D.6.1.1 were considered too vague by many participants, because they don’t 

differentiate between the impact of different actions, i.e. a business putting up a sign telling people 

to ‘turn off taps’ would be considered the same as a business investing in an expensive grey water 

recycling plant. Indicators that quantify acceptable activity and capture hard data were considered 

preferable.   

 

General comments: 

 One stakeholder questioned whether ‘percentage’ is always the correct way to measure. 
The example given was the ‘percentage of events that are based on traditional local 
culture/assets’ as some destinations hold festivals annually, others every five years. There 
was also some confusion regarding the definition of traditional local culture/assets and 
whether for example, sporting events would qualify.  
 

 There was a request for a definition for Tourism Enterprises to be included in the glossary 
and a suggestion to also include a list of acronyms used.  
 

 One stakeholder felt that although having the overview of the indicators at the start of Part 
3 is the logical place, it might look a bit “scientific-scary” and suggested they might be better 
placed as a wrap-up at the end of that section.  
 

 It was deemed important to emphasise that destinations can also add their own Optional 
Indicators (for example, on standards of animal welfare or parking availability). They can also 
integrate quality assurance measures from other schemes if they wish.  
 

D. Survey Templates 

The Survey Templates were favourably received, i.e. “a ready-made solution for an important task 

which can be difficult to find time to draw up” Martin Carey, Mourne AONB.  The timescale allocated 

for the testing did not allow for destinations to trial the surveys, so feedback is based on 

hypothetical use. As the Survey Templates were included in the SUSTAIN Toolkit sent to PDCs, rather 

than being shown to stakeholders, feedback was only sought from the former.  

There were some questions about how the templates might align with existing surveys already being 

carried out in destinations.  However, once it was explained that they could be modified as 

appropriate, the value of having them and incorporating them was recognised. Several PDCs also 

appreciated the value of starting to collect this type of data in a more standardised approach across 

Europe to facilitate comparison and exchange best practice. In the majority of core testing 
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destinations, concerns about financial constraints were raised, though it was clear there was a keen 

interest in collecting much of the information only available through surveys.  

On average, PDCs rated the usefulness of the survey templates at 4, while light-touch destinations 

scored them significantly lower at 3.25. Comments from the light-touch destinations indicated they 

perhaps hadn’t understood the fact that the templates could be amended e.g. “not sure they relate 

well to destinations with existing survey systems/methodologies”.   

 

E. Dataset 

No destinations were able to implement the SUSTAIN system fully within the testing period to enter 

data into the Dataset. Therefore, feedback on this element was again theoretical. PDCs were 

specifically asked to examine the Dataset and comment on their perception of its usability. It scored 

4.4 in core test destinations and 3.5 in light-touch destinations. It was generally considered to be a 

simple and useful tool to facilitate storage of destination indicator data in one easy to access place. 

One PDC commented that they would be keen for the Dataset to contain information that would 

allow for benchmarking.  

 

F. System Name 

The suggested name for the System was tested in all destinations. At the start of each workshop the 

System was introduced as SUSTAIN, with the reasoning explained (SUStainable Tourism And 

INdicator System). Consultants would then explain that this was a working title and participants 

were invited to submit suggestions, verbally or within the written feedback for alternatives. 

Although opinion on the suitability of the working title differed, no alternative suggestions were put 

forward.  

During the course of the testing, it became apparent those most engaged were people already 

interested in sustainability issues. Those in more commercial or political roles were noticeably less 

keen on participating. A discussion on this subject ensued during one workshop, following a 

stakeholder comment on the lack of private sector attendance, and several participants commented 

that they felt that the word ‘sustainability’ may act as a disincentive for those individuals in roles 

with a primarily commercial focus to get involved. This was reiterated in several comments 

submitted in the written feedback:   

“We feel that more buy-in will be achieved with a reduction in the use of the word ‘sustainable’. 

