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1 SUMMARY 

The single Geographical Indication (GI) of Tasmania was created in 1994. It 

currently has just under 2000 hectares of vineyards planted with an annual production 

of 16,000 tonnes (Wine Tasmania, accessed November 2019). Tasmania’s 

progressive increase in vineyard plantings and annual output with several distinct, but 

unofficial geographical regions prompts the question: Is Tasmania ready for further 

sub-division?  

This paper examines this question from several different perspectives. Firstly, 

as an investigation into the creation of new sub-regional boundaries based on physical 

criteria as outlined in the GI framework.1 The physical data of climate, topography and 

geology was collected and analysed, highlighting distinct physical differences across 

seven locations in Tasmania, thus supporting the proposition of sub-regional division.  

Next, a survey and interviews were conducted with the Tasmanian wine trade. 

The results of these investigations suggest that further GI division will not benefit 

Tasmania at present. Whilst not all respondents agree, most do believe that sub-

division is inevitable in the future.  

Lastly, an exploration into the establishment of the Great Southern and 

Coonawarra GIs was conducted, to gain insight into the challenges faced. Personal 

interviews of key industry stakeholders suggested that lessons can be learned from 

the experiences of both regions. 

  

 
1 Wine Australia Regulations 2018, see Appendix 8.4. 
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2 INTRODUCTION  

Tasmania is both a state and a single GI located at the southern-most extremity 

of Australia, separated from the mainland by Bass Strait at  latitude 41˚ South. 

Currently there are 160 licenced producers and 230 vineyards in Tasmania, 

contributing to a mere 1% of the annual Australian crush by volume but 4.2% by value 

(Wine Tasmania, accessed November 2019). 

To date there is minimal published research around the topic of a potential 

division of Tasmania’s single GI into official sub-regions. “There has been plenty of 

consideration and discussion around single and multiple formal GIs (…). Wine 

Tasmania’s formal policy is to maintain a single GI for now, whilst continuing to 

explore, promote and discuss individual growing areas – [and] perhaps more 

importantly (…) individual vineyard sites” (Davies 2019, interview Appendix 8.2). This 

lack of formal subdivision yet  everyday use and referencing of these sub-regions by 

the greater wine community has prompted this research into whether the Tasmanian 

GI should be subdivided. 

The paper consists of three sections, representing the questions below, in an 

exploration of whether subdivision should (or will) occur: 

1. A review of the physical criteria for GI creation to see whether this is a relevant 

basis for the subdivision of the Tasmanian GI.  

2. A survey of current Tasmanian wine industry stakeholders to see whether there 

is support for subdividing the GI. 

3. Case studies on the Great Southern and Coonawarra GIs to see if their creation 

offers a way forward for Tasmania. 

The validity of such research can be seen by the fact that many Tasmanian 

wines currently use sub-regional labelling to promote their region, highlighting the 



 

6 

importance of the sub-region to the producers. This is further evidenced in marketing 

materials, investor guides and tourism brochures (Tasmania Delivers, 2016) which 

also reference sub-regions. In addition, the physical and environmental data collated 

and analysed for this paper creates a strong case for establishing seven distinct 

growing regions. 

Potential research weaknesses could lie within the very success of Wine 

Tasmania, and how this organisation has promoted the single GI of Tasmania. Wine 

Tasmania has marketed a single GI to the Tasmanian winemaking industry and 

consumers so successfully that many stakeholders may be resistant to future change. 

This is especially relevant given the observation made by Professor Larry Lockshin on 

the brand strength of a single cohesive region.  “From a marketing point of view, 

promoting the whole area will have a greater chance of success” (Lockshin, 2012), 

which also affirms the direction taken by Wine Tasmania, proving to be an effective 

marketing strategy for the region. If success can be measured by price point, then 

Tasmania has succeeded with an average bottle price above $AU15 (Wine Tasmania, 

2019), which is almost triple the average price of wines from the mainland, at $AU 

5.31 per bottle (Wine Australia, accessed January 2020).  
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3 BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT  

3.1 Establishment of the Australian Geographical Indications 

In the late 1980’s the Australian wine industry was seeking to grow volume and 

value through increased exports.2 However, exports to Europe were hampered by use 

of traditional European wine terms such as “Champagne” and “Port.” The European 

Union (EU) directed Australia to establish their own appellation system to provide a 

guarantee of region of origin. Thereafter, the establishment of Australia’s GIs began. 

The newly created Australian GIs lacked the viticultural and vinification constraints of 

Europe, providing growers with the latitude to experiment. A treaty, named the EC-

Australia Wine Agreement, became effective from March 1994.3 The treaty was well 

received by the Australian wine industry, as it contained few regulations, yet provided 

access to the highly desirable EU markets by removing or lowering non-tariff barriers 

to entry (Gangjee, 2016). 

Australian GIs are divided into zones, regions and sub-regions. Today there are 

28 zones, 65 regions and 14 sub-regions, regulated by the Wine Australia Regulations 

2018.4 

3.2 Tasmanian Wine History 

The beginning of the modern Tasmanian wine industry began in 1956 with the 

plantings of La Provence (now called Providence) in Pipers River and Moorilla Estate 

on the Derwent River. Almost 20 years later Dr. Andrew Pirie planted his Pipers Brook 

Vineyard in the Pipers River region and the Stoney Vineyard winery was established 

 
2 1985 Australian exports equated to $21 million and in 7 years increased to $344 million. By 2003 
exports increased to $2.1 billion mainly due to this treaty (Gangee, 2016, pg. 260).  

3 This was mandated in the Australian Wine and Brandy Corporation Act 1980, which is now known as 
the Wine Australia Regulations 2018. 
4 “A Geographical Indication (GI) is a word or expression used in the description and presentation of a 
wine to indicate the country, region or locality in which it originated or to suggest that a particular quality, 
reputation or characteristic of the wine is attributable to the wine having originated in the country, region 
or locality indicated by the word or expression” (Wine Tasmania, 2019). 
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in the Coal River Valley at the same time.  East Coast vineyard plantings began in the 

1980s, starting with Freycinet and Craigie Knowe vineyard. Last was the North West 

with the establishment of Lake Barrington Estate in 1986 (Turnbull, accessed April 

2020). 

In 1986 there were only 47 hectares of vineyards across Tasmania with an 

annual production of 154 tonnes (Turnbull, accessed April 2020). In 2019 there were 

just under 2000 hectares of vineyards with an annual production of 16,000 tonnes 

(Wine Tasmania, accessed November 2019). Vineyard plantings and wine production 

have seen remarkable growth over a relatively short time period, albeit from a small 

base. 

Tasmania is a region dominated by family owned boutique producers but has 

seen investment from larger companies steadily increasing over the last 15 years. 

Brown Family Wine Group (BFWG)5 purchased Tamar Ridge in 2010 and in 2019 the 

Fogarty Wine Group (FWG) purchased 200 hectares of land for vineyards and 

partnered with a local wine processing facility6 (Winetitles, accessed April 2020). 

Accolade, Australia’s second largest wine company,7 owns the highly successful 

sparkling wine houses of Bay of Fires and Arras, which have been sourcing fruit from 

Tasmania since 1986. Treasury Wine Estates (TWE), Australia’s largest wine 

company by revenue,8 also has a presence in Tasmania (Winetitles, accessed April 

2020).  

