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ABSTRACT

The research project was sponsored by the STCRC NSW state node to examine visitor accessibility in urban
areas. Visitor accessibility encompasses all tourism markets including seniors and people with disabilities who
have been identified as the accessible tourism market. It is recognised in the literature that there are significant
barriers that constrain the tourism experiences of the group. As determined by the Industry Reference Group
(IRG) the precinct study area was the main Sydney tourism precinct that incorporated:

s the transport hub from Central to Circular Quay
East and West Circular Quay
The Rocks
Royal Botanic Gardens
Sydney Harbour environs and Sydney Harbour National Park
Manly Ferry, Manly boardwalk and North Head Lookout.

The overall approach was founded on a combination of destination management, the experience economy
and a geographic hierarchy of accessible tourism that sought to provide the market with a ‘sense of place’. A
secondary objective was to estimate the economic contribution of tourists with a disability using the Australian
Tourism Satellite Account. For the accessible destination experiences a template was developed to address these
conceptual ideas. While the project’s basis can be found in the relevant building codes and Australian standards
for access and mobility, this project sets itself apart by focusing on accessible destination experiences rather than
the individual facilitators of access. Quite simply, what are the accessible destination experiences that are
quintessentially Sydney?

The methodology was informed by universal design, the experience economy and the geographies of
disability, which sought to understand how people experienced space and place. The preliminary work involved
access/management information system reviews of stakeholders within the precinct area, in-depth interviews
with key informants, review of other potential experience providers discovered by the interviews and further
snowballed interviews. Upon completion, a list of possible experiences was identified that had the potential to
provide tourists with disabilities a sense of the Sydney experience. The experiences were then access audited,
observed and participants observed to validate their selection. Eighteen accessible destination experiences were
then developed through the approach outlined that brought together the ‘sense of place’, relevant access
information, the enablers of tourism experiences and relevant photographs. All of these experiences already
existed within the precinct areas. No new product development could be undertaken given the tight timeframe of
this research project. However, scope exists to provide a blueprint for developing this approach in other precinct
areas and to develop new accessible destination experiences.

The research resulted in four major outcomes that benefit industry stakeholders and travellers. First, the
economic modelling of the market segment provides a sound understanding of the contribution of the accessible
tourism market to the economy. Second, the review of information and facilities provision helps industry
stakeholders understand the need of travellers with a disability, and suggests how such provision can be
improved. Third, the accessible destination experiences and the Web portal developed are a first of its kind
developed to be compliant to international standards of Web accessibility. The experiences offer quality access
information to anyone who is planning to visit Sydney. Fourth, the Web portal provides an opportunity for
collaborative marketing and branding through Sydney for All. The research team envisage that the study
methodology and approach can be replicated in other destination contexts, and that the one-stop portal concept
can be extended to a state and national level.

Vi
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Understanding the broader issues of visitor accessibility is paramount to positive visitor experiences.
Importantly, visitor accessibility is interrelated to each of the triple bottom line indicators—economic,
environmental and social. However, the challenges associated with ensuring that people can freely move within
and between urban environments must be fully understood before access can be effectively planned and
managed across these three areas. Visitor accessibility encompasses all tourism markets including seniors and
people with disabilities who have been defined through previous accessible tourism research. There are
significant structural barriers that may constrain the experiences of this group in urban centres. With this in
mind, the aim of the research project is to evaluate and assess urban tourism environments, including urban
national parks, in the context of universal design principles. This research project incorporates all sectors of the
tourism industry present within designated precincts that facilitate the ‘essence of experience’.

Key Objectives:

*  Provide a framework for assessing access related considerations for all visitors to urban environments

s Utilise the framework to audit key urban attractions

= Evaluate existing wayfinding systems to consider whether they create barriers to movement in and
around urban environments

*  Estimate the economic contribution of the accessible tourism market

s Make recommendations on accessible tourism to key stakeholders in urban centres.

Background Literature and Project Philosophy

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (2004) show that substantial numbers of Australians have disabilities, and the
level of disability in the community increased from 15 to 20 percent of the population from 1988—2003. There is
also a significant relationship between ageing and disability, where a person is 14 times more likely to have a
disability by the time they reach age 65 than they were as a four year old. Australia has an ageing population and
the numbers and proportion of older people in Australia is growing dramatically. These demographic trends are
reflected in all Western developed nations with a noticeable difference in Asian countries where ageing is
occurring at a faster rate and the higher proportions will be reached earlier with there being significant
implications for global tourism. Despite the significant numbers of Australians and people from overseas that
have disabilities—600 million worldwide—there has been very little Australian research or policy that has
sought to systematically engage with disability in a tourism sense.

The relationship between disability and ageing is undoubted and a challenge for the global tourism industry.
This has been recognised in Europe and America and the tourism industry has been seeking ways to ensure that
its infrastructure and products are accessible. Design, planning and any service operation that addresses the
disability and seniors markets can benefit from the principles of universal design. Effectively the majority of
people will benefit from these provisions including our ageing population, parents with prams and employees, as
it incorporates good design for a range of occupational health and safety requirements.

The literature reviewed the nexus between disability and ageing, a definition of accessible tourism, the
accessible tourism market, accessibility and the built environment, the geography of disability, destination
management, the experience economy and other approaches to accessible destinations. The review has further
informed the direction of the research from the research agendas outlined in Chapter 1. Firstly, the research
should be guided by the three principles of independence, equity and dignity to create enabling accessible
destination experiences. The Commonwealth and State Government have recognised the market nexus between
disability and ageing where there is a need to create niche experiences that go beyond the current accessibility
focus on building compliance and access audits. To develop experiences based on the three underlying principles
of accessible tourism, an understanding of universal design and the experience economy need to be placed in
context to destination management processes. Importantly, the focus must be on those experiences that are
regarded as part of the destination's ‘sense of place’. For this to be successfully developed and implemented, the
destination must have knowledge management responses that allow individuals to make informed decisions for
their access needs.

viii
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Methodology

This research adopted an action research strategy. The overall approach was informed by universal design, the
experience economy and a geographic hierarchy of accessible tourism, based on individual facilitators, access
precincts and accessible touring routes. A management information systems audit was conducted. In addition,
primary data were collected by means of in-depth interviews with industry stakeholders, observation and
participant observation. As determined by the IRG the precinct study area is the main Sydney tourism precinct
that incorporates:

» the transport hub from Central Station to Circular Quay
East and West Circular Quay
The Rocks
Royal Botanic Gardens
Sydney Harbour environs & Sydney Harbour National Park
Manly Ferry, Manly boardwalk and North Head Lookout.

Key Findings

The key findings can be split into two major areas:
1. Economic Contribution
2. Accessible Destination Experience

Economic contribution
In Australia in 2003-04, it is estimated that tourists with a disability:
= spent between $8034.68 million and $11980.272 million
= contributed between $ 3075.5243 million and $4580.219 million to Tourism Gross Value Added
(12.27%-15.60 % of total tourism GVA)
s  Contributed between $ 3885.168 million and $5787.435 million to Tourism Gross Domestic Product
(11.02%-16.41% of total)
* sustained between 51 820 and 77 495 direct jobs in the tourism industry (11.6%-17.3% of direct
tourism employment).

Accessible destination experiences
The methodology identified 18 accessible destination experiences:

Domain  Organisation/Product Experience
SHFA Self Guided Walking Tours Accessible Rocks Rolling tour
SHFA The Rocks Discovery Museum Interactive history of The Rocks pre-European days to the present
The Garrison Church Historic insight into Sydney’s first church
Sydney Opera House Access ‘Lift’ backstage tour
Sydney Theatre Company Sensory interpreted performances (SOH and Walsh Bay Theatre)
RBG Cadi Jam Ora First Encounters Understand Indigenous Australians
RBG Mrs Macquarie's Chair Iconic View of the Sydney Opera House and the Harbour Bridge
RBG RBGardens Guided Tour Provides insights into the gardens
RBG NSW Art Gallery After hours Auslan tours
CoS Museum of Contemporary Art Art gallery and restaurant
Dendy Cinema Opera Quays Accessible cinema with hearing augmentation & foreign
language subtitles
CoS Customs House (City of Syd) Public exhibition, meeting & reading space
Harbour  Captain Cook Cruises Guided Sydney Harbour cruise with lunch, dinner or coffee!
Harbour  True Blue Sydney whale watching experience
Harbour  Sydney Ferries Manly ferry trip (all)
NPWS DECC NPWS North Head Lookout scenic Sydney Harbour
NPWS DECC NPWS Fort Denison (Pinchgut)

Sydney Light Rail & the
Fishmarkets

Seafood Sydney!

In reviewing the experiences, it became apparent that most of the experiences are only appropriate for one
dimension of access, with some being appropriate for two and a number of experiences being appropriate for all
dimensions of access.
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All experiences included are those that domestic and international tourists and day-trippers would seek out
during a visit to Sydney. They are accessible destination experiences that are quintessentially Sydney. Most
visitors would seek information about those experiences either before they travel to Sydney or before they
attempt to visit the attraction. The internet is identified as a growing source of information and the vast majority
of Sydney's experiences benefit from internet-based accessing of their information. Information availability,
detail and accuracy can be a significant constraint to travel. It is the way in which information is conveyed,
which can present a constraint. Website accessibility is critical to inclusive organisational practice. For example,
font sizes, font colours, contrast, page backgrounds and page design can all present a barrier to people with a
vision impairment. Further, even if the content and the accessibility are sound, locating the access information
can be a barrier particularly where there are no collaborative outlets for accessible destination experiences.

The research team then developed a mock Web portal as a concept to present to the IRG and stakeholders.
From the significant support even at this meeting, Tourism New South Wales decided to move from the
conceptual to developing a test Web portal. After further discussions with the IRG and the stakeholders, Tourism
New South Wales has decided to brand the Web portal Sydney for All. It is envisaged that a test Website will be
launched in March 2008 complete with a built in feedback loop to test consumer perspectives.

Conclusion

This scoping project has broken new ground in accessible tourism through accessible destination experience
development. Where previous work on accessibility has focused on individual enablers—transport,
accommodation, attractions, wayfinding and industry attitudes to disability—this research project has gone to the
essence of why people travel to destinations in the first place—to experience the ‘sense of place’. Whether
people have access requirements or not they should be able to have the same ‘sense of place’ as anyone else
travelling to an area. Yet, no research has focused on this aspect of accessible tourism. The research offers five
major opportunities for benefits to stakeholders and travellers with disabilities:
1. The estimated economic contribution of the market segment based on the Tourism Satellite Account
provides a sound understanding of the contribution of the accessible tourism market to the economy.
2. The review of information and the destination experience provision helps industry stakeholders
understand the needs of travellers with a disability, and suggests how such provision can be improved.
3. The accessible destination experiences and the Web portal are the first of its kind. They offer quality
access information about accessible destination experiences to anyone who is planning to visit Sydney.
4. The Web portal can also serve as a collaborative marketing channel for industry stakeholders.
5. A consolidated access map will provide tourists with disabilities with a single wayfinding instrument in
the precinct area.

Project Potential and Future Extension Project

The research team has been working with Tourism Australia (Jacqui Tully) and each of the State Tourism
Organisation’s representatives on the accessible tourism task force to develop an Australian wide approach to
accessible tourism information provision across all facets of tourism, including urban tourism precincts. This
research project has contributed significantly to an understanding of the requirements for developing accessible
destination experiences in urban environments. Australia is well positioned to be at the forefront of developing
accessible tourism market opportunities through not only this research project but also a series of other research
projects and initiatives. These are:

s  research agenda for accessible tourism
the economic contribution of accessible tourism outlined in this report
information needs for accessible tourism accommodation
business case studies on accessible tourism
understanding the experiences of tourists with vision impairment
the Western Australian You're Welcome Program
*  the Accessible Alpine Tourism Project.

STCRC has the opportunity to contribute to an innovative approach of an only recently recognised market
segment area. The accessible tourism market has been recognised in Europe, by UNESCAP and the United
States as having significant potential. For example, the European Commission’s research on the One-Stop Shop
for Accessible Tourism Europe (OSSATE), Europe for All was that the outcome of the OSSATE research and
the European Network for Accessible Tourism (ENAT) provide an insight to developing a national approach to
accessible tourism in Australia. Similarly, the ASEAN countries with the facilitation of UNESCAP had held a
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series of initiatives to develop a cooperative approach to accessible tourism since 2000. It is suggested that there
would be synergies to collaborate with Tourism New Zealand on developing an Australasian approach to
accessible tourism given that both countries are long haul destinations. Further, both countries use an identical
set of standards for access and mobility, which are the basis for understanding the accessibility of the built
environment.

xi
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

Understanding the broader issues of visitor accessibility is paramount to positive visitor experiences.
Importantly, visitor accessibility is interrelated to each of the triple bottom line indicators—economic,
environmental and social. However, the challenges associated with ensuring that people can freely move within
and between urban environments must be fully understood before access can be effectively planned and
managed across these three areas. The urban tourism focus has been pursued stemming from the original
Research Agenda for Accessible Tourism and the notion of Total Product Development through local access
precincts (Darcy 2006). Visitor accessibility encompasses all tourism markets including seniors and people with
disabilities who have been defined as the accessible tourism market. However, there are significant barriers that
may constrain the tourism experiences of the group in urban centres. With this in mind, the aim of this research
project is to evaluate and assess urban tourism environments, including urban national parks, in the context of
universal design principles. This research project incorporates all sectors of the tourism industry present within
designated precincts that facilitate the essence of destination experience.