Promoting it as SUSTAIN ‘a tourism management system’ is more likely to give it more weight and 

engage a wider audience”. Malcolm Bell, St Ives  

“The name of SUSTAIN reflects very well the use and purpose of the system, but on the other hand, it 

seems that this name may not be very attractive to some companies looking to gain greater 

economic benefit, and probably they don't know that with sustainable tourist destination 

management they are closer to achieving that”. Pablo de la Peña, Calvià 
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Alternatively, destinations where environmental sustainability is integral to the quality of the 

tourism offering were generally happy with the name SUSTAIN.  

One PDC also made the critical point that while the meaning and origin of the name worked well in 

English this was not necessarily the case for other European languages.  

 

Opportunities and Constraints 

Overview 

In general the SUSTAIN system was positively received by all those participating in the testing. This is 

perhaps unsurprising as those who chose to be involved, would probably not have done so had they 

considered indicator management systems irrelevant. Other destination representatives were less 

enthusiastic. For example, the four or five potential German testing sites that were approached 

would not engage with the project, even to the extent of giving feedback on why they would not 

engage! The final test destinations provide a good cross-section of the levels of interest in 

monitoring and commitment to this system amongst PDCs. Several destinations (particularly TSG, 

NECSTouR and some EDEN destinations) were extremely enthusiastic, determined and were 

therefore creative in finding solutions to potential obstacles. Others were far more sceptical initially 

and had to be convinced by the project team of the benefits that implementation of SUSTAIN could 

bring. Even after recognising the benefits, seemingly insurmountable hurdles, such as time and 

resource constraints were frequently cited as reasons for the lack of ability to move forward with 

implementation.  

In short, the System itself was generally well-received: 

“As the system assumes cooperation between the entrepreneurs and municipalities in the area, it is 

also an effective tool for making all parts to come and discuss their interests and worries around the 

same table”. Soomaa National Park stakeholder 

“The indicators I feel are most useful. They are clearly laid out and easy to understand. A good 

justification as to why something should be measured is also given and I do feel that destinations will 

be able to just pick up and run with the indicator system without any or very little support”. Malcolm 

Bell, PDC, St Ives 

 

Existing Networks 

Those destinations involved in existing sustainable tourism initiatives were considerably more 

receptive to the idea of implementing an indicator system than other destinations. The likelihood of 

bringing together an effective SWG was further enhanced where the PDCs were particularly dynamic 

‘local champions’. In Soomaa National Park for example, a local businessman with a Master’s degree 

in sustainable tourism initiated and led his destination’s involvement in the indicators testing. He put 

together the Stakeholder Working Group, (which included the ‘official’ destination manager) and is 
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also likely to play a leading role in driving forward the System’s progression locally. Likewise, in 

Alqueva the PDC was able to ensure a wide cross-section of stakeholders attended the workshop, 

which was introduced by senior figures from the local and national government and filmed by a TV 

company for promotion online: http://youtube/EUindicatorworkshop.  

 

Senior national and local government officials introducing the SUSTAIN workshop in Alqueva. 

These champions and networks such as EDEN, NECSTouR and Pan Parks have a good understanding 

of the concept of sustainable tourism and are often highly motivated by the idea of improving 

sustainability performance. This is both with regard to their own destinations and by influencing and 

encouraging others. The links developed between Genuineland in Alqueva, Portugal and the PDC in 

Brasov, Romania are a good example of this.  

Early adopters such as Alqueva, Florence and St Ives should also be able to act as ‘showcase’ 

destinations over time, to reiterate the benefits of participation to others.  

 

Integration with other Systems / Schemes 

The system is applicable to all types of destinations and appears to dovetail well with other 

initiatives. Yet this aspect can be overlooked by those who perhaps assume adoption of one scheme 

eliminates the need (or utilises available resources) for any other:  “Reason why I think that the 

whole SUSTAIN Toolkit wouldn’t be that useful in our destination, is that quite many of the 

companies are using the national programme 1000 Quality which partly includes same contents as 

the Toolkit”. Jaana Keränen, PDC, Wild Taiga 

The project team were not alerted to any direct clashes with other schemes or systems.  

A number of PDCs and stakeholders raised the issue of GSTC accreditation, or at least alignment with 

GSTC and considered this an important longer term aim.  