 

 

 
5 BFWG’s portfolio in Tasmania includes Tamar Ridge (Tamar Valley) and Devils Corner (East Coast). 
6 Renamed Tasmanian Vintners Pty Ltd. 
7 Size of company based on revenue not production. 
8 TWE’s Tasmanian portfolio consists of Heemskerk and Abels Tempest (sourced throughout 
Tasmania). 
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3.3 Tasmania’s Single Geographical Indication 

“The Australian Geographical Indication ‘Tasmania’ was entered in the Register 

of Protected Names on 26 January 1994” and it contains no registered sub-regions to 

date (Wine Australia, accessed January 2020). However, the diverse climate, soil and 

topography of Tasmania supports the argument that distinct sub-regions could exist 

in such a large single GI and are often informally referenced as such.9 

In 1985 the Vineyards Association of Tasmania10 launched the Tasmanian 

Appellation of Origin Scheme (TAOS). Fred Peacock from Bream Creek Vineyards 

recounted how the need for the scheme arose when bulk wine from Victoria was 

falsely labelled as Tasmanian. The TAOS was subsequently created to protect the 

wines of Tasmania, guaranteeing origin as well as establishing parameters for quality 

through an approval process. “The legislation was designed to protect the growing 

industry from misrepresentation” (Walker, 2012, pg. 151), guaranteeing that a wine’s 

origin was 100% Tasmanian. The introduction of the Label Integrity Programme (LIP) 

in 1990 superseded the need for the TAOS and it consequently expired in 1992 

(Peacock 2020, interview Appendix 8.2). 

Whilst some respondents in Tasmania believed the TAOS created the sub-

regions we see today, this is incorrect. The TAOS protected the entire region, 

guaranteeing Tasmanian origin and quality, but it did not establish specific sub-

regions. Moreover, the creation and naming of these sub-regions occurred when 

Europeans settled in the 1700 -1800s, before vineyards were planted. “These names 

are used by all types of businesses operating in these geographic areas, including 

tourism, agriculture, councils, etc. They are not unique to wine” (Davies 2019, 

interview Appendix 8.2). Protection of these regional names and the unique produce 

 
9 Map 1, pg. 10. 
10 Later renamed Wine Tasmania. 
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grown in these sub-regions may become important in the future to ensure provenance 

and authenticity. 

 

Map 1: Tasmania and its Unofficial Sub-Regions 

 

Source: (Wine Tasmania, accessed November 2019) 
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4 METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Introduction 

The physical criteria modelling used a quantitative approach to analysis of the 

data, which was collected from the Bureau of Meteorology (BOM), Geoscience 

Australia, the University of Tasmania and Wine Australia (using Spatial Vision GI 

boundaries). This was done in conjunction with Combus, a catastrophe modelling 

business that specialises in statistical modelling.11 Combus was commissioned for the 

purpose of this paper to collect physical data and interpret if there were any similarities 

or differences between the currently accepted sub-regions of Tasmania and determine 

if new boundaries could be created. The analysis of the climate, topography, drainage 

basin and river catchment data generated new sub-regional boundaries for this paper 

in conjunction with the physical criteria for GI determination.12 

Next, a survey and a series of interviews were conducted and subsequently 

analysed using the ‘grounded theory’ method. This method is a qualitative and 

quantitative evaluation of social research, focusing on empirical fieldwork to relate the 

data collected back to the real world (Denscombe, 2010). The survey’s function was 

to gauge local industry sentiment about potential sub-division and determine if there 

was a preference for the number of sub-regions created or a desire to remain the 

same. This human side of the research allowed for insight and opinion to guide 

theories and shape conclusions. The semi-structured interviews conducted produced 

unstructured data, adding depth and breadth to the survey component.  

 
11 Combus typically models large-scale natural disasters for insurance companies for risk assessment. 
For this paper, they used their access to data and knowledge of the environment to relate it to the 
physical environment of Tasmania. They were commissioned to remodel the boundaries and examine 
statistically if there were different sub-regional characteristics to warrant sub-division.  
12 Wine Australia Regulations 2018 see Appendix 8.4. 



 

12 

Lastly, the two GI case studies retrospectively provided historical details and 

opinion about the challenges and successes of creating new GIs and sub-regions. 

As there is little research regarding the creation of Tasmanian sub-regions to 

date,13 examination from these three differing perspectives was deemed the most 

realistic method of data collection, opinion and analysis. 

4.2 Physical Criteria Data Modelling 

Physical criteria data was based on the Tasmanian Viticultural Soils and 

Geology Map (University of Tasmania, 2001) and the Tasmanian Vineyard Locations 

Map.14 Drainage basin and river catchment data was accessed from the BOM 

(Australian Government, 2013),15 as was weather station data on temperature and 

rainfall. In conjunction with Combus, original boundaries were defined and created, 

using the drainage basin catchments (Wine Australia Regulations 2018 Section 57 

1(l)),16 the natural boundaries of rivers, oceans, state forests and elevations under 

300m, where all current vineyards are located.17 Overlaying these newly created 

boundaries was a dissection of the Tasmanian soil map to attempt to simplify the soil 

types present in each region based on their geological era. Temperature and rainfall 

data were collected to see if the distinct sub-regions could be further defined based 

on the physical criteria. 

 

 
13 Literature reviews and research showed very little data or published papers based solely on this topic, 
however, there were blogs and numerous references made to the unofficial sub-regions. Papers and 
research have made comment to the single GI and potential for division but with differing focus or topic, 
not the question why it has not been sub-divided. Dr. Andrew Pirie is currently conducting research on 
classifying sub-regions according to temperature and humidity to predict wine style, which is the closest 
topic on sub-division found in relation to this research paper. (Pirie 2020, interview Appendix 8.2). 
14 Tasmanian vineyard locations, see Appendix 8.5. 
15 Map 3 pg. 19. 
16 Wine Australia Regulations 2018, see Appendix 8.4. 
17 Currently all vineyard locations are under 300m elevation, due to the cool temperatures or 
unsuitability of land for vineyards as modeled from Appendix 8.5 combined with elevation data. 
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4.3 Survey Design 

The survey18 consisted of 20 questions beginning with the physical environment 

of the respondents’ vineyards, to determine if there was a uniformity of answers based 

on vineyard location. Open-ended questions were also used to gauge respondents’ 

sentiments towards potential sub-division, including their opinions on the optimal 

number of sub-regions and any challenges or benefits they could foresee if they were 

to be established. Opinion combined with the physical data collected for this paper 

could present a strong case for creating sub-regions or alternatively could reject the 

case for sub-division. 

The sample set consisted of Tasmanian stakeholders (32 respondents)19 who 

completed the survey via email. Respondents were grouped based on location and 

business size (Table 1 below). Each unofficial sub-region was represented amongst 

the survey’s respondents in addition to two outside these sub-regions and one 

sourcing fruit from all over Tasmania. Small, medium and large businesses 

responded, providing a broad and diverse range of opinions.  