Objectives

The objectives of the research project were to:
* provide a framework for assessing access related considerations for all visitors to urban environments
*  utilise the framework to audit key urban attractions
* evaluate existing wayfinding systems to consider whether they create barriers to movement in and
around urban environments
=  estimate the economic contribution of the accessible tourism market to the Australian
*  make recommendations on accessible tourism to key stakeholders in urban centres.

Context

This research project was instigated as a STCRC NSW State Node Project with direct support from:
Tourism and Transport Forum
= Tourism New South Wales
* New South Wales National Parks and Wildlife Service—Department of Environment and Climate
Change.

Figure 1 shows the precinct area that was determined by the Industry Reference Group (IRG). The study area
is comprised of the main Sydney CBD tourism precinct that incorporates:
s the transport hub from Central Station to Circular Quay
East and West Circular Quay
The Rocks
Royal Botanic Gardens
Sydney Harbour environs and Sydney Harbour National Park
Manly Ferry, Manly boardwalk and North Head Lookout.
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Figure 1 Precinct area

Source: Google Earth 2007

STCRC Research Agenda for Accessible Tourism and Urban Tourism

The research project takes direction from the STCRC report 80053 Setting a Research Agenda for Accessible
Tourism (Darcy 2006), which identified total product development as a major area for research. Secondly, the
research project is part of a broader STCRC urban tourism research agenda that focuses on the destination
experience within urban tourism precincts (Darcy 2002; Edwards, Griffin & Hayllar 2006; Foggin 2000; Market
and Communication Research 2002; Yau, McKercher & Packer 2004). The Chapter 2 literature review will not
provide an in-depth investigation of accessible tourism or urban tourism as they have been extensively covered
in these two reports. The major themes of total product development, industry engagements and access to all
sectors of the tourism industry are briefly reviewed as the context for the research project.

Total product development

The accessible tourism research agenda identified the need to develop total product experiences (Darcy 2002;
Foggin 2000; Market and Communication Research 2002; Yau, McKercher & Packer 2004). This integrates well
with the establishment of Tourism Australia's (2005a) niche experiences unit where accessible tourism has been
identified as one such niche experience. Central to developing niche experiences are the concepts of universal
design or easy living principles as the foundation to developing accessible tourism products across all sectors of
the industry (Preiser & Ostroff 2001). These concepts need to be integrated within accessible destination
development through place-based approaches of the geographic hierarchy of accessible tourism: accessible
infrastructure; precincts and destination areas; accessible destination experiences within those areas; and the
linking together of the previous hierarchy into accessible touring routes. The emphasis of the hierarchy should be
for people with disabilities to experience a ‘sense of place’ (Hayllar & Griffin 2005; Stewart, Hayward, Devlin
& Kirby 1998). As previous research has shown, people with disabilities have chosen destinations not for the
experiences on offer, but as a function of reliable access information and known accessible infrastructure (Darcy
2004). Each level of the hierarchy offers an opportunity to research and test product development with each
dimension of disability. The experiential outcome of tourism for people with disabilities may be enhanced
through an application of two recreational models, first, the recreation opportunity spectrum (Kliskey 1998; Veal
2002; Wearing & Archer 2003) to the experiences on offer and second, the concept of challenge by choice as
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developed through outdoor recreation (Carlson & Evans 2001; Haras, Bunting & Witt 2005; Kluge 2007). The
testing of these models requires collaboration with industry to understand the importance of developing
experiences for the group.

Industry engagement — developing collaboration

There is evidence of many enterprises providing excellent accessible recreation and tourism services. However,
these providers had little profile beyond their customer base. Very little work has been carried out to document
best-practice cases of accessible recreation and tourism providers since 1998 (Culyer 1997; Office of National
Tourism 1998). Within the precinct area, current accessible destination experiences will be reviewed from all
sectors of the tourism industry and other relevant sectors (arts and recreation). It was noted that there is a need
for a government driver of accessible tourism to provide opportunities for collaboration so as those who are
providing accessible destination experiences have an opportunity to collaboratively leverage these opportunities
for the accessible tourism market. This requires a level of industry engagement to bring together suppliers to
work in a collaborative fashion with destination managers and the State Tourism Organisations.

Access to all sectors of the tourism industry

The accessible tourism agenda called for the need to improve access to all components of the built environment,
transport and interpretative services in the tourism sector. Too often assumptions were made about what people
with disabilities would want to do or could do and hence, these stereotypes constrain tourism opportunities. This
finding was not confined to the tourism industry as a 10-year review of the Disability Discrimination Act (1992)
[Comm] (DDA) demonstrated and was aptly titled ‘Don't judge what I can do by what you think I can’ (Human
Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission 2003). This has led to stereotypes about what people do in a tourism
context and hence, what is regarded as appropriate provision for people with disabilities. Direction is needed to
promote the importance of having accessible tourism experiences that are enabling and promote independence,
dignity and equity (Darcy 2006).

While it is recognised that accessing all sectors of the industry is a legitimate concern of people with
disabilities, there is also recognition that a great deal of responsibility for this theme resides with other
professionals, industry and government bodies. Further, industry representatives expressed concern about the
likely cost of ‘having to become accessible’. Yet, under the DDA there is no provision for retrofitting older
buildings or environments and there is a clause for ‘unjustifiable hardship’ where the provision of access would
be too costly (Human Rights and Equal Opportunity Commission 2003). This is another example of a lack of
understanding of the legislated responsibilities that have created apprehension amongst some in the tourism
industry. Few have regarded accessible tourism provisions as a competitive advantage. Similarly, the
Commonwealth Government has contributed to this perception of the extra cost of disability through the
Regulatory Impact Statement process for disability standards where the emphasis is on cost and not benefits
(Australian Building Codes Board 1998, 2004a). Disability organisations and others (Physical Disability Council
of Australia 1999; Physical Disability Council of NSW 1997; Vintila 1996) have called for research to redress
this imbalance and undertake social benefit research within the industry sectors (Bagshaw 2003; Frisch 1998,
2001, 2004).

A note about language

In taking direction from Darcy’s (2002) discussion about the importance of language in disability studies, this
paper uses person first language. ‘The power of language is overwhelming’ (Corbett 1996, p. 2) and as Corbett
explains, language has a significant influence on attitudes and perceptions, and hence policy and practice. The
term ‘people with disabilities’ is a general term that is accepted when discussing disability in Australia (Hume
1994) and in most Western countries. It places the emphasis on the person first and foremost and the disability,
whatever that may be, second. It does not separate the terms, only placing an order to their use. However, as
Darcy (2002; 2004) acknowledges, Oliver (1990) and others deliberately use the term ‘disabled persons’ as a
powerful signifier, indicating that the disabling nature of society produces ‘disabled people’. The person first
approach to the language of disability has been reinforced internationally with the recently constituted UN
Convention on the Rights of People with Disabilities and the International Day for People with Disabilities
(United Nations 2007). To reflect these enabling language practices, tourist with a disability will be used.



VISITOR ACCESSIBILITY IN URBAN CENTRES

Chapter 2

CONTRIBUTING RESEARCH CONCEPTS

This chapter presents a brief background to the area by first outlining the relationship between disability, ageing
and tourism. Second, it reviews the development of easy access markets and accessible tourism, and places these
in context to universal design. Third, the chapter overviews disability and built environment legislation that
shapes accessible tourism environment. Last, the chapter reviews relevant research involving the geography of
disability, accessibility of tourism environments, accessibility of urban environments and destination
management models for understanding the accessibility of environments.

Disability, Ageing and Tourism

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (2004) shows that substantial numbers of Australians have
disabilities, and the level of disability in the community increased from 15 to 20 percent of the population from
1988-2003. As Figure 2 shows, there is also a significant relationship between ageing and disability where a
person is 14 times more likely to have a disability at age 65 than they are as a four-year-old (ABS 2004).
Australia has an ageing population and the numbers and proportion of older people in Australia is growing
dramatically (Commonwealth of Australia 2002). This situation is largely reflected in all Western developed
nations with a noticeable difference in Asian countries where ageing is occurring at a faster rate (Altman 1975;
World Health Organisation 2007a). These trends have considerable implications for global tourism (Dwyer
2005). There are significant numbers of Australians and people from overseas that have disabilities, 600 million
people worldwide (Fujiura & Rutkowskikmitta 2001). The World Health Organisation (WHO) has reflected
concerns of ageing with the recent release of Global Age-friendly Cities: A Global Guide (2007a). The guide
offers directions for urban planners, but also instils accountability through providing a checklist that older
citizens can use to ‘monitor progress towards more age-friendly cities’ (WHO 2007b). Despite statistical
evidence and advances in urban planning, there has been very little Australian research or policy that has sought
to systematically engage with disability and tourism (Darcy 2004).

Figure 2 Disability rates by age and sex, 2003

Yo _ .
100 - = Males with a disability

Females with a disability
= Males with profound or severe core-activity limitation
804 Females with profound or severe core-activity limitation
60 .
A0 ~
20 A
O i _r-:"':r:-:':"":.__
I T T T T T T T T T T 1
04 1524 35-44 55-59 65-69 7579 85-89
Age group (years)

Source: ABS (2004, p.6)

Defining accessible tourism

The relationship between disability and ageing is undoubted and presents a challenge for the global tourism
industry. This has been recognised in Europe and America and the tourism industry has been seeking ways to
ensure that its infrastructure and products are accessible. Design, planning and any service operation can benefit
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from the principles of universal design that address the Easy Access Market (EAM) (Tourism New South Wales
2005). Tourism New South Wales identifies EAM as:
Any segment within the tourism market that prefers accessing tourism experiences with ease. This may include
seniors who may prefer walking up a gentle ramp rather than tackling a large number of stairs. People with a
disability, including those with physical and sensory disabilities, will find it easier to access tourism facilities
where there is a continuous pathway and tactile surfaces and clear signage.

Effectively, the majority of people will benefit from these provisions including our ageing population,
parents with prams and employees, as it incorporates good design for a range of occupational health and safety
requirements (Preiser & Ostroff 2001).

Visitor numbers to Australia from overseas will double by the year 2015 and beyond, and there is a steadily
increasing domestic tourism market (Tourism Forecasting Committee 2005). Amongst these people will be an
increasing number of people with disabilities and people who are ageing. The greying of the population is both a
Western and Asian phenomenon and many of our most lucrative international markets are drawn from countries
experiencing an ageing of the population. Yet, unlike past generations of older people, this generation of baby
boomers is seeking active, fulfilling and adventurous experiences for their post work lives (Hilt & Lipschultz
2005; Mackay 1997; McDougall 1998; Moschis 2000; Muller & Cleaver 2000). Tourism is seen as an important
component of this quest for life experiences and the tourism industry and government are planning to incorporate
the needs of the combined Easy Access Market for accessible tourism (Commonwealth Department of Industry
Tourism and Resources 2003; Tourism Australia 2005; Tourism New South Wales 2005).

The Commonwealth Department of Industry, Tourism and Resources (2003) has identified people with
disabilities and seniors as an emerging market area and Tourism Australia (2005a) has established accessible
tourism as a niche experience. However, to this point in time, there has not been a research, or industry, strategy
developed to realise the opportunity that these groups offer. The STCRC workshop provided an opportunity to
bring together the stakeholders to collaboratively develop a research agenda for disability and tourism.

Accessible tourism is not defined in any of the government documents. A 2005 STCRC funded workshop
was held to develop an agenda for accessible tourism, which proposed a working definition for accessible
tourism. The definition was:

... a process of enabling people with disabilities and seniors to function independently and with equity and dignity

through the delivery of universal tourism products, services and environments (adapted from OCA 1999). The

definition is inclusive of the mobility, vision, hearing and cognitive dimensions of access (Darcy 2006, p.4).

The other term central to the development of accessible tourism is universal design. Universal design is a
paradigm that extends the concepts of continuous pathways, access and mobility, and barrier-free environments
to incorporate intergenerational and lifespan planning that recognises the nexus between ageing, disability and
the continuum of ability of people over lifespan (Aslaksen, Bergh, Bringa & Heggem 1997; Steinfeld & Shea
2001). Universal design has been defined as:

... the design of products and environments to be usable by all people, to the greatest extent possible, without the

need for adaptation or specialised design ... The intent of the universal design concept is to simplify life for

everyone by making products, communications and the built environment more usable by more people at little or
no extra cost. The universal design concept targets all people of all ages, sizes and abilities (Center for Universal

Design 2003).

