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Market Share Task ForBeport
BACKGROUND

The Market Share Task Fomgas struck irearly2008( 2 NB OASg G KS 1 yO2dz8SNJ LAt
sharegrowth from 20042007 compared to the otheProvincial regionéFigure 1)TheMarket Share

Task Force met three times attds report is the result of the discussions and analySlseeTask Force

primarily focused itscomparisons and analysis tme ThompsorOkanagan regiofor two reasons. First,
becausehe Thompson Okanagasxperiencedhe most consistent market share grdwtiuring the time

period in questionandsecond the region isnost similar tathe Vancouver Islandegionin terms of size

and tourism products

FiguelRSY2y a i NI iSa GKIFG GKS zlyO02dz@SN) LaflyR NBIAZ2YC
from 10% in 2004earto-yearto 8.3% in 200yearto-year. During thatsame period of time the

Thompson Okanagan saw an increase in room revenue from20Q6%yea#to-yearto 11.8%2007 year

to-year.

Figurel - Room Revenues Percenta@hange- All BC (excluding Vancouver Coast & Mountains) 22007
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same period.
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Figure2 - Market Share: Relative Percentagpf Room Revenues 20D07
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FINDING

The findings below arseparated intovariable and nosvariable factorsThe information was separated

in order to more clearly understand where and why the difference in market share had occurred.
Additionally, variable and non variable factevere separatedo investigate or recommend any

practical measures that could be &kby Tourism Vancouver Island to ameliorate the apparent market
share decline by realigning marketindagfs in the identified target markets

VariableFactors

Severavariable factorsvere identified through thelataanalysis-the two most significat are
transportation and accommodation, in addition to less significant, but still important factors. Other
variable factors include parks use, attraction development, ski and golf resorts, and wineries.

Transportation
Air

With the notable exception c€omox Valley Airport, Vancouver Island airports experigimser
growth by percenage than the two major Thompsddkanagan Airporis Kelowna and Kamloops.
However,in aggregateair passenger volume is significantly higher for Vancolstand compared to
ThompsorOkanaganm in 2007, Vancouver Island received 1,993,8R&assengers; while Thompson
Okanaan received 1,563,632 respectively.
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Figure3 - Airport Volume Percentage Change (262607 YTD)
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Road

According to Btish ColumbiaMinistry of Transportation data, crodmrder traffic between Btish
Golumbiaand Alberta remained relatively stable with an increase of approximately 2207,
compared to 2006t is unclear from the available data if this ishimundto BC only or a gauge of two
way traffic. Similarly the Coquihalla Highway showed a similar incfea2807, compared to 2006.

BC Ferries

BC Ferries are the primary transportation link for Vancouver Islgmdwth has remained relatively

stable over he last several years and increased by 1.0% for 2007, compared to 2006. Total passenger
volume for the primary Vancouver, Nanaimo, Victoria routes was 11,231,616 for 2007.
Accommodation Sector

Room inventory and room revenues are important measures teethey are essentially the most

reliable data to draw comparisons between regions. The Task Force investigated both measures to
better understand where regional market share differences occurred.

Room Inventory

ThompsorOkanagan (+ 25%Xperiencedjreater increase in room inventory tharancouver Island

(+17%) region between 1995 and 2006, although total room inventaiynigar at 20,556 for Thompson
Okanagan and 19,030 rooms respectively.
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Figure4 - RoomInventory Vancouver Island vs. Thompson/Okanagan 12906
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The available data showsdeop inli K S ¢ K 2 Y LJa 2 yoorhifvéniy i ROgERaGwever, it
should be noted that this was simply a statistical anomaly that occurred from a large hotel being
counted twice in 2004 Thereforethe Thompsorh 1 I y I 3 |y Qelator\NgRovthf frofn D3 to
2006actuallyexhibited asomewhatsteady linear growth rather than the uneven curve saefigure 4

One possible factor that could help explain the differeircmarket share could be a difference in

growth for the 150+ room properties between the two regiphswever analysis revealed both regions

built four 150+room accommodations from 1995 to 2006. Figuderfionstrates that the presence of
megasizeaccomm@ |l G A2y a RAR y20 aA3IyAFTAOLIyGte | 002dzyd ¥F2N
revenues.