  

 
18 Copy of survey see Appendix 8.3. 
19 Of the 32 respondents, one was a trade body and two respondents did not complete the survey in its 
entirety, however, some sections were answered to allow inclusion of their data, therefore 32 
respondents were counted. 
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Table 1: Survey Respondents Based on Location and Size20 

Location Category Size (ha) Production 
(9L cases) 

L/M/S Respondent 
ID 

Coal River 
Valley 

G-P 2ha 500 S R1 

 G-P 15.7ha 7430 S R5 

 G-P 12ha 3000 S R6 

 G-P 3ha 5000 S R7 

 O-C 20ha 2-3000 S R26 

 O-S 67ha 45,000 M R24 

 O-S 5.5ha 1800 S R19 

 O-S 3ha 2500 S R16 

 G-P 0.3ha 100 S R9 

Derwent 
Valley 

G-P 12ha 3000 S R6 

 G-P 52ha 1500 S R20 

 G-P 35ha 180,000 L R10 

Tamar Valley G-P 5ha 1000 S R27 

 O-S 22 ha 12-15,000 M R25 

 O-C 325ha 200,000 L R18 

 O-S 86ha 40,000 M R15 

East Coast G-P 5ha 3500 S R8 

Huon Valley G 0.5ha  S R17 

 O-S 12.5ha 500 S R2 

 O-S 7.5ha 3000 S R28 

 G-P 6.5ha 1,300 S R21 

Pipers River-
NE 

G-P 15ha 7500 S R22 

 G-P 3.2ha 1000 S R3 

 G-P 2ha 500 S R13 

 G-P 4ha 400 S R12 

NW Tas O-C 7ha 3000 S R31 

NW Tas O-C 27ha 15,000 M R32 

SE Tas O-S 33ha 6000 S R23 

S Tas G 0.8ha N/A S R29 

Tasmania O-C 112ha N/A M R30 

 

Key  

G: grower only 

G-P: grower, producer 

O-S: own vineyard and sources fruit 

O-C: own vineyard, company owned 

S (Small) - under 10,000 cases p.a. 

M (Medium) - between 10,00-50,000 cases p.a. 

L (Large) - greater than 50, 000 cases p.a. 

  

 
20 One respondent was a trade body and two respondents omitted hectares planted and did not report 
annual production, therefore were excluded from the table. R6 has several sites in Tasmania. 
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4.4 Interview Context and Design 

Phone and email interviews were conducted to add extra breadth to the survey 

results. Interview questions were tailored to the individual respondents, their roles and 

relationships to Tasmania and thoughts regarding the potential for sub-division of the 

single Tasmanian GI.21  

4.5 Purpose of the Case Studies 

The case study methodology involved interviews delving into social history, 

recounting stories from producers and wine industry stakeholders who were part of 

the process or live in the relevant GI today. This was necessary to provide insight into 

the GI establishment process and to explore whether Tasmania can take any lessons 

away from the creation of other GIs in a potential Tasmanian GI sub-division scenario. 

The case study research has come from a variety of sources, including books, 

blogs, articles but primarily from interviews with Coonawarra and Great Southern 

producers, both current and from the past. Interviews also included prominent wine 

industry members and individuals who played a role in the GI establishment process.  

  

 
21 For list of subjects interviewed see Appendix 8.2. 
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5 RESULTS AND ANALYSIS 

5.1 Physical Criteria  

5.1.1 Physical Criteria - Boundaries 

This research paper created an argument for the potential establishment of new 

sub-regional boundaries using GI criteria defined by four categories:  

• Drainage basins (BOM – Australian Hydrological Geospatial Fabric, using 

Tasmanian topographic drainage divisions and river regions, Map 3 pg.19).22 

• The natural boundaries of rivers, forests and oceans.  

• The inclusion of current vineyard plantings23 other than those that were clearly 

located outside of drainage catchment boundaries or natural borders. 

• Elevations under 300m. This elevation was determined by the fact that current 

vineyards are all under 300m, most likely due to temperatures decreasing at 

higher elevations and most vineyards are situated in coastal areas or along 

rivers, where temperatures are milder and elevations are lower (Ctercteko 

2020, interview Appendix 8.2). Additionally, further inland the terrain becomes 

unsuitable for viticulture due to lack of rain, too much rain, ripening challenges 

or frost risk (Smart and Wells, 2014). 

Map 2 below shows the variations in existing boundaries as defined by different 

existing sources (in colour), while the thick black line denotes this research paper’s 

newly proposed boundaries based on the above four categories.  

 
22 BOM has mapped all drainage basins and river regions for data collection throughout Australia. 
23 For Tasmanian vineyard locations map see Appendix 8.5. 
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It is clearly challenging to have so many wide-ranging unofficial boundaries, 

potentially confusing consumers and those wanting to learn about Tasmania’s sub-

regions. 

Map 2:  Current Versions of Tasmanian Sub-Regional Boundaries 
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5.1.2 New Sub–Regional Boundary Creation 

Creation of the new boundaries as proposed by this paper was based on the 

four categories listed in 5.1.1 whilst also referencing the Australian Wine Regulations 

2018 Section 57.1 (the relevant sections below are related to the physical criteria): 

(c) whether the area is a single tract of land; 

(f) natural features within or near the area, including rivers, valleys, hills and 

other topographical features; 

(l) within a natural drainage basin; 

(q) whether there is a common history of grape and wine production in the area. 

Section 57.4: 

(b) includes a smaller area for which a geographical indication has previously 

been determined.  

Maps A to G (below) provide details of the new boundaries proposed for this 

paper. Using the stated methodology, all sub-regions were contained within a single 

drainage basin except for the North West (four catchment basins) and Huon Valley 

(two catchment basins). In addition to this data, other factors used to help determine 

the final boundaries were the natural borders of state forests, waterways and reserves. 

Additional data to support the new boundaries was the analysis of soil and climate 

statistics to determine the degree of similarities or differences between the proposed 

sub-regions. A final consideration, which was similarly used for the establishment of 

the Great Southern and Coonawara GIs is the location of current vineyards.24  

 
24 For Tasmanian vineyard locations map see Appendix 8.5. 
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Map 3:  Tasmanian Topographic Drainage Divisions and River Regions25

 

Source: (Australian Government, BOM Geofabric Hydrology Reporting Catchments) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
25 This map defines the drainage basin catchment zones which contribute to creation of boundaries in 
Maps A-G below. 



 

20 

Map A:  Tamar Valley Boundary 

The Tamar Valley boundary follows a portion of the single drainage basin(Zone 18 - 

Map 3 pg. 19).  

Northern boundary: Bass Strait.  

Eastern boundary: uses the drainage basin catchment boundary to Five Mile Bluff 

Conservation Area.  

Southern & Western boundaries: follows the South Esk River which flows northwest 

to Hadspen. The west boundary borders Briggs Regional Reserve. Mountains and 

unsuitable land are found South of Evandale, whereby challenging ripening conditions 

and irrigation would be required (Smart and Wells, 2014). 

 

Key  

Land above 300m contour line 
 

Drainage basin catchment 
boundaries     

 

Proposed sub-regional 
boundaries    

Current vineyard locations  
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Map B. North West 

The North West region boundary traverses four drainage basin catchment zones 

(Zones 14, 15, 16, 17- Map 3, pg. 19). 

Northern boundary: Bass Strait. 

Eastern boundary: is at Port Sorell, a harbour that empties into Bass Strait.  

Southern boundary: follows the 300m contour line. 

Western boundary is the Cam River, at Somerset and is also a shire boundary.  