 

Engagement 

PDCs whose roles focused on marketing and promotion had the most difficulty engaging with 

SUSTAIN. In all three relevant test destinations, these PDCs did not fully understand the concept or 

grasp the System’s potential until it was explained face-to-face. It was not always easy to gauge, but 

http://youtu.be/kkly8J2opRg
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agreement from these PDCs to take part seems to have stemmed from a perceived opportunity to 

promote their destination. Interest in the System waned when it became apparent that this would 

not necessarily be a quick PR ‘win’ and would require some investment of their time to set up an 

SWG (which all three failed to do effectively for the testing). Eventually, these PDCs re-engaged with 

varying degrees when hearing first-hand about the System. However, they then needed to sell the 

case for on-going adoption of SUSTAIN to senior staff or colleagues in another department, or even 

unrelated municipal authorities, which presented a further obstacle. Nevertheless, all PDCs did share 

a common interest: the long term potential for benchmarking against other destinations.  

The lack of jurisdictional ability to capture regional level data was raised as a restriction by several 

PDCs. Stronger links between local and regional authorities and further engagement and support 

from the latter was highlighted as an important factor, as was the need for local politicians to be 

engaged in the process. Administrative turnover and the need for the ‘local co-ordinator’ to be 

politically neutral were underscored on more than one occasion. 

 

Presentation 

The positive feedback received from test destinations would suggest that fundamentally, the basics 

of the SUSTAIN System are strong. However, the presentation of the written information seemed to 

both deter and confuse many people. In some destinations unfamiliar with indicators, the written 

material overwhelmed some PDCs who then struggled to convince suitable stakeholders to attend. 

The request from Oetztal PDC, Leo Holtzknect to “keep the System if possible, free from technical 

terms and academic language” was heard frequently. 

The initial reasons (or key selling points) for System participation were presented as sustainability 

management through the use of European Commission-endorsed indicators. However, this caused 

destinations to assume there would be a prescriptive European methodology they would be 

required to follow, with a focus on environmental sustainability rather than economic benefits to 

destinations. During workshops in the core testing destinations, it became clear that stakeholders 

were pleasantly surprised to discover the extent of their ability to design a system to suit their needs 

and this was significant in securing their buy-in. The fact that the SUSTAIN System allows a 

completely tailor-made set of indicators to be drawn up by those most familiar with the issues was 

seen a significant benefit, and one which hadn’t immediately been apparent to those it was sent to.  

 

Stakeholder Working Groups 

An issue that became apparent during the visits to core testing destinations was the difficulty PDCs 

had in pulling together multi-disciplinary SWGs. Representatives from the waste, energy and water 

sectors were invited to attend, but generally declined to do so, even in areas where the tourism 

industry has a clear impact on their sector. The exceptions to this were those destinations with 

strong, dynamic champions with extensive networks and considerable influence locally.  However, it 

is important to note that there were no workshops where all relevant sectors were represented. 
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Language 

Explaining the System to those whose first language was not English created unnecessary confusion 

in the comprehension of what is already a fairly complex subject. Distribution and presentation of all 

materials in English also presented a significant barrier to engagement for non-English speaking 

destinations, particularly those working outside the tourism sector.  

 

Long-term Vision 

Stakeholders and PDCs were unsure of the Commission’s intentions for the System in the long term. 

Although the rationale for EC investment was part of the workshop presentation, this was only a 

short section and did not go into great depth. The preamble for the Toolkit (which will outline the 

Commission’s aim for the System) was not submitted in the test version of the Toolkit, so light-touch 

destinations had no information on this. Queries were frequently raised by stakeholders regarding 

the long-term vision for the System. There was considerable interest in the idea of a central 

repository for destination data to facilitate benchmarking and also to help build a holistic picture of 

tourism in Europe. 