There has been a call for the tourism industry to adopt universal design principles as a foundation to
achieving greater social sustainability as part of the triple bottom line (Rains 2004). The Designing for the 21st
Century 11l conference on universal design that had a stream on the travel and tourism industry ended with
delegates proposing the Rio de Janeiro Declaration on Sustainable Social Development, Disability & Ageing
(Walsh 2004). Together with the previously mentioned WHO (2007a), momentum has developed placing
accessible tourism firmly on the global tourism agenda. In many countries, the framework for developing
accessible tourism or implementing universal design can be found in the building codes and the accessibility
standards. Yet, this is not a case for all countries particularly in the developing world. The next section of the
report briefly reviews the Australian context of the built environment legislation for access and mobility.

Market size and economic contribution

Globally there are over 600 million people with disabilities (Fujiura & Rutkowskikmitta 2001; Mercer &
MacDonald 2007), equating to about 10% of humanity. Approximately 20% of the Australian population, or four
million people, identify as having a disability. Of these people 520 000 have a mobility disability, 480 000 are
blind or vision impaired and 1 million are deaf or hearing impaired (ABS 2003). The numbers of people with
disabilities are set to increase due to the ageing of the population. WHO (2007a) state that by 2020 there will be
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1.2 billion people over 60 years of age. The ‘greying’ of the population has been well documented by the ABS,
identified by Tourism Research Australia as a market opportunity (Tourism Australia 2005b) and is a
phenomenon that affects all of our major inbound markets. These trends have considerable implications for
global tourism (Dwyer 2005).

Reedy’s (1993) seminal book on marketing to people with disabilities was the first to use the powerful
population estimate of 43 million Americans to gain the attention of the US business sector. Similarly, Touche
Ross (1993) and Keroul (1995) used estimates of disability in the European and Canadian populations to argue
the market potential of the group. The first Australian market study was undertaken by Darcy (1998) where he
estimated travel by individuals with disabilities was worth $AUS473 million, or their group travel was valued at
$AUSL.3 billion. Darcy’s (1998) study differed from earlier work by introducing empirical data on travel
patterns of the group undertaken in the previous 12 months. His study was modelled on the Bureau of Tourism
Research’s domestic and international visitor surveys, and applied this to national survey data on the rates of
disability in the Australian community (ABS 1993).

Burnett and Bender Baker (2001) drew attention to the discretionary income of these groups through
nationally collected data. It was not until 2002 and 2005 that the US accessible tourism market used a
commissioned market research study by the Open Doors Organisation, which collected travel patterns of people
with disabilities. Through these figures it was estimated that people with disabilities contribute $US127 billion to
the economy each year with $US13 billion directly attributed to travel (Harris Interactive Market Research
2005). Similarly, Neuman and Reuber’s (2004) estimated German tourists make a €2.5 billion contribution to
the economy where the European Union countries’ OSSATE research estimated that tourists with disabilities
contribute €80 billion to the economy using gross demand estimates (Buhalis, Michopoulou, Eichhorn & Miller
2005). From an inbound perspective, it has been estimated that 7-8% of international travellers have a disability
and it is this group who directly contribute to increased Gross Domestic Product (GDP) to the economy (Darcy
2003b; Harris Interactive Market Research 2005).

To this point, the only method that has been used is gross demand with the addition of applying specifically
collected travel patterns. These methods are rudimentary, not based on expenditure patterns and are not regarded
as valid or reliable by economists (Dwyer, Forsyth & Spurr 2004). This research project offers the opportunity to
draw on the expertise of well-regarded tourism economist Professor Larry Dwyer to utilise the Tourism Satellite
Accounts (Dwyer, Deery, Jago, Spurr & Fredline 2007).

Disability access and built environment legislation

In an Australian context, the process for developing accessible tourism is governed by the disability
discrimination and built environment legislation. The introduction of the Disability Discrimination Act, 1992
[Comm] (DDA) ensured that there are legal controls against discrimination on the grounds of disability. The
spirit and intent of the DDA is further reinforced through existing and complementary state legislation and
strategies. Provisions for mobility, vision, hearing and cognitive access are complemented through each state’s
environmental planning and development legislation. Each state's planning process makes reference to the
Building Codes of Australia (Australian Building Codes Board 1996) and this in turn calls upon Australian
Standards for Access and Mobility (Standards Australia 1992, 1993, 1999 & 2001). Under the DDA, two
disability standards had a significant impact on tourism. The first is the Disability Standard for Accessible Public
Transport (Commonwealth Attorney General's Dept. 2005) that stipulates the levels of accessibility for public
transport. The second is more recent where the Australian Building Codes Board (2004a) has entered into a
process with the Commonwealth Attorney General's Dept. and the Human Rights and Equal Opportunity
Commission (2004) (HREOC) to harmonise the DDA with the Australian Building Codes through the
development of a draft Disability Standard for Access to Premises (Commonwealth Attorney General's Dept.
2004). The draft standards are at an impasse that includes all aspects of the built environment, the common
domain and class three accommodation (Australian Building Codes Board 2004b; Gleeson 1999a, 1999b; Swain,
Finkelstein, French & Oliver 1993).

Within context to this research project, the urban tourism precinct is an established area that contains
significant historical, cultural, heritage and built environments (e.g. the Rocks, the Sydney Opera House) and
outdoor environments (e.g. Sydney Harbour and the Royal Botanic Gardens). The DDA is not retrospective
legislation and has significant clauses for ‘unjustifiable hardship’. This research project will seek to build on
accessible destination experiences available within the precinct and provide a way of reinterpreting environments
to provide an enabling accessible tourism experience. To do so, direction will be taken from best practice in:

»  city accessibility (Aslaksen et al. 1997; Gleeson 2001; Goldsmith & PRP Architects (Firm) 2000; Hall

& Imrie 2001; Imrie 1996; Sawyer & Bright 2004)
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= (disability studies and the geographies of disability (Abberley 1987; Oliver 1990, 1996) (Chouinard
1997; Chouinard & Grant 1995; Cormode 1997; Crouch 2000; Golledge 1996; Hahn 1986; Imrie 1996,
2000; Kitchin 1998, 2000a; Wilton 1999)

= historic buildings(Goodall, Pottinger, Dixon, & Russell, 2005; Goodall & Zone, 2006; Human Rights
and Equal Opportunity Commission, 2007; Martin, 1999)

= outdoor environments (Environment Canada Parks Service 1993; Griffin Dolon 2000; Sport and
Recreation Victoria 1997; U.S. Architectural and Transportation Barriers and Compliance Board
(Access Board) 2005)

= information provision and Website design (Environment Canada Parks Service, 1993; Griffin Dolon,
2000; Sport and Recreation Victoria, 1997; U.S. Architectural and Transportation Barriers and
Compliance Board (Access Board), 2005).

The outcome should empower people with disabilities to make informed decisions about whether accessible
destination experiences are appropriate for their access and mobility needs. This short overview of the disability
discrimination and built environment legislation frames the process for developing accessible tourism. Further,
this research can take direction from the city accessibility, disability studies and the geographies of disability
literature and research to incorporate the empowerment of people with disabilities within urban environments.

In the Australian context, the Physical Disability Council of NSW (2007) (PDCN) inherently understands the
socio-spatial elements discussed by this body of literature that they articulate through the concept of citizenship.
Citizenship is the relationship between the built environment, transport, employment, attendant care, equipment,
leisure and tourism that are at the “‘core of what it is to be human’ (Hutchison 1997). Both PDCN and Hutchinson
(1997) recognise that citizenship rights can only be expressed when people with disabilities have access to all
components of social participation. This involves employment, public transport, the built environment and
psychological manifestations of access to produce functioning social spaces. They recognise that powerful social
institutions must be changed to be inclusive of disability within their organisational cultures. Tourism is a right
of citizenship and tourism institutions need to be inclusive of people with disabilities, and seniors, as part of the
accessible tourism market.
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TNSW stakeholder based destination management approach
The earlier elements in this chapter need to be incorporated within the tourism planning approach of the Local
and State Government in New South Wales (NSW). The stakeholder based destination management approach is set
within TNSW’s role as a government tourism authority with responsibility for:

s  planning—policy formulation, management of infrastructure, resources and development

s promotion—promotional marketing of destinations

* coordination—coordination of government agencies (both horizontally and vertically) that have control

of tourism resources, for example, agencies for air transport.

Tourism New South Wales’ (TNSW) (2002) Towards 2020 Masterplan outlined their destination
management approach to tourism planning. The Masterplan was formulated using a stakeholder approach, which
emphasised the balancing of interests and responsibilities of various stakeholders. As shown in Figure 3, the
stakeholders are: (1) host population, (2) business community, (3) the government and (4) visitors. TNSW has a
revised Masterplan in draft form (Tourism New South Wales 2008). It is understood that the broad direction is
for tourism to have an increased contribution to sustainable development through effective partnerships and
quality visitor experiences.

Figure 3 Framework for destination management adopted by Tourism NSW

Host Population
(Resident/
Community)

Business .
e Interests and Benefits Visitor

{Operatorinvestor IIC?l.lst(:a.man“
/Developer) Responsibilities Tourist)

Public Sector
& Government
(Destination
Manager)

Source: Tourism New South Wales (2002)

Within the Masterplan, accessible tourism market was identified in the following way:

... comprises people who require easy access to transport, facilities and attractions—people with a disability and
seniors, the fastest growing group of people in Australia. To assist tourism operators to tap into this market
workshops and training programs will be conducted in local tourism areas in conjunction with local access
committees to educate the industry on making their tourism facilities more accessible (Tourism NSW 2002, p. 36).

As Appendix 1 shows, this type of research would be regarded as fitting within the ‘building a sustainable
destination’ phase of Tourism NSW (2005). The New South Wales Government utilises a whole of government
approach to tourism and disability. As such, the Masterplan discusses the liaison between TNSW and the NSW
Department of Ageing Disability and Home Care, which requires TNSW's operations to be cognizant of the
NSW Disability Policy Framework (2002). The only other entry about accessible tourism or disability in the
Masterplan had to do with NSW Waterways maintaining the main tourist wharves on the harbour, which
included access for people with disabilities.

Ritchie and Crouch’s destination competitiveness and sustainability
In addition to the TNSW approach to Destination Management (Tourism New South Wales 2002), Ritchie and
Crouch (2000, 2001 & 2003) offer another destination management model. The Model of Destination

8
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Competitiveness & Sustainability (Ritchie & Crouch 2003, p. 63) is widely recognised by tourism researchers
and by WTO, and is presented in Figure 4. Ritchie, Crouch and Hudson (2001) propose that the measure of a
tourism destinations competitiveness and sustainability is a blend of two dimensions:
the actual success of the destination as measured by the contribution which tourism makes to enhancing the
sustainable well-being of destination residents; plus the extent to which the foregoing level of success has been
achieved through an effective deployment of destination resources (Ritchie, Crouch & Hudson 2001, p. 4)
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The authors suggest that five sets of factors contribute to destination competitiveness and sustainability. The
factors are set out in the model, and Ritchie and Crouch discuss them in the following order:
1. Core resources and attractors—factors motivating tourists to visit
2. Supporting factors and resources—those characteristics that support the development of the tourist
industry
3. Destination policy, planning and development—creation of an environment where sustainable tourism
can flourish
4. Destination management—activities carried out to support and maximise outcomes for the four other
factors of the model
5. Qualifying and amplifying determinants—defining of the scale, limit or potential of the destinations
competitive capacity, which are beyond the control of the tourism sector.
(Ritchie & Crouch 2003).

Application of Destination Models in the Accessible Tourism Context

Both TNSW framework and Ritchie & Crouch’s model can be applied in the accessible tourism context. The
TNSW approach involves four groups of stakeholders: the host population, industry, government and visitors,
including visitors from the four major dimensions of access needs. The five sets of factors outlined by Ritchie et
al. (2001) are a broad model of destination competitiveness and sustainability, yet, are aptly applied to an
accessible tourism context. Accessible tourism essentially replicates ‘core resources and attractors’ and the
extent to which the four remaining factors incorporate the principles of independence, equity and dignity within
destination management approaches impacts on the realisation of accessible destination experiences. To date
only Darcy (1997, 2003) and Ernawati and Sugiarti (2005) have examined precinct and destination management
approaches to accessible tourism.

Experience economy

As an extension of quality experiences, ‘sense of place’ and Hayllar and Griffin’s (2005) work on the essence of
experiencing urban tourism precincts, this section briefly examines the seminal ideas put forward regarding the
experience economy as a foundation for developing accessible tourism experience. The emerging experience
economy represents a significant shift in production from the goods to service economy (Berridge 2007; Pine &
Gilmore 1998). The key determinants between experiences and services are that:

experiences are meant to be memorable

experiences should engage us in a personal sense

experiences are created, they do not exist on their own

experiences require sophistication to engender a dollar value (Berridge 2007).