 

Key  

Land above 300m contour line 
 

Drainage basin catchment 
boundaries     

 

Proposed sub-regional 
boundaries    

Current vineyard locations  
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Map C. North East 

The North East region boundary follows a single drainage basin catchment  

(Zone 19 - Map 3 pg. 19). 

Northern boundary: Bass Strait. 

Eastern boundary: follows the catchment boundary to Cape Portland. 

Southern boundary: follows the 300m contour line. 

Western boundary: is shared with Tamar Valley sub-region and is the drainage 

catchment boundary to Five Mile Bluff Conservation Area. 

 

Key  

Land above 300m contour line 
 

Drainage basin catchment 
boundaries     

 

Proposed Sub-regional 
boundaries    

Current vineyard locations  
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Map D. East Coast 

The East Coast boundary is contained in a single drainage basin catchment  

(Zone 2 - Map 3 pg. 19).  

Northern boundary: ends at Chain of Lagoons due to beaches and forest reserves 

further north that create a natural boundary. 

Southern boundary: is the Prosser River at Orford, a natural inlet that forms a 

boundary. Land further south includes both forest and state reserves that form a 

natural boundary.  

Eastern boundary: is the Tasman Sea. 

Western boundary: follows the catchment boundary using state forest and national 

parks as the natural boundary, beyond which the land is unsuitable for viticulture. 

 

 

 

 

 

Key  

Land above 300m 
contour line 

 

Drainage basin 
catchment 
boundaries     

 

Proposed Sub-
regional boundaries    

Current vineyard 
locations  

 

 



 

24 

Map E. Coal River Valley 

The Coal River Valley boundary is a single drainage basin catchment  

(Zone 3 - Map 3 pg. 19).  

Northern boundary: follows the 300 m contour line. Also note that there is a high 

frost risk in the northern section of this proposed region (Smart and Wells, 2014).  

Southern boundary: is the Tasman Sea. 

Eastern boundary: follows the catchment basin boundary. 

Western boundary is shared with the Derwent Valley boundary. 

 

 

Key  

Land above 300m contour line 
 

Drainage basin catchment 
boundaries     

 

Proposed Sub-regional 
boundaries    

Current vineyard locations  
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Map F. Derwent Valley 

The Derwent Valley boundary is a single drainage basin catchment  

(Zone 4 - Map 3 pg.19). 

Northern boundary: bordered by the Styx River at Glenora, joining the Derwent 

River but keeping under the 300m line, further north are state forests.  

Southern boundary: is the Tasman Sea. 

Eastern boundary: shares the Coal River Valley boundary. 

Western boundary: is delineated by the 300m contour line and Franklin-Gordon 

National Park. Further west is unsuitable due to moderate frost risk and insufficient 

rainfall (Smart and Wells, 2014). 

  

Key  

Land above 300m contour line 
 

Drainage basin catchment 
boundaries     

 

Proposed Sub-regional 
boundaries    

Current vineyard locations  

 



 

26 

Map G. Huon Valley 

The Huon Valley boundary encompasses two drainage basin catchments (Zones 5, 

6 - Map 3 pg. 19).  

Northern boundary: is delimited by forest reserves. 

Southern boundary: is the d’Entrecasteaux Channel. 

Eastern boundary: is shared with the Derwent Valley sub-region’s boundary and 

the 300m contour line.  

Western boundary: is the 300m contour line and the wilderness beyond. 

 

 
Key  

Land above 300m contour line 
 

Drainage basin catchment 
boundaries     

 

Proposed Sub-regional 
boundaries    

Current vineyard locations  
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5.1.3 Physical Criteria - Soils 

Soil analysis was used to determine similarities or differences between 

the newly proposed sub-regions. The Tasmanian Viticultural Soils and Geology 

Map (University of Tasmania, 2001) was chosen as the map source as it is 

based upon reliable data from Geoscience Australia. Using geographic 

information system (GIS) analysis, the data revealed a total of 166 categories 

of underlying soil types related to their relevant geological era throughout 

Tasmania. A ‘spatial join’26 was created within the geology map, overlaying the 

newly created sub-regions, which isolated 76 of the total 166 soil categories 

present within these sub-regional boundaries (see Map 4 below). This newly 

created geology map outlines the sub-regional boundaries (in black) and the 

corresponding soil composition that was discovered using the spatial join, 

denoted through differing colours. The regions that show significant similarities 

are the southern and eastern regions, whilst those in the north are vastly 

different. This evidence demonstrates inherent differences between the sub-

regions due to the lack of correlation in the soil data.  

  

 
26 A spatial join occurred when the geology map was laid over the newly created regions to 
seek similarities or differences in their geological makeup. 
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Map 4: Tasmanian Soil and Geology with Sub-Regions 
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Table 2: Geological Categories found in Proposed Sub-Regions 

Geological 
History 

North 
West 

Tamar 
Valley 

North 
East-
Pipers 
River 

East 
Coast 

Coal 
River 
Valley 

Derwent 
Valley 

Huon 
Valley 

Ordovician 
Devonian 26.1% 3.0% 46.1% 7.5% 0% 0% 0% 
Permian 
Sedimentary 7.4% 9.4% 2.0% 1.1% 10.5% 18.4% 30.8% 
Triassic 
Sedimentary 0.3% 2.2% 0.3% 9.0% 25.6% 28.8% 18.6% 
Jurassic 
Dolerite 4.1% 34.3% 1.9% 62.8% 38.1% 35.9% 42.1% 
Tertiary 
Basalt 31.2% 2.8% 5.7% 0% 6.5% 4.3% 0.7% 
Tertiary 
Sediments 6.1% 24.7% 14.7% 1.9% 9.7% 3.7% 1.2% 
Quaternary 
Windblown 16.8% 18.3% 29.2% 17.5% 9.6% 8.8% 6.3% 

Other 8.1% 5.3% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.4% 

TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Source: (University of Tasmania, 2001) 

Table 2 above provides the differing percentages of the dominant soil 

geology present in each proposed sub-region, based on their geological eras 

(cells highlighted in red). The dominant parent material of the East Coast, 

Derwent Valley, Coal River Valley and Huon Valley sub-regions is dolerite 

(magma) which covers one-third of Tasmania. These four sub-regions are in 

the southern and eastern sections of Tasmania and display similarities due to 

their proximity; this detail can be examined in Map 4. In addition, Table 2 shows 

how all the sub-regions have significant differences in their percentile 

categories of geological eras adding validity to sub-regional division. The only 

exceptions are Coal River Valley and Derwent Valley which have a similar soil 

composition as they share a sub-regional boundary.  

Table 3 below shows the differing soil characteristics as proposed in the 

survey to discover the similarities or differences between individual sub-

regional locations. The survey responses indicated that 56% of respondents 

agreed that the sub-regional soil types put forth corresponded closely to their 
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properties, while 29% did not and 15% offered no response (which could be 

construed as being either not in agreement or that another soil type was 

present). The analysis highlights the soil diversity present in Tasmania and the 

uniqueness between sites.  

Thus far, the soil differences reinforce the validity of the physical criteria 

used in this paper to create boundaries (including drainage basins, natural 

borders and elevation), thereby supporting the possibility for compelling sub-

regional division. 