 

Focus 

The challenging economic situation in much of the EU has forced a focus on ‘filling beds’ in many 

destinations. Sustainability is being given something of a back seat, rather than being seen as an 

essential element of successful management. This was particularly noticeable in those destinations 

that were not involved with other sustainable tourism schemes and also in destinations where 

senior tourism roles are political appointments. Without exception, although senior tourism and 

other officials would frequently open the workshops with a few words of support for the project, 

they did not stay and participate. Those PDCs whose roles were predominantly sales- and marketing- 

focused also struggled to relate the relevance of the System to their own roles and prioritise it over 

other, more directly commercial activities.  

 

Resource Constraints  

Lack of resource was continually raised as an inhibiting factor in taking the System forward. Despite 

it being specifically designed to minimise the workload on any one person, time is required for SWG 

co-ordination, data collation and for additional work such as undertaking surveys. Although the 

project team attempted to launch implementation of the System as part of the workshops, in most 

cases further discussion was needed between the destination stakeholders or the PDC and his/her 

manager to gain agreement on who would be doing what in terms of co-ordination and how the 

work would be resourced.  

 



EU Indicator Project: Draft Conclusions of the Test of the Implementation of the System  
 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

This document has been prepared for the European Commission however it reflects the views only of the authors, 
and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein. 

  Page 19 

Summary 

The testing feedback indicates that the System is recognised as an effective tool for managing 

tourism in destinations by the vast majority of PDCs and stakeholders. As an illustration of this point: 

“This System gives destinations the chance to develop the tourism they want, rather than the tourism 

they end up with” Malcolm Bell, PDC, St Ives, “The System will be useful to help us take a more 

‘scientific approach’ to management of our destination” Alqueva stakeholder. 

Some fairly simple refinements are required to the Toolkit and a greater emphasis needs to be 

placed on the commercial aspects of sustainability to engage a wider cross-section of the tourism 

industry. But this is a question of presentation and positioning. The sustainability basics, which 

underpin the System, were validated as integral to the successful management of destinations and 

critical to retaining the support of those organisations such as NECSTouR and EDEN who can 

champion the System. 

Given some of the constraints highlighted in the testing and raised by both stakeholders and PDCs, 

careful thought needs to be given to how the System is implemented across Europe in order to 

maximise engagement and effectiveness. Development of a roll-out strategy is not within the scope 

of this project, but recommendations of particular points to consider are provided in The Task 5 

report.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1:  Letter of Invitation to Participate 

 

 

 

 

 

Date 

Dear ___________________ 

 

We are writing to you regarding an important project examining the feasibility 

of a European Tourism Indicator System for destinations.  

____________ has been suggested to us as a very interesting destination for 

collaboration, due to ______________________________________________ 

The University of Surrey, in collaboration with Sustainable Travel International 

and The INTASAVE Partnership have been engaged by the European 

Commission to complete a study on the feasibility of a European tourism 

indicator system for sustainable management at destination level.  The aim is 

to provide tourism destination stakeholders and, in particular, Destination 

Management Organisations (DMOs) across Europe with a simple, ready to use 

system of indicators with which they can, in an easy and accessible way, assess, 

monitor and manage the sustainability of their tourism destinations. 

As project organisers we are inviting expressions of interest from European 

destinations wishing to be considered for participation in this testing phase. We 

invite you to email us expressing your interest in being one of these 

destinations.  

The European Tourism Indicator System is a key element of the work of the 

European Commission to promote an internationally competitive industry and 

to enhance the sustainability of destinations across Europe.  Previous projects 

that focused on this issue included working with the Commission's Tourism 

Sustainability Group (TSG) of experts on the development of a core set of 

indicators, and testing this core set of indicators in selected EDEN and 

NECSTouR destinations.    

At this current stage of the development and design of the indicator system, we 

will be working with selected destinations that are keen to collaborate with our 

project team and the European Commission to test the system of indicators, 

implement the system and assess applicability. The results of the pilot will be 

used to refine the final set of Europe-wide indicators and the toolkit for use 

across Europe.   