Pine and Gilmore (1998) position experiences as the fourth progression of economic values, with the
previous established order of progression being the extraction of commaodities, the making of goods, the delivery
of services and now, the staging of experiences (p. 98). It is important to note the shift in understanding of
experience, that rather than being an ancillary part of a good or service, it is important to position experience as
the central component of purchasing goods and services with the purpose to provide a unique distinction from
other goods or services (Berridge 2007). The experience is central, with the servicescape the backdrop to where
the performance takes place (Bennett & McColl-Kennedy 2003).

Pine and Gilmore (1998) outline the four quadrants that epitomise experiences. Figure 5 is composed of two
axes acting as continuums. The horizontal continuum represents customer participation. At one end of the
continuum, participants are passive, meaning that their presence does not affect the performance of the
experience at all. At the opposite end, participants are active, meaning that their participation explicitly affects
the performance of the experience. The vertical continuum represents connection to the environment. At one end
of the continuum, the relationship is absorbing in that the individual is positioned in the experience as an
observer, contrasting to immersion, in which the individuals immerse themselves socially and spatially within
the experience.

11
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Figure 5 The four realms of an experience

Source: Pine & Gilmore (1998)

Pine and Gilmore’s (1998) Four Es of experience are characterised as:

= entertainment—passive absorption, such as watching television, attending a concert
s educational—active absorption, such as attending a class or lesson

*  escapist—active immersion, such as acting in a play or climbing a mountain

= esthetic (sic)—passive immersion, such as visiting the mountain, but not climbing it.

The ultimate experience is the intersection of all four experiences.

The creation of experiences involves the balancing of key elements of tangible goods, intangible services and
memorable experiences, but recognition that experience is an individual interaction and therefore no two people
will have the same experience (Pine & Gilmore 1998). With reference to the earlier discussion regarding
‘Disability Access and Built Environment Legislation’, to realise Pine and Gilmore’s (1998) ultimate experience
within accessible tourism, tourism organisations need to consider more than simply physical access
requirements. Development and provision of accessible destination experiences should be underpinned by a
holistic and experiential approach, promoting a whole of community enjoyment.

Berridge (2007) offers an extended perspective of the experience economy, outlining six Ds of experience
positioning, in delivering the experience to the consumer:
e detail the balance between what experience is promised and what can be delivered
e depict or specify those groups whose needs will be met by the experience
e delineate or outline the exact benefits that can be expected from the experience
e decide on the desired image participants should have of the experience
e design the experience to meet the above points
e demonstrate, deliver and delight by providing an experience that is consistent across the first five Ds
(Berridge 2007, pp. 131-135).

Berridge (2007) outlines that within a leisure and tourism context, the experience begins ‘from the moment
information is acquired’ about the particular activity. The six Ds outlined above emphasise the importance of
presenting accurate information and messages to tourists. As outlined by other projects currently being
undertaken, a significant complaint by tourists with disabilities is that information they seek regarding their
specific accessibility needs through various resources is often inaccurate, or incorrect. This has significant
impacts on accessible tourism experiences for the individual and group travellers.

The significance of the Experience Economy theory is that responsibility is placed with the experience
creators to act as enablers of positive experience. Implications for the tourism context are that a series of enablers
must be put in place by destination managers for tourists with disabilities to immerse themselves in the
accessible destination experience. For the most part, however, these enablers are not provided for people with
disabilities through access provisions. Instead, there is no responsibility taken by government departments or the
tourism industry to develop knowledge management that integrates the needs of people with disabilities. The
result, as documented by numerous studies (see Darcy 2006), is that people with disabilities are left to discover
their own path and to create their own experiences with the inadequate information systems provided by
government and the tourism industry.

12
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Australian and overseas approaches to accessible destinations

A great deal of Australian and overseas research approaches and government responses to accessible tourism
have rightly focused on the infrastructure of access with little emphasis on destination experience. This has
included access to attractions, hotel rooms, air travel, para-transit, day tours, hospitality provision, leisure
activities and travel agents. The best recent examples of these approaches is Europe for All (Europe for All
2007) and the European Network for Accessible Tourism (European Network for Accessible Tourism 2007)
(ENAT), which are both acting in coordinating, facilitating, marketing, branding and educative roles to
encourage industry and national responses to accessible tourism. These organisations are the product of Tourism
for All in Europe that has been operating since 1990. The program has been coordinated by the European
Commission that also provided significant funding, which resulted in a great deal of policy and research to
rationalise the outcomes across the European Union countries. The approach is an example of best practice for
other cooperative national tourism bodies (e.g. ASEAN) and national tourism organisations.

The STCRC Setting a Research Agenda for Accessible Tourism (Darcy 2006) identified the importance of
providing accessible tourism experiences that reflect destination experiences that the rest of the community
experience. Two commercial access guides offer direction for developing ‘a sense of place’ to destination areas.
They are Cameron (2000) and Fodors (1996), which provide a sound foundation to access infrastructure that
people base destination choice on, but goes further to present key experiences that are at the foundation of the
destination marketing for the regions. They do so by integrating key access considerations within a 'Lonely
Planet” or ‘rough guide’ style. People that have used these guides suggest that they are successful because
tourists do not have to do all of the intricate planning and research themselves, and they are that confident in the
reliability of the information, that they do not have to think about access and can concentrate on their holiday.

A number of Western Australian initiatives focused on local government areas incorporate many elements
that provide an excellent foundation for visitors to areas. Two examples include Guestability and You’re
Welcome. First, Guestability is a program initiated by the Independent Living Centre to educate the industry to
understand the needs of people with disabilities (Harrop 2004). Second, You’re Welcome is a Website that
identifies Clusters in Perth shown in Figure 6, and provides an examination of access features and suggests must
see attractions (City of Perth 2007). Lastly, both initiatives incorporate resources for industry but neglect to
promote the excellent tourism and hospitality disability awareness training package You can make a difference to
customer service for people with disabilities (Disability Services Commission (WA) 2000).

Figure 6 City of Perth ‘Clusters’

Source: City of Perth 2007

13
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Conclusion: Philosophy of Project

This chapter has reviewed the nexus between disability and ageing, a definition of accessible tourism, the
accessible tourism market, accessibility and the built environment, the geography of disability, destination
management, experience economy and other approaches to accessible destinations. This chapter has further
developed the direction of the research agendas outlined in Chapter 1. The research should be guided by the
principles of independence, equity and dignity to create enabling accessible tourism experiences. The
Commonwealth and State Governments have recognised the market nexus between disability and ageing.
However, as the White Paper suggests there is a need to create niche experiences that go beyond the building
compliance and access audits.

Developing experiences based on the three underlying principles of accessible tourism, an understanding of
universal design and the experience economy need to be placed in context with destination management
processes. Importantly, the focus must be on those experiences that are regarded as part of the destination's
‘sense of place’. For this to be successfully developed and implemented, the destination must have knowledge
management responses that allow individuals to make informed decisions for their access needs. The next
chapter puts forward a methodology to operationalise a destination experience approach to accessible tourism,
that is, accessible destination experiences.

14
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Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

Within this research project there are two components that use different methodological approaches. They are:

e economic contribution
e accessible destination experiences.

The methods used for each will now be outlined.

Economic Contribution

As outlined in Chapter 2, the previous market estimates on accessible tourism in Australia was last undertaken in
1998 (Darcy 1998). The main method used for economic modelling of accessible tourism in Australia and
overseas has been gross demand estimation with the addition of applying specifically collected travel patterns
about people with disabilities. These methods are rudimentary, not based on expenditure patterns of tourists and
are not regarded as valid or reliable by economists (Dwyer et al. 2004). This research project offered the
opportunity to draw on the expertise of tourism economist Professor Larry Dwyer of the STCRC Centre for
Economics and Policy Analysis to utilise the Tourism Satellite Accounts (Dwyer et al. 2007). A number of steps
and associated data sources required to accomplish the task are outlined in Table 1.

Table 1 Steps and data sources for economic modelling

Requirement
1.) Data must be available on Australians with disabilities
2.) Data must be available on the Australian population estimates

3.) Data must be available on the overall contribution of tourism

4.) Data must be available on the expenditure associated with tourists
with disabilities both in aggregate and in respect of the types of
goods and services that they purchase (i.e. their expenditure
patterns)

5.) The expenditure data must be converted into estimated
contribution of key economic variables such as Gross Value
Added (GVA), Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and employment

Source

Disability and Ageing and Carers
survey (ABS 2004)

Australian Demographic  Statistics
(ABS 2007)

Contribution to GDP (Tourism
Research Australia 2006), based on
TSA

National Visitor Survey (Bureau of
Tourism Research 2003)

Carried out through TSA

illustrates the numbers and proportion of the Australian population with and without disabilities.

economy

Step 2: updated the ABS (2004) statistics to the ABS (2007) Australian population estimates.
Step 3: drew on the Tourism Satellite Accounts to provide the baseline contribution of tourism to the

Step 1: utilised the most recent ABS (2004) Disability and Ageing and Carers survey. Figure 7

Step 4: utilised the National Visitor Survey, which included a disability module in 1998 and 2003, to

undertake expenditure analysis in aggregate and on the goods and services that they purchased. Tourism

Research Australia provided the data in SPSS format.

Step 5: used the data from Steps 1-4, in association with the Australian Tourism Satellite Account, to

convert the expenditure data into estimated contribution in respect of key economic variables such as
Gross Value Added (GVA), Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and employment.

The summary findings are presented in the body of the report.
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Figure 7 Australians with and without disabilities
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570 500 (2.9%) 3387 800 (17.1%) 4 149 000 (20.9%) 11 703 800 (59.1%)
| |
I 1
With schooling or employment With core-activity
restrictions only lmitation(a)
385900 (1.9%) 3001 900 (15.2%)
]
| | | | 1 1
Profound limitation Severe limitation Moderate limitation Mild limitation
594 100 (3.0%) 650 400 (3.3%) 700 300 (3.5%) 1 057 100 (5.3%)
Living in Living in Living in Living in Living in Living in Living in Living in
houscholds(b) cared houscholds(b) cared houscholds(b) cared houscholds(b) cared
441 600 (2.2%) | | accomm- 632 700 (3.2%) accomm- 697 800 (3.5%) accomim- 1 054 200 accomm-
odation odation odation (5.3%) odation
Private 152 500 Private 17 700 Private 2 600 2900
dwellings (0.8%) dwellings (0.1%) dwellings (0.01%) Private (0.01%)
27 500 613 700 672 900 dwellings
(2.2%) (3.1%) (3.4%) 1022700
(3.2%)
Other Other Other
non-private Hon-pirivate Hon-private Other
dwellings(c) dwellings(c) dwelling(c) non-private
14 100 (0.1%) 19 000 (0.1%) 24 900 (0.1%3) dwellings(c)
31500 (0.2%)
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(b) 'Living in houscholds’ comprises all private dwellings and non-private dwellings apart from cared-accommodation.
() Other non-private dwellings comprise non-private dwellings apart from cared-accommodation.

Source: ABS (2004, p.4)

Research Design for Accessible Destination Experiences

This part of the research broadly adopted an action research process (Zuber-Skerritt 1996). Action research is
particularly appropriate in working with stakeholder groups to produce shared knowledge. Further, action
research has been identified as an empowering practice to use with individuals with disabilities or advocacy
groups of people with disabilities (Clear & Horsfall 1997; Duckett & Fryer 1998; Goodley & Lawthom 2005;
Kitchin 2000; Taylor 1999). Action research has been successfully used in the development of arts and
recreation programs but its use has been limited in tourism (Lynd 1992; Pedlar, Gilbert & Gove 1994). It has
proved invaluable in the study of accessibility of cities where stakeholder groups need to gain an understanding
of each other's perspective and work together to bring about successful interdisciplinary policy outcomes
(Kitchin 2001). As such, this research project adopted the Participative Action Research (PAR) methodology.
According to Reason (1994), PAR is probably the most widely practiced participative research approach where it
emphasises the political aspects of knowledge production. The three objectives of the PAR strategy are to:

s produce knowledge action directly useful to a group of people

» empower people at a deeper level by the process of constructing and using their own knowledge

*  value authentic commitment and processes of genuine collaboration.

PAR research, therefore, emphasises working with groups as co-researchers (Reason 1994). Adopting the

PAR methodology permits the use of diverse methods and the preferred way to communicate the practice of
PAR is through the description of actual cases.
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From a disability perspective, as reviewed in Chapter 2, to create enabling accessible destination experiences
the research is guided by the principles of:

s Independence

= Equity

s Dignity

These accessible destination experiences need to be based on the Australian systems of building codes,
planning processes and the DDA. In practice, this is operationalised through access auditing and appropriate
checklists/templates (HREOC 2007b; Villamanta Publishing 1997). However, the accessible destination
experiences need to go beyond accessibility to understand that the focus must be on those experiences that are
regarded as part of the destination’s ‘sense of place’. To develop accessible destination experiences based on the
above principles requires an understanding of universal design and destination management processes placed in
context with the experience economy. For this to be successfully developed and implemented, the destination
must have knowledge management responses that allow individuals to make informed decisions for their access
needs. The research design breaks new ground by going beyond checklists and access audits to focus on the
accessible destination experiences.