Table 3: Summary of Soil Characteristics by Sub-Region 

Sub-Region #1 Dominant 
Geology % 

#2 Dominant 
Geology % 

Characteristics 

Huon Valley Jurassic 
Dolerite 

42% 

Permian 
Sedimentary 

31% 

Alluvial limestone, cracking black clay, 
decomposed shale (Vertosol) 
 

Derwent 
Valley 

Jurassic 
Dolerite 

36% 

Triassic 
Sedimentary 

29% 

Calcareous clay over river gravel varying 
to terra rossa (Dermosol, Podosol) 

North 
East -Pipers 

River 

Ordovician- 
Devonian  

46% 

Quaternary 
Windblown 

29% 

Acidic, compact clay loam and sandstone 
(Chromosol & Red Ferrosol) 
 

Tamar 
Valley 

Jurassic 
Dolerite 

34% 

Tertiary 
Sediment  

25% 

Sandy-silty loam over ironstone clay over 
hard pan clay (Kurosol, Chromosol & 
Dermasol) 

North 
West 

Tertiary 
Basalt 
31% 

Ordovician- 
Devonian 

26% 

Rich red basalt, deep acidic soils (Red 
Ferrosol) 
 

Coal 
River 
Valley 

Jurassic 
Dolerite 

38% 

Triassic 
Sedimentary 

25% 

Grey sand and clay loam over deep 
marine shell base, alkaline (Vertosol, 
Dermosol) 
 

East Coast Jurassic 
Dolerite 

63% 

Quaternary 
Windblown 
Sands 17% 

Sandy clay loam over heavy clay 
(Chromosol) 
 

Sources: (Wikipedia, accessed May 2020), (University of Tasmania, 2001) 
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5.1.4 Physical Criteria – Weather 

Map 5: Locations of Temperature and Weather Stations 
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5.1.4.1 Rainfall 

Rainfall data was taken from BOM weather stations from the locations 

pinpointed on Map 5 above. The stations were selected based on data 

sufficiency and proximity to vineyards. Five samples were taken from three 

weather stations per region during the October to April growing season from 

2014 to 2019. Table 4 provides an overview of annual and growing season 

rainfall over a 29-year period. 

 

 

Table 4: Rainfall Overview Tasmanian Sub-Regions 

Region 
Mean Annual 

Rainfall 

Mean Growing 
Season Rainfall 

(Oct-April) 

Coal River Valley 562m 299mm 

Tamar Valley 679mm 313mm 

Huon Valley 841mm 435mm 

North West 983mm 351mm 

East Coast 653mm 420mm 

Derwent Valley 531mm 277mm 

North East-Pipers River 911mm 378mm 

Source: 1991-2020 data (Australian Government, 2013) 
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Maximum Rainfall 

Table A: Correlation of Maximum Rainfall Within Each Sub-Region 

  
North 
West 

Tamar 
Valley 

North 
East-
Pipers 
River 

East 
Coast 

Coal 
River 
Valley 

Derwent 
Valley 

Huon 
Valley 

North  
West 1 0.72790 0.74279 0.45004 0.35250 0.40120 0.40375 

Tamar 
Valley   1 0.66658 0.46451 0.35404 0.44366 0.43093 

North East – 
Pipers River     1 0.52166 0.32102 0.35057 0.44368 

East  
Coast       1 0.43426 0.44987 0.41458 

Coal River 
Valley         1 0.67414 0.60224 

Derwent 
Valley           1 0.70342 

Huon 
Valley             1 

 

Table A is a statistical correlation matrix based upon the maximum 

rainfall within each region. As anticipated, this shows that regions near one 

another are more heavily correlated, e.g. the North West and Tamar Valley with 

a correlation factor of 0.72790. Furthermore, an ANOVA (analysis of variance) 

was calculated to determine any statistical differences between all regions. This 

resulted in a probability value (P-value) of 0.1795,27 which shows that there are 

no significant differences across all regions for maximum daily rainfall.28  

Additionally, a similar approach was taken in order to compare across 

regional pairs in Table B below, which shows P-values consistently above 0.05, 

and hence it can be concluded that maximum rainfall is not statistically different 

between sub-regions. However, there are two exceptions, as highlighted in red:  

 
27 Maximum Rainfall ANOVA, see Appendix 8.6. 
28 Assuming a significance level of 0.05. 
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1. Coal River Valley and Huon Valley 

2. Derwent Valley and Huon Valley 

The two pairs above have a P-value lower than 0.05 and hence exhibit 

significant statistical differences in maximum daily rainfall. As these three 

regions are side by side, it is important to note that daily maximum rainfall levels 

vary the most in regions where expected similarities should be. The accuracy 

of the statistical data is verified in Table 4 as when comparing the same pairs, 

the result is the same. 

Table B: Correlation of Maximum Rainfall Across Sub-Regional Pairs 

  
North 
West 

Tamar 
Valley 

North 
East- 
Pipers 
River 

East 
Coast 

Coal 
River 
Valley 

Derwent 
Valley 

Huon 
Valley 

North  
West 0.45267 0.71986 0.21757 0.47873 0.49948 0.61140 0.09345 

Tamar Valley   0.86232 0.36731 0.74262 0.31078 0.38223 0.21331 
North East – 
Pipers River     0.40393 0.52691 0.07142 0.08686 0.88940 
East  
Coast       0.97320 0.16499 0.20377 0.35457 
Coal River 
Valley         0.91704 0.82404 0.01589 
Derwent 
Valley           0.90172 0.01813 
Huon  
Valley             0.78860 

 

Tamar Valley’s pairing with the North West (green highlight) shows a P-

value of 0.71986 and consequently the maximum daily rainfall variance is not 

statistically significant. Table 4 corroborates this observation when comparing 

the three northern regions’ mean growing season rainfall. In conclusion, 

northern sub-regions of Tasmania show little variation in terms of maximum 

rainfall, while the southern sub-regions show a statistically significant difference 

when the analysis is comparatively paired.  
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Correlations of Maximum Rainfall Between Sub- Regions (excluding zero 

rainfall days)  

Table C below is a statistical correlation matrix based upon maximum 

rainfall (excluding days of zero rain) within each sub-region. When compared 

to Table A, which is an analogous study but includes all days, the correlation 

coefficients are lower. For example, the correlation coefficient between Tamar 

and North West in Table A was 0.72790 whereas in Table C it has fallen to 

0.71470, due to the removal of zero rainfall days, which has altered the data to 

show a greater degree of statistical difference. 