Room Revenues

FigueNBE @St fa 20SNItf (GKFIG 1 yO2dz@SNI LatlFyRWa NRB2Y N
than those in the Thompson Okanagan over fastten years. However, Vancouver Island still has

higher room revenues, although the gap between revenues of the two regions has narrowed. An

additional factor that might account for market gleadifferences is that Thompsddkanagan is

developing moréhigherend, higheryield properties than Vancouver Islaretion;however, reliable

data is not currently available to support or refute this theory.

! Confirmed by Lillian Hallin, BC Stats by emitjl 15, 2008.
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Figure5 - 150+ Room Hotel- Revenues (Vancouver Island vs. Thompson Okanagan)
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Figure 6 demonstrates steady somewhat linear growth for room revenues for both regions, however,
revenue change by percentage between 1995 and 2006 shows a significant diffenareouver

Latl yRQa
MnE: FT2N GKS arkvys$s
Thompson Okanagan the gross difference is continuing to deere
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Figure6 - Room Revenueévancouver Island vs. Thompson Okanagan) 12956
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There was some concern by members of the Task Force reg&tding a +1 OF GA2Yy wSy Gl f aé
recorded by BC Sta#s this wouldaffect both the room inventory and revenue. Specifically, there were
concerns about how BC Stats was able to collect information on Vacation Rentals whea tiayhdve

to pay hotel tax. Aarding to BC Statsheir definition of Vacation Rsals is:GXestablishments that

provide temporary or longelerm accommodation (including housekeeping cottages/cabins), which may
Ffa2 aASNIS I & [HowdNsk, if Was tdhfifmedNEREBIC Btdty dO& ey on hotel tax data

to collect Vacation Rental statistics, thus they likely areanmouratelyrecording all Vacation Rental

properties in their statistics.

Long &y Rentaft defined as stayexceeding31 dayst are not recorded in room revenue calculations.
Asa number ofaccommodation®n Vancouver Islandnd Tourism Vancouvéslandmarketlong stay
opportunities there isalJ2 a aA 0 A f A G & { K total rosn r¢gvOrtiez@ € tmblstatzd it y R Q a
compaison to the Thompson Okanagarhowever, the reverse could also occur.

Further, commercial occupancy is not relevant to overall revédregause BC Stats do not include
lodging supplied by employers to employeesroom revenues, although high commercial ocaigyan
either region could affect available inventory to general tourists

The Task Force also analy®elvenue Per AvailadRoom(RevPardatato more clearly understand the
differences in market share between the two regiofsom2004 to 2007 both rgions saw an increase
in RevPar Vancouver Islandrewfrom $74.4 to $85.44, an increase of 158¢ Thompson Okanagan

*BC Stats Explanatory Notdstp://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/data/bus_stat/busind/tourism/explinote.pdf
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grewfrom $54.28 to $63.61, an increase of 17%hus, while the Thompson Okanagan saw a greater
increase, it was not significantly moeK I 'y + | y 02 dz@SNJ Laf | yRQa ®

Other Variable Factors

In addition to accommodation and transportatigoroduct comparisons in the key areas of wineries,
alpineresorts, and golf coursg3able 1)wvere investigated to help understand the differences in market
share growth between the two regions.

Table 1Key Destination Features

Vancouver Island ThompsorOkanagan
I 33 Wineries T 45 Wineries
1 1 Alpine Resort 1 6 Alpine Resorts
1 15 Golf @Gurses 1 30 Golf Courses
0 Resort/championship level 0 Resort/championship level

Marketing initiativesoy both regions in the clos@ and mediurarange markets may also be a factor in
market share growth. However there is insufficient available data to measure marketing effectiveness
by either region, at least by a measure that has a consistent measurabédine for each region.