The research is founded on a geographic hierarchy of accessible tourism. This is based on the following:
= accessible infrastructure (built environment, transport, attractions, accommodation and wayfinding)
®  access precincts and destinations areas (connected by a continuous accessible path travel)

*  quintessential destination experiences within these areas
»  accessible touring routes.

The foundation for accessibility can be found in the Australian Standards for Access and Mobility, which
defines the concept of a continuous accessible path of travel (accessway) as:

An uninterrupted path of travel to or within a building, providing access to all required facilities. NOTE: For non-

ambulatory people, this accessible path does not incorporate any step, stairway, turnstile, revolving door,

escalator or other impediment which would prevent it from being safely negotiated by people with disabilities

(Standards Australia 2001, p. 8).

A great deal of understanding about access stops at the base unit level. This research project sought to move
beyond the infrastructure of access and develop a broader destination management approach, where ‘access
precincts’ encompass all the base units in an area, space or place of a pre-defined function. In this case,
recreational/tourism precincts that are overlaid with accessibility provisions. As Darcy (2006) suggests,
accessible tourism extends this ‘continuous pathway’ and can be defined as ‘... a process of enabling people
with disabilities and seniors to function independently and with equity and dignity through the delivery of
universal tourism products, services and environments’ (adapted from OCA 1999, p.4). The definition is
inclusive of mobility, vision, hearing and cognitive dimensions of access. The common domain plays an
important role by linking public and private places to create a unifying precinct.

Yet, identifying “‘accessibility’ within a precinct area does not necessarily contribute towards providing the
visitor with a tourism experience. The research on disability and tourism has shown that the tourism experiences
of people with disabilities are significantly different to that of the rest of the population. While people with
disabilities want to experience the same ‘sense of place’ (Lew 1989) the tourism industry & destination
management responses have not engaged with the group on accessible destination experiences.

The research does not involve the next level of accessible touring routes (Cameron & Tourism Australia
2008), which were developed in conjunction with the 40 drive touring routes (Tourism Australia 2007) that seek
to provide a three to four day itinerary covering 200-400 kilometres of travel through regional and/or
metropolitan areas. Assessments for the accessible touring route drew together the required access information to
allow an individual to function independently and with equity and dignity along the route. For the purposes of
this study, specific accessible touring route information was not compiled but the proposed access precincts have
been developed in a compatible way to Cameron’s (2008) approach.
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The research was designed in four phases outlined below.

Phase 1: review

= Past research was drawn upon to provide an understanding of the requirements for access within
tourism destinations to document the needs of this population (see Darcy 2006).

= Supplementary literature review was undertaken to fully document the tourism experiences of seniors,
and compare and contrast these to the disability literature.

s Review of access related material was undertaken to identify current practices in the communication of
accessibility information to people with disabilities and seniors. The extent to which these practices are
informed by tourism opportunities and experiences for a designated precinct and associated base units
(various tourism sectors) were examined. The data included organisational management information
documents, external studies, online material, internal reports and archival records.

Phase 2: stakeholder collaboration

= |dentification of Sydney quintessential experiences in the precincts

*  Evaluation of the accessibility of these precincts

s  Determined by the IRG the precinct study area was the main Sydney tourism precinct that incorporates:
- the transport hub from Central to Circular Quay
- East and West Circular Quay
- The Rocks
- Royal Botanic Garden
- Sydney Harbour environs and Sydney Harbour National Park
- Manly Ferry, Manly boardwalk and North Head Lookout.

The above precinct is deemed a “‘quintessential Sydney’ accessible day trip experience that would be open to
all Sydneysiders (disabilities and seniors) to test as well as people from outside of Sydney who are undertaking
overnight stays.

For people to make decisions about whether a destination area is appropriate for their access needs there are a
number of ‘enablers’ that need to be present. ‘Enablers’ facilitate accessible tourism experiences and are those
key elements that afford the prospective traveller confidence to make an informed decision to travel. Information
about the enablers needs to be provided as a foundation to travel planning. The key enablers in a destination area
include:

» accessible transport to the tourism destination region
accessible transport at the tourism destination region
accessible parking
accessible accommodation
accessible toilets
accessible wayfinding information.

Any destination experience would need to provide a foundation of information with respect to the enablers to
assist people in making an informed decision. This information for the precinct area is critical for these decision-
making processes. For the purposes of this research, information on accessible transport within the precinct,
parking, toilets and wayfinding information have been examined. Accessible transport to the destination region
and accessible accommodation have been excluded as outside of the scope of this study. Accessible
accommodation was the focus of another research project.

Phase 3: determine quintessential accessible destination experiences

*  Assessment and collation of accessible experiences

*  Formatting and presentation of the experiences based on a destination management approach consistent
with the promotion and marketing of accessible tourism

s  Direction taken from a successful approach used as part of an overseas guide, Australian wide guides
and as part of a citywide approach to developing access information in Melbourne for the 2006
Commonwealth Games (Tourism Australia 2006; Cameron 2000; City of Melbourne 2006; Fodor's
1999)

»  Validation of the experiences through the stakeholder group

= Mock up of a Web Portal concept to present to IRG and stakeholders.
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Phase 4: Web portal
= Determined best practice Web accessibility based on W3C & WA\ protocols
s  Constructed and tested Website
=  Presentation to stakeholders
= Launch of live site
=  Provision for feedback on the accessible destination experiences and the usefulness of the experience to
consumers.

No previous research has evaluated information provision and this research project provides an opportunity
to assess people's satisfaction with this approach to information provision.

Data collection instruments

Accessibility is based on four broad dimensions of access—mobility, vision, hearing and cognitive disabilities.
For the purposes of the study, the population is people who have access needs. The research project builds on
accessible destination experiences that are already offered by organisations for recreation, the arts or tourism. To
this point, a great deal of accessible tourism research has focused on people with mobility needs. However, there
has been recent research into the tourism experiences of people with vision impairments (Packer, Small and
Darcy 2006), people who are deaf or hearing impaired (Deafness Forum & HMAA 2005) and a great deal can be
learnt from the work of the recreation sector with people with cognitive disabilities. The research project drew
together existing sources of information about access, best-practice examples of formulating products and
evidence about how to meet the accessibility market’s needs, and applied this to the specified precinct area. The
data collection methods used include:

*  Access audit/Management Information Systems:

— Audit using accredited access auditors through the ACAA (www.access.asn.au) and directed by a
combination of the generic and specific contemporary best practice (Cameron 2000; City of
Melbourne 2006; Villamanta Publishing 1997). Disability Action Plans and relevant official
documents of individual organisations were reviewed so as to not replicate previous work and
provide a realistic time frame and consideration of the budget of the project.

*  Semi-structured interviews with key precinct stakeholders:

— The interviews were designed to elicit the interviewee’s ideas and opinions regarding issues,
innovations, constraints, enablers and possible solutions to accessibility in their precincts and/or
attractions. This provided in-depth knowledge of how key providers manage accessibility within
their precincts. This method allowed the researchers to explore unexpected facts or attitudes in
relation to accessibility.

— An ongoing snowballing approach was used where interviews identified new possibilities of
accessible infrastructure, enablers and accessible destination experiences.

s  Online survey evaluation

— Evaluation of the precinct information and the accessible destination experiences needs to be built
into the Web portal. This would be achieved through an optional link to an online survey powered
by Survey Monkey. This online survey sought respondents’ views about the usefulness of the
accessibility information in their planning for and undertaking, recreational and tourism activities in
urban precincts. This evaluation served as an ongoing research opportunity for precinct stakeholders
enabling them to improve and update the quality of information they provide to the accessible
tourism market. It can only be included once the information is made live to the general public.

— A combination of the disability advocacy organisations, Council of the Ageing and the online
discussion list Ozadvocacy would be used as a sampling frame.

»  Observation research of precinct areas:

— This involves both participant observation and unobtrusive observation of tourist behaviour in public
spaces to monitor how people engage with an area, space or place within urban precincts. The latter
enabled the researchers to better understand how people with disabilities use their surroundings
including products and services. This observation involved the researchers photographing people’s
behaviour such as the directions they take or are forced to take (as a consequence of constraints) and
browsing behaviour. Various locations were randomly visited at different times. Inferences and
judgment were made by the researchers regarding the observed behaviour of people following
‘continuous pathways’.
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Organisation/Product

Self Guided Walking Tours
The Rocks Discovery Museum
The Garrison Church

Sydney Opera House

Sydney Theatre Company
Cadi Jam Ora First Encounters
Mrs Macquarie's Chair
RBGardens Guided Tour
NSW Art Gallery

Museum of Contemporary Art
Dendy Cinema Opera Quays

Customs House (City of Syd)
Captain Cook Cruises

True Blue

Sydney Ferries

DECC NPWS

DECC NPWS

Sydney Light Rail & the
Fishmarkets

Data analysis

Participant observation was done at the following sites:

Experience

Accessible Rocks Rolling tour

Interactive history of The Rocks pre-European days to the present
Historic insight into Sydney’s first church

Access ‘Lift’ backstage tour

Sensory interpreted performances (SOH and Walsh Bay Theatre)
Understand Indigenous Australians

Iconic View of the Sydney Opera House and the Harbour Bridge
Provides insights into the gardens

After hours Auslan tours

Art gallery and restaurant

Accessible cinema with hearing augmentation & foreign language
subtitles

Public exhibition, meeting & reading space

Guided Sydney Harbour cruise with lunch, dinner or coffee!
Sydney whale watching experience

Manly ferry trip (all)

North Head Lookout scenic Sydney Harbour

Fort Denison (Pinchgut)

Seafood Sydney!

As stated, this research project developed an access overlay for precinct operations and the marketing of the
precinct experience to people with disabilities. This involved taking complex technical information based on the
Building Codes of Australia (1996) and the Australian Standards (Standards Australia 1992, 1993, 2001) and
transforming this information into spatial and experiential dimensions. A number of contemporary approaches
(Tourism Australia 2006; Cameron 2000; City of Melbourne 2006; Fodor's 1999) were reviewed in conjunction
with the IRG.

The foundation of the base level of the hierarchy is encompassed by a broad understanding of the sectors of
the tourism industry with direction taken from Leiper (2003) and Weaver & Oppermann (2000) as:

s  marketing specialist/travel agencies

= carrier sector/transportation

s accommodation

*  hospitality

s attractions

=  tour operator

s  coordinating

*  miscellaneous/merchandisers.

Each infrastructure unit, access precinct and accessible tourism route incorporates audited examples from
each sector that formed the basis of developing a ‘sense of place’ for the particular context. This information was
viewed through appropriate theoretical frameworks such as universal design; social model of disability; and
market position (profitability/yield). Upon completion, an appropriate format was determined to present the
information as an ‘accessible tourism product’. The precise format was determined during the research process.

Ethics

This research project has been approved by UTS HREC: Urban Tourism Program Ethics Approval, clearance
number 2006—165P.
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Chapter 4

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC CONTRIBUTION

This chapter presents the summary findings for the economic contribution. The importance of including
economic modelling within the research project is that rudimentary market estimates of accessible tourism in
Australia were undertaken a decade ago (Darcy 1998). These estimates used a basic gross demand approach
without having any detailed understanding of the expenditure patterns of the group. Further, while more detailed
work has been undertaken in the US (Harris Interactive Market Research 2003, 2005) and Europe (Buhalis et al.
2005; Neumann & Reuber 2004) these continued to employ gross demand estimates rather than any form of
sophisticated economic modelling. First, a brief overview of the data gathered from each of the steps used in the
methodology will be presented. Second, the summary findings of the economic modelling are presented,
including the expenditure associated with tourists with disabilities and the economic contribution to tourism
through Grass Value Added, Tourism Gross Domestic Product and Direct Tourism Employment.

Step 1: Australians with Disabilities—Disability Ageing and Carers Survey
2003

The Disability and Ageing and Carers survey presents the most recent statistics on disability and ageing within
the Australian population (ABS 2004). Figure 8 illustrates the numbers and proportion of the Australian
population with and without disabilities. Further, the figure provides a breakdown of the level of core activity
restriction of those identifying as having a disability on a spectrum of limitation from without to profound. What
needs to be recognised is that the framework for collecting these figures is based on the International
Classification of Impairments, Disabilities and Handicaps (ICIDH) (WHO 1997) and although the WHO had
moved towards a bio-psychosocial approach (WHO 2001) most national systems of data collection have retained
the medical classification system of ICIDH.