Table C: Correlation of Maximum Rainfall (excluding zero rainfall days) 

Within Each Sub-Region 

  
North 
West 

Tamar 
Valley 

North 
East- 
Pipers 
River 

East 
Coast 

Coal 
River 
Valley 

Derwent 
Valley 

Huon 
Valley 

North  
West 1 0.71470 0.73187 0.42077 0.32178 0.36663 0.36580 

Tamar 
Valley   1 0.65259 0.43677 0.32415 0.41250 0.39591 

North East – 
Pipers River     1 0.49983 0.29288 0.31824 0.41395 

East  
Coast       1 0.40565 0.41570 0.37429 

Coal River 
Valley         1 0.65681 0.57932 

Derwent 
Valley           1 0.68117 

Huon  
Valley             1 

 

Table D examines the P-value across regional pairs, where there is a 

higher number of red highlighted data, indicating higher statistical differences 

comparatively to Table B. 
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Table D: Correlation of Maximum Rainfall (excluding zero rainfall days) 

Across Sub- Regional Pairs 

  
North 
West 

Tamar 
Valley 

North 
East-
Pipers 
River 

East 
Coast 

Coal 
River 
Valley 

Derwent 
Valley 

Huon 
Valley 

North  
West 0.03452 0.49416 0.02484 0.34037 0.40272 0.51533 0.02995 

Tamar  
Valley   0.52847 0.13154 0.65391 0.20939 0.25007 0.9954 
North East – 
Pipers River     0.1521 0.37212 0.03214 0.04123 0.86862 

East  
Coast       0.87782 0.06618 0.09161 0.22676 

Coal River 
Valley         0.75637 0.70099 0.00013 

Derwent 
Valley           0.67211 0.00002 

Huon  
Valley             0.33339 

 

This widening difference based upon maximum rainfall is further 

supported by the differing ANOVA, which calculated a P-value of 0.00901 

(Table C) compared to the first analogous study (Table A) listing a higher P-

value of 0.1795. 29  

Table D indicates that the amount of rainfall varies between regions 

denoted through red highlights.30  One significant variation in maximum daily 

rainfall is between the North West and North East regions (0.02484), which is 

curious since a natural assumption would be that these nearby regions would 

have less variance, not more. There are also significant differences between 

the North East and Derwent Valley pairing and the North West and Huon Valley 

pairing which were not seen in Table C, undoubtedly because they are 

geographically distant. Looking at the data set differently revealed unexpected 

 
29 Appendix 8.6 compared to Appendix 8.7 ANOVA tables. 
30 Note however that none of these results give any information as to the specific amounts of 
rainfall in each region. 
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variables, e.g. variances in rainfall levels between proximate regions. This is 

one element of difference which could add to a strong, fact-based argument for 

sub-regional division.  

To conclude, all regions have differing rainfall averages, especially in 

terms of growing season rainfall, which supports a logical sub-regional division 

scenario. The statistical matrix tables also illustrate that rainfall predominantly 

varies between the southern regions whilst there is little variation between 

regional pairs in the northern regions. This supports the need to define sub-

regions by climate, especially in southern Tasmania. 

5.1.4.2 Temperature 

Table 5: Temperature Overview of Tasmanian Sub-Regions 

Region MJT31 GDD 
Annual Average 

Temp. 

Coal River Valley 17.8°C 950 13.3°C 

Tamar Valley 18.5°C 1231 13°C 

Huon Valley 15.7°C 828 11.7°C 

North West 16.5°C 797 12.6°C 

East Coast 17.2°C 1118 13.6°C 

Derwent Valley 17.1°C 1101 12°C 

North East- Pipers River 17°C 1095 12.2°C 

Source: 1991-2020 data (Australian Government, 2013) 

The Growing Degree Days (GDD) measure was used for this paper’s 

analysis.32 GDD are a measure of heat accumulation for vine growth commonly 

used to compare regions and stages of vine growth (eVineyard, accessed May 

2020).  

 
31 Mean January Temperature. 
32 GDD = (Tmax + Tmin) / 2 – Tbase (where the Tbase is 10°C). 
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Temperature data was collected from a single weather station in each 

sub-region (due to the lack of additional stations). The weather station criteria 

are based on available data over the last 5-10 years and proximity to vineyard 

locations.  

Table E below is a statistical correlation matrix based upon the GDD 

within each proposed sub-region, which demonstrates a high correlation across 

the regions, for instance the Tamar and North West correlation measurement 

at 0.95683 (green highlight). Table 5 also confirms the largest GDD variance 

was for this pair, an unexpected result as these two regions share a common 

boundary. The likely reason for such a large variance is sheltered nature of the 

Tamar Valley, whilst the North East-Pipers River sub-region is wetter with more 

humidity, contributing to the greater temperature variance between these two 

neighbours (Stelzer 2018). 

Growing Degree Days (non-cumulative) 

Table E: Correlation of GDD Within Each Sub-Region 

  
North 
West 

Tamar 
Valley 

North 
East-
Pipers 
River 

East 
Coast 

Coal 
River 
Valley 

Derwent 
Valley 

Huon 
Valley 

North 
 West 

1 0.95683 0.94670 0.83515 0.85740 0.89473 0.84985 

Tamar  
Valley 

  1 0.95701 0.84417 0.85635 0.88796 0.84796 

North East – 
Pipers River 

    1 0.84779 0.85527 0.86271 0.83722 

East  
Coast 

      1 0.94245 0.87195 0.91006 

Coal River 
Valley 

        1 0.93065 0.95653 

Derwent 
Valley 

          1 0.95389 

Huon  
Valley 

            1 
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Table F: Correlation of GDD Across Sub-Regional Pairs 

  
North 
West 

Tamar 
Valley 

North 
East-
Pipers 
River 

East 
Coast 

Coal 
River 
Valley 

Derwent 
Valley 

Huon 
Valley 

North 
 West 

  1.30E-12 0.00215 0.00001 0.000001 0.00429 0.84889 

Tamar  
Valley 

    0.00003 0.00080 0.02369 0.00002 3.95E-12 

North East – 
Pipers River 

      0.28307 0.07068 0.88547 0.00382 

East  
Coast 

        0.38230 0.23310 0.00003 

Coal River 
Valley 

          0.05660 0.000004 

Derwent 
Valley 

            0.00734 

Huon 
Valley 

              

 

When calculating an ANOVA33 on GDD across all regions the P-value is 

7.99x10^(-15) which is extremely low, meaning there is a significantly large 

difference between the sub-regions’ GDD. However, in Table F the green 

highlights of the regional pairs show the largest difference in GDD, e.g. Derwent 

Valley and North West (0.00429) or East Coast and Huon Valley (0.00003), an 

anticipated result as these are from distant parts of the state. Conversely the 

red highlights reveal an unexpected result, showing very little statistical 

difference between, for example, North West and Huon Valley (0.84889) or 

East Coast and Coal River Valley (0.38230). These sub-regions are in 

opposing parts of the state where the largest differences were expected. Table 

5 shows that the North West and Huon Valley are the coolest sub-regions in 

Tasmania based on their MJT, whereas Coal River Valley and the East Coast 

share some similarities in temperature, verifying the statistical data. Hence, 

 
33 ANOVA table, see Appendix 8.8 
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looking at the data sets comparatively can challenge assumptions and can 

illustrate unforeseen results.34 

In conclusion, the physical evidence presented in this paper, including 

drainage basins, elevation, natural boundaries, existing vineyard locations, soil 

types, rainfall and temperature data provides a substantive argument for 

demarcating seven distinct growing sub-regions in Tasmania. 

5.2 Survey Insights and Analysis 

The survey results were primarily analysed using bivariate analysis to 

compare the relationships between the variables. The sample set breakdown 

by production and hectares is shown in Table 1 on pg. 14 which also 

categorizes respondents based on business size. Table 1 shows the sample 

set of 32 producers, of which 77% are small, 17% medium and 6% large. 

Growers, grower-producers and producers who source fruit make up 84% of 

the total respondent base whilst companies comprise of the remaining 16%. 

This aligns with the fact that Tasmania is a region largely composed of smaller 

boutique producers. 

The survey focused on the respondents’ opinions regarding current 

labelling decisions, current single GI status and explores whether they have 

considered or desire sub-regional division. Opinion was sought through open-

ended questions to gauge the true sentiments on the current GI and thoughts 

for the future of Tasmania.  