BC Parks usage was also considered as indicator of tourist actlvdhiregions. The analysis showed

that boating, day use, and camping us#gel increasedh the ThompsornOkanagaranddecreasemn

Vancouver Island. However A i aK2dzZ R 0SS y20SR GKIFG o2FdAy3 adl i
the data collectiormethodand thus serves only as an indicator, astquantitativedata.

Demographics and economics of the two regipas well as the major citiesiere andyzed and revealed
that both the population and the avage incomes of the regns grew at very similar ratealthough
aggregate population and incomes were somewhat higher in the Vancouver Island regidghahan
ThompsorOkanagar{Figure7 and Figure8).

® RevPar statistics derived from Pannel Kerr Forster (PKF) statistics. There was a question as to whether the original
RevPar numbers fro Tourism BC / BC Stats presented in a Task Force meetings would be different from those
supplied by PFK. However, it was later confirmed that Tourism BC RevPar data is supplied by PKF.
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However,it is important to note that the economy of Vancouver Island struggled during the 1990s. The
Regional Economic Analysis: Vancouver Island/Coast Economic Regioh&RdparE S & (itie

Figure? - Population (19952006): Vancouver Island vs. Thompson/Okanagan
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Figure8 - Income (19952006): Vancouver Island vs. Thompson/Okanagan
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region fell harder than the rest of the province over the 1990s and has been surpassed on some
dimensions by the Thompad { I Y I 3| y NI 3 A KAcyordigly; it isHuineIpdssiotizithht ke
were moreopportunitiesand more moneyn the Thompsor©kanagan region for new tourism products
to be developed during the 199@&1d early 2000swhich in turn could have contributed to the region
being a morelesirabé tourist destinationtoday.

4 Prepared by Vann Struth Consulting Group
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Non-Variable

While the list of norvariable factors is quite small, their importancevésy signifi@ant. The Task Force
considered two keyon-variable factorsproximity am access, which mdye a causal factor of the
decrease in maket share for Vancouver Island. Specificalipxpnity and access for tHeower
Mainland and Alberta marketgre the key issue.

Many of thecommentsbeloware based on anecdotal informatiowithout in-depth visitor origin data
for the Vancouver Island and Thompson Okanadgasnnotabsolutely certain that the Lower Mainland
and Albertamarkets playa vital rok in the market share debaté&nfortunately, reliable visitor origin
data is not availabland certain assumptions areade regarthgthe veracity of the following
statements.

Proximity and AccessLower Mainland

Proximity and access to any region, includingdgaiver Island and the Thomps@kanagan, are

essential pieces of the tourism puzzi&eographically speakingancouver Island proximity to the

Lower Mainlandis relativelyclose FromLower Mainlanderry terminals to Vancouver Island, the

distancebetween the two regionss as close as 32km (Powell RiGamox) and no more thastkm

(West VancouveNanaimo).In comparison, from downtown Vancouver to Kelowna is almost 400km.
AAAYATFAOLI YOG LRNIAZ2Y 2F GKS [26SN) alAyfl ¢gfR@Ra INBsI
there must also be consideredbbotsford to Naaimo or Victoria is about 150k, wheasAbbotsford to

Kelowna is 325km.

Clearlythe ThompsorOkanagan is further awafian Vancouver Island for all parts bt lower
Mainland. Howeverthe Vancouver Islandegiondoes not have a direct roazbnnection;therefore the
issue ofaccesss paramount

While Vancouver Island is clearly much closer to the Lower Mainland, the actual travelling time to reach
Vancouver Island is not significantly higher tianthat of the ThompsorOkanaganThis is particularly

true for the Fraser Vallegnd the Lower Mainland. To travel from Richmomdthe Fraser Valletp

Kelownaby road is approximatelyour-five hours not very much longer than from Richmond to
Vancouver Islanty road and ferry

Ascenariocould be thatLower Mainlandesidentsare questioning why they shouldlavel foraboutthe
same amount of time, wheoompared to traveling tthe ThompsornOkanaganwhichis arelatively
simple driveandwithout the perceivednconvenience of taking ferry. Additionally, this issue is
compounced by significant ferry fares, whicre considerablymore than the toliroad cost for the
Coquihalla to travel to th&hompsorOkanaganConsequently, th@hompsorOkanagan is potentially
an easier trip to make for both resident$ the Lower Mainlanénd otherswith travel plans in the
region