To comprehend the statistics requires an understanding of the terminology of impairment, disability and
dimensions of access. As discussed in Chapter 2, a person’s impairment is conceptualised as the embodiment of
the individual that within the statistics is referred to as the individual’s limitations. Whereas disability is defined
as a complex set of social relationships imposed on top of a person’s impairment due to the way society is
organised. Hence, disability is the product of the social relationships that produce disabling barriers and hostile
social attitudes that exclude, segregate and oppress people with disabilities and deny them their rights of
citizenship. The social model regards disability as the product of the social, economic and political relationships
(the social relations) rather than locating it as the fault of an individual’s impairment (embodiment). This
approach to disability separates impairment from the social relations of disability (Oliver 1990 cited in Darcy
2004, p.10).
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Figure 8 Australians with and without disabilities
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Source: ABS (2004, p.4)

A social or citizenship approach would suggest the statistics in Figure 8 could be better expressed as the level
of support needs an individual requires for social participation. This re-conceptualisation of limitation to a social,
economic and political issue focuses on supporting an individual through the creation of enabling environments
and attitudes for social participation. As outlined within the ABS statistics the major area of support needs
include: a) schooling/employment; or b) core activities including meal preparation; property maintenance;
housework; transport; paperwork; health care; cognition or emotion; communication; mobility and self care.

Further, as described by Darcy (1998) the support needs of people need to be seen in context of the
dimension of access to facilitate social participation. The most common dimensions of access described in the
literature include:

*  mobility

*  sensory—hearing

*  sensory—vision

s cognitive/learning/communication

» environmental sensitivities (including asthma, chemical etc).

The dimensions of access provide a focus for enabling social participation. The complexity of understanding
the market includes recognising that the individual's impairment may mean that an individual has multiple
dimensions of access, which require multiple levels of accessibility for social participation. For example, a
person with an impairment like cerebral palsy may have a mobility dimension and use a wheelchair or crutches;
they may also have a communication dimension through an associated speech impairment for which they use a
communication board. Depending on their level of independence with personal care, they may also travel with
an attendant. This person requires an accessible physical environment as well as assistant technologies and social
policy inclusions. This person's access requirements are different to a person with arthritis who has a basic
requirement for a continuous pathway that includes handrails to assist in weight bearing, seats to provide a
resting area, universal handles on doorways and taps to assist with reduced dexterity. As Figure 9 and Figure 10
demonstrate, of those identifying as having a disability there is a reasonably even proportion of level of support
needs.
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Figure 9 Level of support needs within the disability cohort
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Source: Darcy (2003) adapted from Buhalis et al. (2005) with ABS (2004) data

Figure 10 Level of support needs by impairment
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Source: Darcy (2003) adapted from Buhalis et al. (2005) with ABS (2004) data

Apart from demonstrating the potential market size of the group, the ABS data provides a sophisticated
understanding of the market through what Buhalis et al. (2005) described as the disability pyramid. Figure 11
illustrates an adaptation of the disability pyramid concept, based on a scaled representation of the support needs
identified in the ABS (2004) statistics. The shape may be more like a set of irregular Lego blocks than a
‘pyramid” with each dimension of access as a ‘pillar’ supporting the efforts of citizenship. The pillars have been
extended to specifically refer to the relationship between ageing, seniors and disability as well as understanding
that some disabilities are invisible. Invisibility refers to those people who do not have any external signifiers of
their disability, for example, a person with learning disabilities is unable to be identified visually where a
wheelchair user or a blind person with a guide dog can be visually identified as having a disability. While there
is a focus on the dimensions of access, one of the most significant constraints identified across disability studies
is the attitudes of non-disabled people and the industry towards people with disabilities.
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Figure 11 Disability pyramid
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Source: Darcy (2003) adapted from Buhalis et al. (2005) with ABS (2004) data

Step 2: Updated Population Estimate to the 2007 Figures

Step 2 updated the ABS (2004) statistics to the ABS (2007) Australian population estimates, where the
Australian population had increased to 20.6 million.

Step 3: Tourism Satellite Account’s Estimation of Contribution of Tourism

to the Economy

Step 3 drew on the Tourism Satellite Accounts to provide the baseline contribution of tourism to the economy.
This was regarded as the most valid and reliable source of tourism’s contribution to the economy. The TSA
2003/2004 was used as the best available data for disability, ageing and carers, and the National Visitor Survey
disability module. The economic contribution attributed to tourism from the TSA is broken down into:

*  Overnight $AUS40.9bn

*  Day trips $AUS12.0bn
* [nbound $AUS20.5bn
*  Qutbound $AUS3.6bn.

Step 4: National Visitor Survey Expenditure Patterns

Step 4 utilised the National Visitor Survey, which included a disability module in 1998 and 2003, to undertake
expenditure analysis in aggregate and on the goods and services that tourists with a disability purchased.
Tourism Research Australia provided the data in SPSS format so that further statistical work could be
undertaken. Part of the statistical work was to provide a comparison between people with disabilities and the
general population.

The Commonwealth Government’s White Paper identified accessible tourism as part of its niche experiences.
However, very little is known statistically about the accessible tourism market. Some limited ad hoc studies had
been carried out on mainly people with mobility disabilities (Darcy 1998; Murray & Sproats 1990). More
recently there have been a number of studies that have investigated the experiences of people across the
spectrum of disability groups (Access For All Alliance (Hervey Bay), Inc 2006; Darcy 2004; Market and
Communication Research 2002). However, only one paper drew on the National Visitor Survey that included the
disability module in 1998 (Darcy 2003b). Since that paper, the more recent National Visitor Survey 2003 data
became available for analysis. This chapter draws on the expenditure of those people that identified as having a
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disability. Some comparative analysis between those identifying as having a disability and the non-disabled will
now be presented as a lead in to the TSA estimates.

Figure 12 shows the major market segments identified by the National Visitor Survey (2003) and presents the
comparison between disability and the non-disabled. It shows that people with disabilities (referred to as PWD in
Figure 12) are part of every market segment with variation between the segments. People with disabilities make
up a higher proportion of budget travellers and something else, and make up notionally smaller proportions of
luxury, adventure and nature based travellers. Moreover, when a person with a disability travels on an overnight
trip, they are in a group of 3.8 people. Not to accommodate the person with a disability means that you are
missing out on the business of the whole group, and not just that of the individual.

Figure 12 Market segment comparison—disability and non-disabled
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Source: NVS 2003 (n=20080)

As Table 2 and 3 demonstrate, based on the NVS expenditure data people identifying as having a disability
had the following patterns of expenditure for overnight and day trips.
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Table 2 Pattern of accessible tourist consumption (overnight)

Pattern of Domestic Tourist Consumption Percentage
Taxis (including to/from airport) 0.81
Airline fares 9.95
Organised tours/side trips 1.33
Car hire costs (rental, leasing) 2.01
Fuel (Petrol, diesel) 12.60
Vehicle maintenance or repairs 0.99
Other long distance transport costs (train, coach, ship etc.) 0.77
Other local transport costs (bus, train, tram, ferry etc.) 0.60
Accommodation (can include food e.g. breakfast if included) 21.62
Takeaways and restaurant meals 14.83
Groceries etc for self-catering 6.77
Alcohol, drinks (not already reported with food above) 4.08
Shopping, gifts, souvenirs 11.59
Entertainment, museums, movies, zoos etc. 2.44
Horse racing, gambling, casinos 1.33
Conference fees 1.64
Education, course fees 0.41
Purchase of motor vehicles or any other major equipment 1.78
Other (phone, postage, medical expenses, repairs, dry cleaning etc.) 5.45
100%

Source: Purchasing pattern percentages from NVS (2003).

Table 3 Pattern of accessible tourist consumption (daytrips)

Pattern Of Day-tripper Consumption Percentage
Package (e.g. transport and show) 0.12
Taxis (including to/from airport) 0.20
Airline fares 0.86
Organised tours/side trips 0.36
Car hire costs (rental, leasing) 0.07
Fuel (Petrol, diesel) 22.07
Vehicle maintenance or repairs 0.54
Other long distance transport costs (train, coach, ship, etc) 0.58
Other local transport costs (bus, train, tram, ferry, etc) 0.69
Takeaways and restaurant meals 15.16
Groceries etc for self-catering 8.06
Alcohol, drinks (not already reported with food above) 3.55
Shopping, gifts, souvenirs 31.36
Entertainment, museums, movies, zoos, etc 2.55
Horse racing, gambling, casinos 1.61
Conference fees 0.57
Education, course fees 0.01
Purchase of motor vehicles or any other major equipment 2.18
Other (phone, postage, medical expenses, repairs, dry cleaning, etc) 9.41
100%

Source: Purchasing pattern percentages from NVS (2003).
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It should be noted that no pattern of expenditure data is available for inbound or outbound travellers with
disabilities. However, it was decided that for the purpose of modelling expenditure for these groups, their
expenditure patterns would replicate that of overnight travel show in Table 2. The next section presents the
estimates of economic contribution based on this data

Step 5: Estimating the Economic Contribution

Step 5 used the data from Steps 1-4, in association with the Australian TSA to convert the expenditure data into
estimated contribution in respect of key economic variables such as Gross Value Added (GVA), Gross Domestic
Product (GDP) and employment. We distinguish tourists with a disability who are (1) inbound (international)
visitors and (2) domestic visitors. Domestic visitation can be further divided into overnight visitation and day-
trippers.

We have estimated the expenditure data associated with tourists with a disability for each of these markets.
Given the paucity of data related to expenditure by people with disabilities we use a combination of a ‘top down’
and ‘bottom up’ approach to estimating the economic contribution made by the accessible tourism market.

Overnight visitation

Scenario 1: As set out in Appendix 2 Table Al, the NVS data indicates that 11 % of all people who took
overnight trips in 2003 identified themselves as having a disability (Bureau of Tourism Research 2003).
Applying this figure to the national TSA data for domestic overnight tourism we derive a figure of $4822.390
million for expenditure associated with overnight tourism by people with disabilities. This information is set out
in Table 4. We refer to the 11% scenario for overnight visitation as Scenario 1. This expenditure does not include
expenditure by other members of the travel party.

Scenario 2: The number of people with disabilities in Australia is estimated to be 20 per cent of the population
(Australian Bureau of Statistics 2004). Based upon the 2007 population estimates, this implies that the potential
number of tourists with disabilities who may travel domestically is 4 134 880 (Australian Bureau of Statistics
2007). Only a proportion of these people do in fact travel and only a proportion are overnight tourists. As set out
in Appendix 2 Table A1, the NVS data indicates that 22 per cent of people with disabilities recall taking a trip in
the past three months (Bureau of Tourism Research 2003). However, this does not inform us as to how many
trips were taken. People can make multiple trips and no information is provided on this. Accordingly, it seems
appropriate for us to use the very same procedure as used in the TSA, that is, a pro rata method of allocation.
Thus, assuming 20% of the population comes under the definition of having a disability one might expect that
(other things equal) 20% of all overnight tourism would be by people with disabilities. Since the national TSA
(ABS 2006) indicates that for 2003—2004 overnight visitor expenditure in Australia was $40 924.006 million
then 20% of this is $8767.982 million. This scenario represents the maximum expenditure associated with
overnight tourists with a disability as it assumes they have the same travel behaviour as the total population.

Day trips

As set out in Appendix 2 Table A2, the NVS data indicates that 13.3 per cent of all daytrips were taken by
persons identifying as having a disability. Assuming that people with disabilities spend the same amount as other
day-trippers we estimate day-tripper expenditure by persons with a disability as 13.3 per cent of total daytrip
expenditure for Australia ($12.007 billion). This comes to $1 596 931 400 for the year 2003-04.

Table 4 shows the breakdown of expenditure using the data from the NVS (2003). The main expenditure item
is shopping items (souvenirs etc.) at 31.36 per cent, followed by fuel (22.07%), which obviously mostly covers
petrol expenses for car use on the day trips, and thence takeaway and restaurant meals (15.16%). These are the
three sectors that gain most sales revenues from day-tripper tourists with a disability, accounting for just under
70 per cent of day-tripper expenditure on either scenario.