Whilst the absolute number of respondents (n = 32) was less than 

initially desired, their balanced sub-regional spread and cross-section of 

 
34 Other factors that can influence the data include mountain ranges, altitude, location and 
aspect of the BOM stations.  
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business sizes argues that valid conclusions can be drawn from the survey 

data. One respondent suggested that only pro-division supporters would 

respond to the survey, however that was not the case, with a greater number 

of respondents indicating satisfaction with the single GI status quo. 

5.2.1 Labelling - Sales Analysis 

Region and Labelling 

Average 
Sold in 

Tasmania 

Average Sold 
in Australia 

(ex. 
Tasmania) 

Average 
Export 
Sales 

Label Wine of Tasmania plus Sub-Region (19%) 
34% 

 
58% 14% 

1. Coal River Valley 15% 68% 18% 

3. Huon Valley 25% 72% 10% 

5. East Coast 95% 5% 0% 

7. Pipers River - NE 54% 45% 2% 

Label Wine of Tasmania Only (45%) 45% 55% 8% 

1. Coal River Valley 53% 59% 0% 

2. Tamar Valley 28% 58% 14% 

4. NW 43% 55% 3% 

6. Derwent Valley 30% 65% 5% 

7. Pipers River - NE 55% 45% 0% 

8. Sourcing all over Tasmania 59% 39% 2% 
NB: average % does not equal 100 %. 

Table 5.2.135 represents how labelling potentially impacts the destination of 

wine sales. Exceptions include sparkling wine producers who source from all 

over Tasmania (representing approximately 22% of those labelling ‘Wine of 

Tasmania’ only).36 Analysis demonstrates that producers who label with sub-

regions have greater sales outside Tasmania, selling 3% more on the 

mainland (58% vs 55%) and 6% more through export (14% vs 8%), but sell 

11% less within their own GI (34% vs 45%). A possible conclusion is that 

consumers' purchasing preferences outside of Tasmania specifically seek 

sub-regional definition found in greater label detail. However, it is also 

 
35 Regions not listed in table are those without a response in the survey. 
36 This 22% figure is derived from survey responses not shown in this table. 
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possible that producers think this is what consumers want, so label as such; 

“for high involvement consumers region of origin had the most significant 

impact on choice” (Charters, 2006, pg.103). The 45% of producers who label 

‘Wine of Tasmania’ only appear to believe that ‘Wine of Tasmania’ is the most 

important labelling criteria; “Subregional labelling is only understood by a very 

small percentage of consumers.  The Tasmanian Brand is much stronger” 

(R15) yet are selling only 11% more within Tasmania than those labelling with 

sub-regions. A final presumption may be that local knowledge of producers 

drives choice within Tasmania, hence greater label detail may not be 

required. 

5.2.2 Probability of Sub-Regional Division 

Probability 
Extremely 

Likely 
Likely Neutral Unlikely 

Extremely 
Unlikely 

Total 

Benefit 11.1% 14.8% 3.7% 7.5% 0% 37.1% 
Good for whole 

region 
3.7% 3.7% 0% 0% 0% 7.4% 

See benefits-no 
comment 

7.4% 7.4% 0% 7.4% 0% 22.2% 

Challenge 3.7% 11.1% 11.1% 25.9% 11.1% 62.9% 
Confusion for 

customers 
0% 7.4% 0% 3.7% 0% 11.1% 

Financial/Legal 0% 0% 0% 14.8% 3.7% 18.5% 
Stay the same 0% 3.7% 3.7% 0% 0% 7.4% 

Tasmania too small 0% 0% 0% 3.7% 0% 3.7% 
See challenges-no 

comment 
3.7% 0% 3.7% 3.7% 7.4% 18.5% 

 

Analysis of Table 5.2.237 seeks similarities within answers in order to 

group common themes. A total of 62.9% of respondents foresee challenges if 

sub-division were to occur, and a further 25.9% of those believe sub-division 

unlikely to happen. The biggest challenges anticipated are financial/legal 

issues, followed by consumer confusion (lack of understanding) or no desire to 

 
37 Respondent totals do not equal 100% as some responses were left blank. 
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seek sub-regions when purchasing. “Tasmania is so small nobody cares about 

sub-regions” (R7) was one sentiment, as was, “I believe there are benefits to 

sub-regions, but legally we can still use them without going through the 

expense of legislating this” (R19). Only a minority of respondents 37.1%, 

believe that sub-division will be good for the whole region, while 11.1% within 

that group feel subdivision is “extremely likely” to happen in the future. A large 

percent of respondents who believe there will be challenges (18.5%) or benefits 

(22.2%) offered no detailed elaboration, so it is hard to understand their exact 

motivations. Of the 37.1% who believe there are benefits to subdivision, it is a 

likely surmise that they are currently using sub-regional labelling and see the 

benefits of continuing to do so. Furthermore, the 62.9% of respondents who 

feel there will be challenges form a majority far beyond those respondents who 

see benefits. Undoubtedly the perceived challenges of customer confusion 

regarding labelling and the potential legal or financial issues are important 

factors to be addressed if sub-regional division is to be part of Tasmania’s GI 

future. 

5.2.3 Producer Opinion of the Current Tasmanian GI 

Preference 
Extremely 

Likely 
Likely Neutral Unlikely 

Extremely 
Unlikely 

Total 

Remain with single GI 3.3% 6.7% 10% 10% 6.7% 36.7% 

Create Sub-regions 3.3% 3.3% 0% 0% 0% 6.7% 

Wait and see 3.3% 10% 3.3% 13.3% 3.3% 33.3% 

No comment 3.3% 3.3% 6.7% 6.7% 3.3% 23.3% 

       100% 

 

Table 5.2.3 highlights that although most respondents are content to 

“remain with the single GI” of Tasmania, many are also willing to “wait and see.” 
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“Tasmania is very small. Now is the time to consolidate. Breaking it up will cost 

more, potentially divide growers and lead to many arguments over boundaries.  

Let’s just get on the job for now of promoting 'Tasmania” (R4). A mere 6.7% of 

respondents would proceed with sub-region creation. “Defining sub-regions will 

only add to the understanding and appreciation of how great Tasmanian wine 

can be. It will happen. It’s just a matter of time” (R28). The overriding opinion 

is that sub-regional division is not a preferred consideration by the region’s 

producers at present. Adding the 33.3% ‘wait and see’ respondents to the 6.7% 

supporting sub-division, still only equates to a 40% minority of the stakeholders. 

Whilst there are numerous reasons not to sub-divide, if subdivision were to 

happen in the future, clearly more support will be needed to ensure its success. 