Proximity and AccesgsAlberta

Proximity and @&cessds alsoa concerrfor attracting the alimportant Albertamarket Alberta has
traditionally been an important tourismnarket for Vancouver Islandl. t 6 S étbnbn@dcgrowtthas
increasedhe opportunity to attractmore Albertans to BC in general and Vancouver Island in particular

Consequently, Albertevas and isignificantly targeted with marketing effortsy Tourism Vancouver
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Island2 K A £ Smatketig@ffbrts appear tohave proven effectivethere is the possibility that while
0KSaS YIFINySdGAy3a AyAlGAlFIGAGSAa YIeé& KIFI@BS RNAGSY !t 6SN.
Vancouver Island.

TheThompsorOkanagan is certainlyaser to Albertathan Vancouvefor rubber tire traffic andvia air

the two regionsare roughly equally accessidle / 2 y 4 SljdzSy if &> GKSNB A& I &GN
drawn toBritish Columbidy ¢ + Im&rketingmay have deided to travel to the ThompsoBkanagan

instead of Vancouver Island because the former is closer and adfeasyeasierand faster to access.

OBSERVATIOMSID FUTURE ACTIONS
Observations

Quantitativedataanalysiglid not demonstrated2 y Of dza A S Ay RAOF A2y a ogKe
sharehad declined relative to the Thompson Okanagamecdotal dataare essentially assumptions

that may be difficult to verify or quantify accurateljhe greatesimportancelies inacquiring visitor

origin datain addition to conducting further researehblated toease of access and proximitihe

extended researckwould beappropriatefor a follow-up for Tourism Vancouver Islandvssitor Exit
Surveycurrently being conducted.

I+
<

Tourism Vancouver Isid andA (1 & Q & ( indy Sdato inetéadefheir marketingefforts on the

Lower Mainlandorimarily because of the previously cited access and proximity issues, which by their
very nature are not solvabl&@he data analyssummarized in Tabledlso denonstrates clearly the
significant differences in destination feature inventory between the two regions and could provide an
indication of the underlying causal elements of market share growth differences.

Lastly, he otherimportant observationis simplythat price saturation point may have been reached for
Vancouver Island. Essentially, the Thompson Okanamgartontinue to increase its market share
relative tothe Vancouver Islandegionbecausenf pricing competitiveness.

Future Actions

AttheO2 y Of dzaA2y 2F (GKS al NJ] SO {KIFEINB ¢l &1 ose2 NOSQa | Oi

1 The Task Forgeroposed ttat market share data should smmarizedand presented tdhe
Task Forcenembersannualy.

1 Toursm Vancouver Island should attemptdompilemore comprehensivéourism
activity/expenditure data. Specifically this would involve a core set of operators from each
region of Vancouver Island reporting their tourist activity data on a regular (possibly quarterly)
basis.

1 Thedata would besignificantly more ustul if the Thompson Okanagaonducted parallel
reporting. Tourism Vancouver Islarsthouldattempt to establish aeciprocalarrangement with
the Thompson Okanagan.

1 TheTask Force proposed that Tourism Vancouver Island facititatenissioning freelance
writer comparea driving trip from Vancouver to the Thompson Okanagan versus a driving trip
from Vancouver to Vancouver Island.

1 The Task force furth@roposedthat a similar projectcompare a driving trip from Calgary to the
Thompson Okanagan versus flying from Calgary to Vancouver Island. The end result of these
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two articlescouldbe editorials thatmayhelp dispelsome of the proximity and ease of access
perceptionsthat appear toexist in the minds of the public.

1 TourismVancouver Island should investigate empirical data that suggests increased interest in
the region from Saskatchewan residents compared to Canada as a whole at
vancouverisland.travel (Appendix Il).
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Appendixl ¢ Comox Valley Airport Response to Market $bal ask
Force Draft Report
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