Outbound tourism

The national TSA for 2003—2004 indicates that outbound tourism was $3269.0 million. As set out in Appendix 2
Table A3, the NVS data indicates that the proportion of tourists with disabilities among all outbound travellers
from Australia was 6.8 per cent. Thus, it is estimated that expenditure associated to outbound travellers with
disabilities is $222.92 million. No data is available on the expenditure patterns of outbound travellers who have a
disability. Data on expenditure patterns for all outbound travellers was estimated by the STCRC in its
construction of TSA for Australia 2003-2004 (STCRC 2007). In the absence of other data this expenditure
pattern was used to allocate outbound tourism by travellers with a disability to the expenditure items as shown in
Table 4.
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Inbound tourism

While Australia has very detailed data on inbound tourism expenditure unfortunately there is no data available
on either the numbers of inbound tourists who have a disability nor their expenditure in Australia. An
assumption was made that the proportion of tourists with disabilities who visit Australia is unlikely to be less
than 6.8 per cent of all inbound visitation. This figure is also consistent with the proportion of tourists with
disabilities who travel from Australia to international destinations (outbound). Further, this is consistent with the
most recent US figures that suggest 7 per cent of Americans with disabilities travel overseas each year (Open
Doors Organization 2005). In 2003, inbound tourism injected $20.5bn into Australia. Assuming for present
purposes that tourists with disabilities spend 6.8 per cent of the total amount of expenditure in Australia by
international tourists, their expenditure is estimated to be $1.394bn. In the absence of any further data it was also
assumed that their spending pattern conformed to the average for all tourists to Australia. Data on this is
available from TRA and used by the STCRC in its development of TSA (STCRC 2007) for Australia. Estimated
expenditure by inbound tourists with a disability in total and by expenditure item is also shown in Table 4. Table
4 presents a summary of the expenditure of tourists with disabilities to overnight, day-tripper, outbound and
inbound travel; that constitute the accessible tourism market.
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VISITOR ACCESSIBILITY IN URBAN CENTRES

Purchasing patterns

NVS data is available on the purchasing patterns of tourists with a disability in respect of both overnight tourists
and day-trippers (Bureau of Tourism Research 2003). This information was essential in allocating disability
expenditure to relevant industries to estimate its economic contribution (see below). NVS data categorises tourist
expenditure as (1) paid during the trip, (2) paid before and/or after the trip and (3) paid for by an employer. For
present purposes, since our interest is in total expenditure, the expenditure data was aggregated. The percentage
allocations are reflected in the proportions of the expenditure items for overnight visitors and day-trippers. See
Tables 2 and 3 which provide an itemised breakdown of the total expenditure of overnight tourists with
disabilities for 2003. These percentages were applied to estimate the total expenditure allocated by overnight
tourists with disabilities to individual products and services.

The main expenditure item for tourists with a disability is accommodation (16.5%), followed by shopping
(14.8%), takeaway and restaurant meals (13.90%) and fuel (12.3%). These are the sectors that gain most sales
revenues from tourists with disabilities, accounting for around 57 per cent of overnight tourism expenditure for
tourists with disabilities.

Outlined in Table 4, the figure of $8767.982 million for overnight tourism for travellers with a disability may
be regarded as a ‘maximum’. It assumes that people with disabilities have the same travel patterns for overnight
visitation as the rest of the population. This figure provides a ‘maximum’ value for overnight tourism by tourists
with disabilities and sets the potential to which stakeholders might aspire to if tourism experiences are to be
accessed by people with disabilities to the same degree as the rest of the population. We refer to the 20%
scenario as Scenario 2.

We believe that these two scenarios reflect an ‘actual’ or ‘best estimate” scenario and a ‘maximum’ scenario.
Knowing the maximum potential for tourists with a disability market is a useful indicator of possible lost
opportunities to the tourism industry by not putting sufficient strategies in place to facilitate more tourism from
this market.

Expenditure Associated with Tourists with a Disability
To this point we have estimated the expenditure associated with tourists with a disability in Australia for
2003-2004. In summary:

Scenario 1

Overnight tourism $4822.390 million
Day-tripper tourism $1596.000 million
Outbound tourism $222.290 million
Inbound tourism $1394.000 million
TOTAL Scenario 1 $8034.680 million
Scenario 2

Overnight tourism $8767.982 million
Day-tripper tourism $1596.000 million
Outbound tourism $222.290 million
Inbound tourism $1394.000 million
TOTAL Scenario 2 $11 980.000 million

Contribution to Tourism Gross Value Added

Contribution to Tourism GVA is the best available measure of the contribution of any tourism market to the
tourism industry and the economy. Table 5 shows the contribution to Gross Value Added of each of the separate
markets for disabled tourism and also in total. The overall contribution to Gross Value Added is $3075.523
million (Scenario 1) or $ 4580.219 million (Scenario 2).
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Table 5 Contribution to tourism GVA by tourists with a disability, 2003/04, $m

Industry

Travel agency and tour
operator services

Taxi transport
Air and water transport
Motor vehicle hiring

Accommodation

Cafes, restaurants and food

outlets

Clubs, pubs, taverns and
bars

Other road transport
Rail transport

Food manufacturing
Beverage manufacturing

Transport equipment
manufacturing

Other manufacturing
Retail trade

Casinos and other
gambling services

Libraries, museums and
arts

Other entertainment
services

Education
Ownership of dwellings
All other industries

Total

Total Contribution to Tourism Gross Value Added

DAY  OVN(1)
0.430 36.856
1.277 15.416

10762 166.271
0.590 50.521
0000  518.253

63.441 = 184.990

19.515 56.905
2.185 33.750
1171 18.095

18.026 45133
9.582 32.825
4.841 14.695

67.263 94,567

181277  254.863
4.099 10.094
8,533 32573
8.147 31.102
0.110 13520
0.000 0.000

162.625  228.640

563.875  1839.069

OVN(2)
67.010

28.029
302.312
91.856
942.280

336.347

103.465

61.364
32.900
82.060
59.681

26.719

171.940
463.386

18.352

59.223

56.548

24.582
0.000
415.708
3343.765

OUTBOUND

1.699

0.711
7.663
2.329
23.890

8.526

2.623

1.555
0.834
2.081
1.513

0.677

4.360
11.750

0.465

1.501

1.434

0.623
0.000
10.541
84.774

INBOUND
10.943

3.772
121.648
11.349
86.728

32.659

10.046

24.692
13.239
13.808

8.212

1.526

17.224
46.421

2.296

5.473

5.225

109.143
21.757
41.645

587.806

TOTAL(L)
49.927

21.176
306.344
64.788
628.872

289.616

89.090

62.183
33.339
79.048
52.131

21.740

183.414
494.310

16.954

48.080

45.908

123.395
21.757
443.450
3075.523

TOTAL(2)
80.082

33.789
442.385
106.124

1052.898

440.973

135.650

89.797
48.144
115.976
78.988

33.763

260.787
702.833

25.213

74.730

71.355

134.457
21.757
630.519
4580.219

Comparing our results with estimates of the contribution of Tourism to GVA we find that tourism by people with
a disability ranges between $ 3075.523 million (Scenario 1) and $4580.219 million (Scenario 2), or 10.47% and
17.39% of Tourism GVA, indicating its importance as a tourism market. The contribution of each market type to
Tourism GVA is as follows:

Scenario 1
Overnight tourism
Day-tripper tourism
Outbound tourism
Inbound tourism
TOTAL Scenario 1

Scenario 2
Overnight tourism
Day-tripper tourism
Outbound tourism
Inbound tourism
TOTAL Scenario 2

$1839.069 million
$563.875 million
$84.774 million
$587.806 million
$3075.523 million

$3343.765 million
$563.875 million
$84.774 million
$587.806 million
$4580.219 million
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The four most important sectors in terms of the contribution to Tourism GVA of tourists with a disability
were:

*+ accommodation 21%
+  retail trade 16%
= airand water transport ~ 10%
+  cafes and restaurants 9%

s (non-tourism industries) 14%

Taken together, the five sectors comprised about 70 percent of the overall contribution to Tourism GVA by
tourists with a disability.

Contribution to Tourism GVA by Tourists with a Disability by Type of Market
The five sectors that make the largest contribution to Tourism GVA from tourists with disability are set out
below (with percentages).

Overnight Day-tripper Outbound Inbound Total

Accommodation 28% Retail trade 32% Accommodation 28% Education 19% Accommodation 21%
Retail trade 14% Other manufacturing Retail trade 13% Accommodation 15% Retail trade 16%

Cafes, restaurants 10% 12% Cafes, restaurants 10% Retail trade 8% Air and water trans 10%
Air, water transport 9% Cafes, restaurants 11% Air, water transport 9% Cafes, restaurants 6% Cafes and restaurants 9%
Non-tourism 9% Clubs, pubs, taverns 3% Non-tourism 12% Non-tourism 7% Non-tourism 14%

Non tourism 29%

Contribution to Tourism GDP

Table 6 sets out the contribution that tourists with a disability make to Tourism GDP. As noted, Tourism GDP is
tourism gross value added plus taxes paid less subsidies received on tourism related products as these are
reflected in prices that visitors actually pay. Taxes on tourism products include the Goods and Services Tax
(GST), wholesale taxes and excise duties on goods supplied to visitors. Tourism GDP will generally have a
higher value than tourism value added. Tourism GDP is a satellite account construct to enable a direct
comparison with the most widely recognised national accounting aggregate, GDP.

Table 6 Contribution to tourism GDP by tourists with a disability, 2003/04, $m

DAY OVN() OVN(2) OUTBOUND = INBOUND  TOTAL(l) TOTAL(2)
Tourism GVA (i) 563.875 1839.069 3343.765 84.774 587.806 3075523 4580.219
Net taxes (ii) 236.551 485.920 883.491 22.399 64.775 809.645 1207.217
Tourism GDP (i)+(ii) 800.426 2324.989 4227.256 107.173 652.581 3885.168 5787.435

In sum, the contribution of tourists with a disability to Tourism GDP is:

Scenario 1

Overnight tourism $2324.989 million
Day-tripper tourism $800.426 million
Outbound tourism $107.173 million
Inbound tourism $652.581 million
TOTAL Scenario 1 $3885.168 million
Scenario 2

Overnight tourism $4227.256 million
Day-tripper tourism $800.426 million
Outbound tourism $107.173 million
Inbound tourism $652.581 million
TOTAL Scenario 2 $5787.435 million

Tourism GDP in Australia totalled $35262.0 million in 2003—-04 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007).
Thus the contribution to Tourism GDP by tourists with disabilities is estimated to range between 11.01%
(Scenario 1) and 18.26% (Scenario 2) of total tourism GDP in Australia.
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Contribution to Direct Tourism Employment
Table 7 shows the contribution to Direct Tourism Employment of each of the separate markets for tourists with a
disability and also in total.

Table 7 Contribution to Direct Tourism Employment by tourists with a disability, 2003/04, ‘000
Industry DAY OVN(2) OVN(2) OUTBOUND  INBOUND TOTAL(l) TOTAL()

Travel agency and tour 0.0071 0.6080 1.1054 0.0280 0.1805 0.8236 1.3210
operator services

Road transport and motor 0.0618 1.3147 2.3903 0.0606 0.5804 2.0175 3.0931
vehicle hiring

Air and water transport 0.0848 1.3094 2.3806 0.0604 0.9580 2.4124 3.4837
Accommodation 0.0000 10.0944 18.3534 0.4653 1.6893 12.2489 20.5080
Cafes and restaurants 1.0933 3.1880 5.7963 0.1470 0.5628 4.9911 7.5994
Clubs, pubs, taverns and bars 0.4938 1.4399 2.6181 0.0664 0.2542 2.2543 3.4325
Rail transport 0.0074 0.1139 0.2070 0.0052 0.0833 0.2098 0.3029
Manufacturing 0.9789 1.8633 3.3879 0.0859 0.4150 3.3431 4.8676
Retail trade 5.1793 7.2818 13.2396 0.3357 1.3263 141231 20.0809
Casinos and other gambling 0.0519 0.1278 0.2323 0.0059 0.0291 0.2146 0.3191
services

Libraries, museums and arts 0.1376 0.5254 0.9552 0.0242 0.0883 0.7755 1.2053
Other entertainment services 0.1872 0.7145 1.2991 0.0329 0.1200 1.0546 1.6392
Education 0.0022 0.2673 0.4859 0.0123 2.1575 2.4393 2.6580
All other industries 1.8015 2.5328 4.6051 0.1168 0.4613 49124 6.9847
Total tourism employed 10.0867 31.3809 57.0562 1.4465 8.9060 51.8201 77.4954
persons

The contribution of each market type to Direct Tourism Employment is as follows:

Scenario 1

Overnight tourism 31 381 jobs
Day-tripper tourism 13 659 jobs
Outbound tourism 2297 jobs
Inbound tourism 13 097 jobs
TOTAL Scenario 1 51 820 jobs
Scenario 2

Overnight tourism 57 055 jobs
Day-tripper tourism 13 659 jobs
Outbound tourism 2297 jobs
Inbound tourism 13097 jobs
TOTAL Scenario 2 77 495 jobs
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The total contribution of tourists with a disability to Direct Tourism Employment is 51 820 jobs (Scenario 1)
and 77 495 jobs (Scenario 2). Direct Tourism Employment in Australia totalled 448 700 jobs in 2003-04
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007). Thus the contribution to Direct Tourism Employment by tourists with
disabilities is estimated to range between 11.55% (Scenario 1) and 17.27% (Scenario 2) of total Direct Tourism
Employment in Australia.

Table 4 indicates that tourists with disabilities create jobs in all sectors of the economy. The sectors that most
benefit from job creation are:

e retail trade 27.8%
e accommodation 22.0%
e cafes and restaurants 9.5%

That is, just under 60% of the jobs sustained by tourists with a disability are in these three sectors.