Some of the benefits of taking part in testing of the indicator system include:  

 

 The chance to preview the Europe-wide system of sustainable tourism 

indicators and have an opportunity to influence the final shape of the 

system 

 A destination workshop on indicator selection for destination 
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stakeholders, use of the system and toolkit, data collection and 

sustainable tourism monitoring 

 Access to free toolkit, database, and manuals for monitoring 

 Gaining a head-start in implementing this system once it is released in 

2013 

 The opportunity to attend the EU conference on the Indicator System 

in 2013  

 Support from a world-class team of sustainable tourism indicator 

experts 

The time and effort of the destinations and destination contacts in the piloting 

of the system of indicators will not be overly onerous. The commitment of the 

destinations and stakeholders will mainly be centred around attendance at a 

one day workshop in September or October 2012, and some semi-structured 

interviews. Coupled with this will be some liaison pre- and post-workshop 

acting as a ‘focal point’ for the project team and for the inter-sectoral 

stakeholders working group in the destination to enable them to feedback 

information to one central point in the destination as well as directly to the 

project team. 

As stated above we invite you, to email us expressing your interest in being one 

of these destinations and take the opportunity in being involved in this 

important landmark project. 

Please email Ms Heather Clyne, the Project Co-ordinator at 

h.clyne@surrey.ac.uk, and our Administrator at admin@intasave.org, 

expressing your interest in taking part as soon as possible and we will be in 

touch with you concerning logistics and arrangements. 

Thank you very much for your time and interest. 

Yours sincerely  

 

Dr Murray Simpson 

Senior Research Associate, University of Oxford and  

Chief Executive Officer, The INTASAVE Partnership  
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Appendix 2:  Next Steps Letter to Core Testing Destinations 

 

 

 

 

 

Dear ___________________ 

We are writing to follow up on your involvement in the European Tourism 

Indicator System project. We are very pleased to inform you that 

___________has been selected as a Pilot Destination and been approved by the 

EU as one of the key destinations suitable for engaging with this important 

project at this crucial development stage for the future of European tourism. 

As you may remember, the aim of this initiative is to provide tourism 

destination stakeholders and in particular, Destination Management 

Organisations (DMOs), with a tested, improved and easy to use toolkit and 

system of indicators with which they can assess, monitor, manage and improve 

the sustainability of their tourism destinations. 

The final draft system of indicators and the toolkit is currently being refined and 

completed as part of an earlier phase of the project. We will shortly be moving 

into the final testing stage, and as part of this stage we will be working with you 

to gather a group of core destination stakeholders for a workshop to be held 

this autumn 2012. At this workshop we will give an overview of the project and 

its aims, present the indicator system to the 'Stakeholder Working Group' and 

request their input in testing and examining the system and the various roles 

and responsibilities.  Your Stakeholder Working Group will then begin 

examining the implementation process and assessing the collection and 

collation of data before feeding back to you and the project team on the 

usability of the system a few weeks later. This will allow us to incorporate your 

feedback, comments and the results of the testing process into the completed 

development of the final tool and system.  

Our role in this part of the project is to work with you in order to assess the 

system and the process, and to analyse your and your stakeholders' results and 

feedback. We trust once the process is enabled that you will also be able to 

maintain the stakeholder forum and continue to collect data to facilitate and 

assist in the long-term management of sustainability in your destination. 

Participating destinations will also be invited to attend an important 

international conference in February 2013, which is being convened to present 

the results of the project and introduce the refined system to tourism 

destinations Europe-wide.  

A summary of the various stages of this process are outlined below: 

1. Workshop Planning: We will be in touch shortly to arrange a date, if this is 

not already fixed, to hold the stakeholder workshop and discuss a venue. We 

will also send you a suggested list of sectoral stakeholders and a template 

invitation letter. You can then use this to select and invite appropriate 

stakeholders to the workshop. The project team will assist you, if required, in 

the screening of stakeholders to ensure a representative mix of relevant 

sectors, experience, gender and commitment to the process. 

2. Awareness Raising: To encourage local collaboration, up-take and 
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ownership, once the stakeholder group has been finalised we encourage you to 

raise awareness of your destination's involvement in the project locally, using 

the various communications channels and tools at your disposal.  

3. Destination Profile: We will be sending you a simple Destination Profile form 

to complete and return with information to capture the key characteristics of 

your destination to inform the system of indicators and provide a 'snap shot' of 

your destination. This will be easily accessible information such as geography, 

visitor numbers, accommodation types, etc.  

4. Destination Workshop: (to be held in Sept/Oct 2012). Representatives from 

the project team will work with you to lead a one-day participatory workshop 

to take stakeholders through the process, obtain their input on the indicator 

system and toolkit and agree roles and responsibilities for testing the system 

and the collection and collation of data. The Workshop will include Indicators 

and System Screening where the project team will work with the stakeholder 

group, examining the indicators and the system to clarify the practicalities and 

the importance of the system to your destination. 

5. Testing by Stakeholders in Destination: A 2-3 week period during which the 

sectoral stakeholders will test the relevant components of the system and the 

toolkit, gathering and feeding back data as agreed at the workshop. This 

feedback and data will come to the DMO as the central point of contact for 

stakeholders and we will work with you to interpret and distil the information 

to inform the system and the toolkit. 

6. Results and Feedback: The project team will continue to support you to 

analyse your destination's results over the course of the autumn of 2012, and 

obtain input on your and your destination's experience in using the system. We 

will incorporate the feedback into the refinement of the system to lead to 

completion of the project, as your destination's data is continued to be 

gathered this will be used by you to form a picture of sustainability 

management in your destination.  

7. EU Conference: (Feb 2013). An opportunity to attend an international 

conference to be hosted by the EU and the Project Team in Brussels to 

communicate the project results and share the final system of indicators. 

Please note: Participation in the testing of the system will not be excessively 

time consuming and will not involve any cost to your destination. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me directly should you have any questions.  

We look forward to working with you on this important project and I will be in 

touch shortly to confirm a date for the workshop, provide you with the 

destination profile template and work with you to commence the selection of 

stakeholders. 

Yours sincerely  

The INTASAVE Partnership  
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Appendix 3:  Workshop Presentation 
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Appendix 4a:  Feedback Sheet Template – Core Testing Destinations 

Study to assess the feasibility of a European Tourism Indicator System for Sustainable Management at Destination Level 
Workshop DMO Feedback 

The SUSTAIN System - Destination Managers Feedback 

Destination Name:……………….…………… Destination Managers Name: …………………………………… 

Position:……………….………………….……….Email ……………………………………….……………….……………….. 

NB. Details are requested for record keeping purposes only  

1a. How important do you consider the monitoring of economic, socio/cultural and environmental 

factors in your destination (please highlight a number below): 

(not important)  1 2 3 4 5 (very important) 

1b. How important do you consider the monitoring of sustainable tourism in your destination 

(please  highlight a number below): 

(not important)  1 2 3 4 5 (very important) 

2a. Which aspects of the SUSTAIN System/Toolkit are most useful to your destination and why? 

 

2b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the SUSTAIN System/Toolkit? If so 

please list? 

3. What will help you implement the SUSTAIN System/Toolkit in your destination? Please list.  

 

4a. How useful do you consider the Destination Profile Form to be in your destination (please 

highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

4b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the Destination Profile Form? If so 

please list? 

 

5a. How useful do you consider the Seven-step guide in the System/Toolkit to be in your destination 

(please highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 
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Study to assess the feasibility of a European Tourism Indicator System for Sustainable Management at Destination Level 
Workshop DMO Feedback 

 

5b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the seven-step guide in the System/ 

Toolkit? If so please list? 

 

6. How useful is the flexibility of using the Optional Indicators in the System/Toolkit in your 

destination (please highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

7a. How useful do you consider the Survey Templates in the System/Toolkit to be in your destination 

(please highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

7b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the Survey Templates in the System/ 

Toolkit? If so please list? 

 

8a. How useful do you consider the Dataset in the System/Toolkit to be in your destination (please 

highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

8b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the Dataset in the System/ Toolkit? If 

so please list? 

 

9. The System has been given the working title of SUSTAIN (from SUStainable Tourism And INdicator 

system). Do you think this name is effective and if not, do you have any other suggestions?  