Conclusion

In Australia in 2003-04 it is estimated that tourists with a disability:

s spent between $8034.68 million and $11980.272 million

= contributed between $3075.5243 million and $4580.219 million to Tourism Gross Value Added
(12.27%-15.60 % of total tourism GVA)

= contributed between $ 3885.168 million and $5787.435 million to Tourism Gross Domestic Product
(11.02%-16.41% of total)

* sustained between 51 820 and 77 495 direct jobs in the tourism industry (11.6%-17.3% of direct
tourism employment)

Importantly, what the lower and upper economic estimate demonstrates is that there is a latent demand, with
the market having the potential to grow to meet the demand if the barriers to participation are removed. Previous
research in Australia and overseas has shown that the market experiences significant constraints above and
beyond the general population. If government, the industry and the advocacy sector can develop universal and
inclusive strategies to create a more enabling tourism environment, then the market potential can be realised.
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Chapter 5

PRECINCT FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings of the preliminary fieldwork reviewing the major stakeholders within the
precinct. The fieldwork sought to review the disability and access inclusions of the major landholders and
attractions. The outcome of the chapter is a list of potential accessible destination experiences. The fieldwork
included:

review of major stakeholder management information systems including interviews
review, interview and observation of precinct organisations and attractions

review of access and mobility maps

identification of accessible destination experiences.

Primary data was collected from the following organisations:

Accessible Arts

Art Gallery of NSW

Bus and Coach Association NSW
Captain Cook Cruises

City of Sydney

Disabled Hire Vehicles

IDEAS

Manly Council

Mawland Quarantine Station

Metro Transport Sydney Pty Ltd
Ministry of Transport

National Parks and Wildlife Service
NICAN

NSW Department of Environment and Climate Change
NSW Department of Transport and associated transport providers
ParaQuad, NSW

Royal Botanic Gardens and The Domain
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority
Sydney Opera House

Sydways

Taxi Council of NSW

Tourism and Transport Forum

Tourism NSW

Tourism Research Australia

Vision Australia.

Major Stakeholder Organisations Review of Management Information
Systems and Interview

The designated precinct area together with the IRG provided the foundation for determining the major
stakeholder organisations to be included within the review. As discussed in the methodology, a snowball
approach was used to identify accessible destination experiences. The major stakeholder organisations included
in the preliminary review of Management Information Systems and follow-up interviews were:

NSW National Parks and Wildlife Services
Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority

The City of Sydney

Royal Botanic Gardens and The Domain.
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Table 8 provides a one-page summary of the management information systems and interview review of
organisations’ access and disability practices. The organisational names appear on the left-hand column with the
analysis focusing upon 11 criteria that were developed from the research.

The 11 criteria can be clustered into six categories. First, each of these categories will be briefly reviewed
given the dearth of strategic approaches to access and disability outside of the major stakeholders. Second, Table
8 is featured. Third, each of the major stakeholders systems and processes are outlined in detail prior to
identifying the accessible destination experiences.

Disability action plans

Disability Action Plans (DAPs) provide a key strategic approach to addressing the provision of access available
under the DDA. Any organisation which formulates a DAP is protected against disability discrimination
complaints where those complaints reflect an access issue identified within the DAP. Effectively, HREOC
encourages organisations to undertake the planning process of a DAP by providing an incentive of protection
(HREOC 2007a). The major stakeholders, who have a disability action plan, are: City of Sydney, SHFA, Sydney
Opera House, NPWS and City Rail (MoT).

Web access compliance

Web Access Compliance refers to designing and building Websites for access. A statement to this effect may
appear on the organisational Website identifying W3C or Bobby compliance to international standards of Web
accessibility. Most Websites are not compliant to the international standards for accessibility for people with
vision impairments. International standards suggest that Website design can be developed using universal design
principles to maximise use by people of all abilities. HREOC has worked with a number of industry bodies
developing accessible Websites. The growing reliance of organisations on internet-based communication and
information systems requires the inclusion of access in the design phase (HREOC 2002). Only one major
stakeholder offers a Website with accessibility compliance: City of Sydney.

Enablers to access

An organisation's Mobility or Access Map is a map of a precinct/organisational responsibility that identifies
mobility, vision, hearing or communication features. The most common inclusions are a continuous path of
travel, accessible toilets and accessible parking. Seven organisations had developed mobility or access maps.
Mobility and Access Maps will be discussed latter in this chapter. Significant advantages would be provided to
consumers and tourists if responsible organisations were to develop a single comprehensive map.

Dimensions of access

The literature review identified that a great deal of accessibility focuses on physical access to the built
environment and mobility. The research agenda on accessible tourism identified the importance of developing a
greater understanding of the other dimensions of access. While there was a reinforcement of physical access to
the built environment and mobility, the notable exceptions were cultural and heritage institutions, which have
worked with Accessible Arts to develop sound physical access provisions and cutting edge sensory experiences.
For example, the provision of hearing loops within auditoriums, the availability of a guide dog rest areas and
signed or interpretive displays.

Tours or product experiences

While the Enablers and Dimensions of Access categories provide an indication of whether accessible
infrastructure exist, tours or products or experiences are an extension of these principles that involves
universally or specifically designed experiences inclusive of mobility, vision, hearing or cognitive dimensions of
access. For example, the Sydney Opera House offers a specifically designed backstage tour for people with
mobility disabilities in recognition of the relative inaccessibility of areas of the facility.

Marketing

Marketing refers to whether organisations generically or specifically target people with mobility, vision, hearing
or cognitive access needs beyond the basic provision of access information. Research has shown that while
organisations may comply with the requirements of legislation and provide access, many do not document,
present, promote or market their accessible features generically or specifically. For example, the Art Gallery of
New South Wales Art Website encourages people with hearing impairments or who are deaf to contact the
organisation by its TTY or email so that further information can be sent out about the Auslan interpreted tour. In
a tourism sense, there is a great deal to be gained by developing collaborative marketing efforts between these
organisations.
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VISITOR ACCESSIBILITY IN URBAN CENTRES

A brief review of the four major stakeholders is now provided.

National Parks and Wildlife Services NSW

The Department of Environment and Conservation National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) Website
includes a link that summarises the access and mobility features of parks that are ‘suitable’ for people in
wheelchairs (NPWS 2007). This resource is an evolution of two earlier access guides (NPWS 1989; 1995) and a
previous version of the Website information (NPWS 2005). The parks and reserves are located in seven regions
in NSW: Central NSW, Hunter and Mid North Coast, New England Tablelands, Northern Rivers, Outback
NSW, South Coast and Highlands, Sydney and surrounds. The list serves as a centralised source of information.
However, the description of the accessibility of features/facilities is brief and the major accessibility
categorisation uses the loosely defined terms of ‘easy’, ‘medium’ and ‘difficult’. Figure 13 outlines the
explanations provided.

Figure 13 Levels of accessibility

&

(NPWS 2007)

It is suggested that while there is an arguable logic to the approach of developing the classification system,
the classification system has similar issues to accommodation room classification systems in that they take
complex detailed information and present it in a simplified form. It may not be practically useful for potential
visitors with mobility needs when planning their trips. While the task of access auditing all National Parks and
Wildlife Service holdings is a substantial task, the overall philosophy of the urban accessibility research project
of identifying key experiences and providing a level of information that would allow individuals with disabilities
to make informed decisions about the experience, would seem worthwhile for the organisation to pursue.
Further, other approaches may provide direction for incorporating the best features of:
s Building Codes of Australia/Australian Standards (Sport and Recreation Victoria 1997; Standards
Australia 1992, 2001; Villamanta Publishing 1997)

s access and mobility maps (Krause & Reynolds 1996)

s  pedestrian mobility and access plans (Roads and Traffic Authority NSW 2007)

* the recreation opportunity spectrum (Boyd & Butler 1996; Clark & Stankey 1979; Kliskey 1998; Smith
& Lipscombe 1999; Stankey 1982).

The outcome would be to produce a template for providing information on which people could make
informed decisions based on their needs. There are also a number of overseas publications that provide further
direction for this exercise (Environment Canada Parks Service 1993; U.S. Architectural and Transportation
Barriers and Compliance Board—Access Board 2002a, 2002b, 2005). It would be sensible for this research
project to identify one or two of NPWS iconic parks and provide a prototype template for inclusion on the
NPWS Website. North Head look out, Bobbin Head picnic area, West Head look out, or the recently refurbished
Blue Mountains National Parks sites, would be suggested (NSW DEC 2006). These would then be promoted
during National Parks week (October each year) with a feedback loop built into the National Parks Website.
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VISITOR ACCESSIBILITY IN URBAN CENTRES

Strategically DECC and NPWS have devised two plans: NPWS Disability Action Plan (2003) and Living
Parks—A Sustainable Visitation Strategy (2006) respectively. The DAP outlines strategies to be implemented
between 2003 and 2006 with a view of six longer-term outcomes:

1. equitable physical access for people with disabilities
positive and inclusive community attitudes
capacity of staff members to provide quality customer service to PWD
accessible communications with PWD
equitable employment in NPWS
accessible customer feedback procedures (NPWS 2003).

ok wn

Living Parks offers a framework for managing the sustainable and culturally appropriate use of parks (2006).
One of the proposed policies is to provide ‘equitable opportunities for all to enjoy NSW parks, including people
with disabilities” (p.16). To this end, NPWS will provide ‘good quality, culturally sensitive information that
helps people to make decisions about their visit’ (p.16). Such information will include access requirements and
disabled access. The principle of universal accessibility will be applied.

In conjunction with the Sydney branch field staff, three possible accessible destination experiences were put
forward:

e North Head Lookout

e Fort Denison

e North Head Quarantine Station.

The City of Sydney

The City of Sydney (CoS) provides a broad spectrum of ageing, disability, and access information. This
information can be broadly categorised as either services for residents who are ageing or have a disability, and
residents/visitor access information. While the information relating to services for residents who are ageing or
have a disability may seem irrelevant for tourists with disabilities, upon closer inspection it contains an outline of
recreation and swim centres that may be of interest to anyone visiting Sydney. Unfortunately none of the generic
venue and facility information contained specific information on disability or access.

The specific Disabled Access information is divided into four main groupings: transport; accessible CBD
parking spaces; CBD access and mobility maps; and other sources of disability information (City of Sydney
2007a). The access and mobility maps (City of Sydney 2003a), which are reviewed in detail later, provide a sound
basic coverage of the CBD and Circular Quay and include information covering audible crossings, dangerous
directional gradients (for example, steeper than 1:14), compliant and non compliant kerb cuts, accessible ATM/phones,
TTY’s, accessible automatic or unisex public toilets and easy access train stations.

The transport section provides links to the major public transport providers (bus, rail, ferries, taxi and
monorail) and adds value by providing information about accessible bus stops, monorail stops and designated
secure taxi ranks. Parking within any CBD is always problematic and the CoS provides a map of the 86
designated accessible parking spots. Apart from these parking spots, people are able to park in metered or signed
parking spaces beyond one hour if they are holders of the Roads and Traffic Authority Mobility Parking Scheme
permit. However, the issues surrounding the Roads and Traffic Authority Mobility Parking Scheme are well
documented and anyone coming to the city on a regular basis must be realistic about the possibility of having to
pay commercial rates at car parking stations if they are to guarantee an accessible parking spot.

The CoS Website was the only Website reviewed that recognises the importance of Web accessibility for
people who are vision impaired or blind and seeks to comply with W3C International Accessibility Guidelines.
However, the level of compliance is rudimentary at best and does not provide people with vision impairment
with an equality of access to Web based material. The Website also provides some excellent tourist information
and self guided tours but these do not include access related information.
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VISITOR ACCESSIBILITY IN URBAN CENTRES

Lastly, the CoS has a Disability Action Plan (2003b) that provides a strategic approach to organisational
disability and access issues. Nine action priority areas are identified:
s  physical access in the public domain
physical access in city-owned buildings
promoting positive community attitudes
training staff; information about services
employment with council
complaints procedures
access to council services
= development approvals.

Both the DAP and the access map are being reviewed with a new version available in 2008.

In conjunction with the Sydney branch field staff, three possible accessible destination experiences were put
forward:

»  Hyde Park

*  Customs House

s  State Library.

Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority — The Rocks

The Sydney Harbour Foreshore Authority (SHFA) is the relevant authority for The Rocks historic precinct as
well as a number of other significant landholdings relevant to tourism around Sydney Harbour. The SHFA has a
strategic commitment to provisions for people with disabilities through the Plan for People with Disabilities
(SHFA 2003), which has a half-year reporting requirement, the most recent being December 2007 (SHFA 2007).
While there are significant access issues within any historic precinct, the half-yearly reports document the
ongoing upgrading of SHFA venues and common domain access. The overall plan prioritises future access
upgrades and provides a deep commitment to accessibility. The SHFA Website (www.shfa.nsw.gov.au/) contains
the strategic document and the six monthly plans.

The Rock