 

10. Please use the space below to add any comments or feedback that has not been covered in the 

sections above: 

 
 
 

                     
 

 
  



EU Indicator Project: Draft Conclusions of the Test of the Implementation of the System  
 

____________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

This document has been prepared for the European Commission however it reflects the views only of the authors, 
and the Commission cannot be held responsible for any use which may be made of the information contained therein. 

  Page 36 

Appendix 4b:  Feedback Sheet Template – Light-Touch Destinations 

Study to assess the feasibility of a European Tourism Indicator System for Sustainable Management at Destination Level 
Light Touch  DM0 Feedback 

The SUSTAIN System - Destination Managers Feedback 

Destination Name:……………….…………… Destination Managers Name: …………………………………… 

Position:……………….………………….……….Email ……………………………………….……………….……………….. 

NB. Details are requested for record keeping purposes only  

1a. How important do you consider the monitoring of economic, socio/cultural and environmental 
factors in your destination (please highlight a number below): 

(not important)  1 2 3 4 5 (very important) 

1b. How important do you consider the monitoring of sustainable tourism in your destination 
(please  highlight a number below): 

(not important)  1 2 3 4 5 (very important) 

2a. Which aspects of the SUSTAIN System/Toolkit are most useful to your destination and why? 

 

2b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the SUSTAIN System/Toolkit? If so 
please list? 

 

3. What will help you implement the SUSTAIN System/Toolkit in your destination? Please list.  

 

4a. How useful do you consider the Destination Profile Form to be in your destination (please 
highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

4b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the Destination Profile Form? If so 
please list? 

 

5a. How useful do you consider the Seven-step guide in the System/Toolkit to be in your destination 
(please highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

5b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the Seven-step guide in the System/ 
Toolkit? If so please list? 
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Study to assess the feasibility of a European Tourism Indicator System for Sustainable Management at Destination Level 
Light Touch  DM0 Feedback 

 

6. How useful is the flexibility of using the Optional Indicators in the System/Toolkit in your 
destination (please highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

7a. How useful do you consider the Survey Templates in the System/Toolkit to be in your destination 
(please highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

7b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the Survey Templates in the System/ 
Toolkit? If so please list? 

 

8a. How useful do you consider the Dataset in the System/Toolkit to be in your destination (please 
highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

8b. Are there any improvements you believe could be made to the Dataset in the System/ Toolkit? If 
so please list? 

 

9. The System has been given the working title of SUSTAIN (from SUStainable Tourism And INdicator 
system). Do you think this name is effective and if not, do you have any other suggestions?  

 

10. Please use the space below to add any comments or feedback that has not been covered in the 
sections above: 
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Appendix 4c:  Feedback Sheet Template – Stakeholders 

Study to assess the feasibility of a European Tourism Indicator System for Sustainable Management at Destination Level 
Stakeholder Feedback 

The SUSTAIN System – Stakeholder Feedback 

Destination Name:……………….……………………… Name: ……………………………………………….…………… 

Position:……………….………………….……. Organisation Represented........................................................ 

Email ……………………………………….……………………………………………………………….………….……………….. 

NB. Details are collected for record keeping purposes only  

 

1. How important do you consider the monitoring of economic, social and environmental factors in 

your destination (please highlight a number below): 

(not important)  1 2 3 4 5 (very important) 

 

2. How important do you consider the monitoring of sustainable tourism in your destination (please  

highlight a number below): 

(not important)  1 2 3 4 5 (very important) 

 

3. How useful do you consider the Destination Profile Form to be for your destination (please 

highlight a number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

Please add any comments? 

 

 

4. How useful is the flexibility of using the Optional Indicators in your destination (please highlight a 

number below): 

(not useful)  1 2 3 4 5 (very useful) 

 

5. Please use the space below to add any comments or feedback that has not been covered in the 

sections above: 
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Appendix 5:  Results of Stakeholder and Primary Destination Contact (PDC) 

Feedback on Various Elements of the SUSTAIN System 

 

Feedback from stakeholders at core testing destinations (submitted post workshop) 

 

Q1 How important do 

you consider the 
monitoring of 

economic, social and 
environmental factors 

in your destination 

Q2 How important do 

you consider the 
monitoring of 

sustainable tourism in 
your destination 

Q3 How useful do you 

consider the 
Destination Profile Form 

to be for your 
destination 

Q4 How useful is the 

flexibility of using the 
Optional Indicators in 

your destination 

Alqueva 4 4 3 5 

  5 5 4 4 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 5 4 5 

  5 5 4 4 

  5 5 5 3 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 5 4 5 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 5 5 4 

Brasov 5 5 4 5 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 4 5 5 

  4 5 3 5 

  5 5 5 3 

  5 5 5 4 

  4 4 3 4 

  5 5 4 4 

  5 5 5 3 

Calvià 4 5 4 5 

  5 5 2 3 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 5 3 5 

  5 4 4 4 

  4 4 4 4 

  5 5 3 2 

Durbuy 4 4 3 2 

  5 4 4 4 

  3 4 3 2 

  5 5 4 4 

Florence 5 5 5 5 

  5 5 4 4 

  5 5 4 5 
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  5 5 5 5 

  3.5 3.5 4 4.5 

  5 5 3 3 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 5 4 4 

  5 5 4 4 

Soomaa 4 4 4 5 

  5 5 5 4 

  5 5 5 4 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 5 4 5 

  5 5 3 5 

  5 5 5 4 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 4 4 4 

  4 5 3 3 

  5 3 3 5 

St Ives 5 5 5 4 

  5 5 5 5 

  5 5 4 4 

  5 5 2 5 

  5 5 2 5 

St Tropez 5 5 4 1 

  4 4 4 1 

  4 4 4 3 

  3 5 3 2 

Total 279.5 279.5 239 241.5 

Average 4.74 4.74 4.05 4.09 

 

Q1 How important do 

you consider the 
monitoring of 

economic, social and 
environmental factors 

in your destination 

Q2 How important do 

you consider the 
monitoring of 

sustainable tourism in 
your destination 

Q3 How useful do you 

consider the 
Destination Profile Form 

to be for your 
destination 

Q4 How useful is the 

flexibility of using the 
Optional Indicators in 

your destination 

     No data: Oetztal and Maastricht 
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Feedback from core testing PDCs (submitted post workshop) 
     

  

1a How important do 

you consider the 
monitoring of 
economic, 
socio/cultural and 
environmental factors 
in your destination  

1b How important do 

you consider the 
monitoring of 
sustainable tourism in 
your destination  

4a How useful do you 

consider the 
Destination Profile 
Form to be in your 
destination  

5a How useful do you 

consider the Seven-
step guide in the 
System/Toolkit to be in 
your destination  

6 How useful is the 

flexibility of using the 
Optional Indicators   

7a How useful do you 

consider the Survey 
Templates in the 
System/Toolkit to be in 
your destination  

8a How useful do you 

consider the Dataset in 
the System/Toolkit to 
be in your destination  

Alqueva 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 

Brasov 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Calvia 5 5 3 5 5 4 4 

Durbuy 4 5 2 2 3 3 3 

Florence 5 5 5 5 4 3 5 

Maastricht 4 4 2 4 3 3 4 

Soomaa 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 

St Ives 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 

St Tropez 5 5 5 3 4 4 4 

Oetztal 4 4 3 4 5 4 4 

Totals 47.0 48.0 38.0 43.0 42.5 40.0 44.0 

Average 4.70 4.80 3.80 4.30 4.25 4.00 4.40 

 
Feedback from light touch testing PDCs (submitted approximately 8 weeks from receipt of the SUSTAIN toolkit) 

Brighton 3 3 4 4 3 1 3 

Wild Taiga 4 3 3 3 2 3 2 

Algarve 5 5 4 5 5 4 5 

Mourne 4 5 4 3 4 5 4 

Totals 16 16 15 15 14 13 14 

Average 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.75 3.50 3.25 3.50 