Sheralee Davies highlights the viticultural challenges due to Tasmania’s 

marginal location which could be influencing opinion.“Our yields, however, vary 

significantly and as much as 50% year on year in either direction (…) seasonal 

variability of yields and higher average costs of production (we use the term 

‘high risk, high reward’) means that the profitability of individual wine producers 

is still very challenging.” (interview Appendix 8.2) 
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5.2.4 Sub-Regional Division Scenarios 

Sub-Regional Division Scenario % 

3 sub-regions: North, South and East 9.9% 

 Likely 3.3% 

 Neutral 3.3% 

 Unlikely 3.3% 

7 sub-regions: Tamar Valley, North West, Pipers 
River-North East, East Coast, Coal River Valley, 
Derwent Valley and Huon Valley. 16.1% 

 Extremely likely 6.5% 

 Likely 3.2% 

 Neutral 1.1% 

 Unlikely 3.3% 

Should include d’ Entrecasteaux Channel 2% 

Should remain as a single GI 59% 

 Extremely likely 7% 

 Likely 26% 

 Extremely unlikely 26% 

 Neutral 12% 

 Unlikely 12% 

Other 3% 

No comment 3% 

Total 100% 

 

Table 5.2.4 represents a future official sub-region scenario. There was 

overwhelming support for maintaining a single GI (59%) with the sentiment that 

sub-regions would be “extremely unlikely” to occur in the future (26%). “I don't 

support the division of Tasmania into sub regions. Tasmania is the most 

powerful brand we have in domestic and international settings. The strength 

Wine Tasmania has is that it is united and speaks with one voice” (R18). The 

cost of producing wine in Tasmania, the small tight knit community and the 

overwhelming support they receive from Wine Tasmania are important factors 

governing future decisions. However, it is interesting to note that if sub-division 

was to occur, respondents’ preference is for seven sub-regions (16.1%), over 

any other form of division. “Division maybe not the best choice of words. Maybe 

sub-regional unification?  Most producers are already calling out sub-regions. 
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Tasmania is a diverse wine growing state. With different climatic conditions and 

soil types (…) Defining sub-regions will only add to the understanding and 

appreciation of how great Tasmanian wine can be.” (R28). The reality is that 

Tasmania is already unofficially divided into seven sub-regions therefore, it is 

reasonable to hypothesize that producers are happy with this unofficial division, 

as seen by the current use of sub-regions on labels. The creation of seven 

official sub-regions would be the logical conclusion for the future GI map of 

Tasmania, if this scenario was to be explored, when the current sentiment is in 

favour of sub-division.  

5.2.5 The Importance of Sub-Regional Labelling  

Importance of labelling with sub-region Ranking              %  

Terroir and site important 1                     66% 

For the consumer 2                     25% 

Story Adds value 3                       9% 

37.5% of the total respondents                   100.0% 

 

Table 5.2.5 shows a representation of 37.5%38 of respondents and 

examines their views on the importance of sub-regional labelling. The most 

important factor identified by this group is terroir39 or site. “This information adds 

important layers to the Tasmanian wine story, whilst adding value to wine” 

(R28). It is significant to note that only 25% (of the 37.5% sub-set) of 

respondents thought the consumer needs were important. Whereby sub-

regional label detail can enhance the consumers wine journey and assist with 

purchasing cues. “Evidence in Australia at least, that consumers are 

 
38  The 37.5% are a subset of total respondents who commented on the importance of sub-
regional labelling. 
39 Terroir is regarded as the sense of place a wine conveys, encompassing a combination of 
physical and human influences, which cannot be replicated. 



 

47 

responding and making the region of origin of a wine a major factor in their 

decision-making processes” (Charters 2006, pg. 109). 

Interestingly, not a single respondent mentioned the main purpose of the 

establishment of the Australian GI system, which is primarily for protection of 

regional provenance. Although a majority of Tasmanian producers use or 

reference their sub-region in some form, implicitly highlighting its importance, 

the protection of sub-regional boundaries will inevitably become more 

important as Tasmania grows. “Use of a sub-region, without some formal 

designation, may be misleading to the consumer and open to 'creative' 

geographic interpretation” (R23). As only 37.5% of the respondents voiced an 

opinion on sub-regional labelling, it is hard to gauge what the other 62.5% of 

producers think, especially if they are only labelling their wines as ‘Wine of 

Tasmania’.  

The three main motivations behind respondents’ sub-regional labelling 

are intrinsically linked; terroir and site add to the story thus enhancing the 

customer journey, making the cues for purchasing easy to follow. These are 

fundamental for customer engagement and enhancing sub-regional identity.  

5.3 Interview Summary and Insights  

Semi-structured phone and email interviews were conducted which 

were individually tailored to obtain insight and opinion and to supplement the 

survey.40 Questions were open-ended to seek information not found in the rest 

of the research. 

An overarching theme expressed by most interview respondents is that 

there is little need for sub-division, with a majority happy with the current single 

 
40 For a list of subjects interviewed see Appendix 8.2. 
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GI. Large companies, such as Fogarty and TWE, are satisfied with the single 

GI, supporting Wine Tasmania’s marketing focus on “Tasmania” as a region. 

Fogarty stated that the relatively small size of the GI is a main contributor to 

this opinion (Fogarty 2020, interview Appendix 8.2).  

Additionally, other stakeholders see value in sub-regions but are 

cautious about change and the potential impact on their customer base. Ed 

Carr expressed that Tasmania is finally seeing global recognition and the 

introduction of sub-regions might confuse newly acquired consumers. 

However, he did also admit that the current single GI represents a rather 

simplistic approach and would prefer to see more “recognition of subregions” 

(Carr 2020, interview Appendix 8.2). Several other respondents interviewed 

acknowledged the importance of sub-regional definition as a product 

differentiator (Cameron 2020, interview Appendix 8.2) especially when the 

same variety is produced across differing regions. Tamar Ridge Pinot Noir is 

produced both in Tamar Valley and the East Coast, where it demonstrates 

distinctly different tannin structures and colour profiles, highlighting sub-

regional characteristics. 

Alternatively, there were also respondents who felt that change was 

inevitable and acknowledge the value sub-regions will bring to Tasmania in the 

future, though they did not desire sub-division at present. “Eventually sub-

regions will allow better and more targeted viti [sic] advice, especially as [the] 

climate warms. In terms of marketing, sub regions should be resisted until the 

industry is big enough to support fragmented marketing” (Pirie 2020, interview 

Appendix 8.2).  
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It is also important to note Wine Australia stated that GI creation is not 

a marketing tool, rather it is intended to protect the region and its reputation 

(Triggs 2020, interview Appendix 8.2). Professor Larry Lockshin also agreed to 

an extent, stating that being part of a sub-region does not necessarily equate 

to high quality; it is up to the producer to create quality (2020 interview 

Appendix 8.2).  

The interview results share a common theme of hesitation and caution 

when stakeholders consider the future of Tasmania and its potential sub-

division. Currently Tasmanian producers have the flexibility of informally using 

sub-regions, without a commitment to precise boundaries.   

To conclude, at this point in Tasmania’s wine evolution there does not 

appear to be support or desire to sub-divide by the wine community, although 

there is an acknowledgement that subdivision may be a legitimate future 

consideration. 

5.4 Case Studies 

5.4.1 Great Southern Case Study 

“The Australian Geographical Indication ‘Great Southern’ was entered 

in the Register of Protected Names on 30 October 1996.” (Wine Australia, 

accessed January 2020). The region is located in the southeastern corner of 

Western Australia (WA) and includes five sub-regions totalling 1950 ha of 

vineyards (Wine Australia, 2019a; Great Southern Wine, accessed April 2020). 

See Map 6, pg. 53, for sub-regional detail. 
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Table 6: Great Southern Sub-Regions and Statistics  

Sub-Region Date of 
Establishment  

Current Number of 
Wineries  

Hectares Planted 

Mt Barker August 1997 14 868 

Albany July 1999 5 80 

Porongurup July 1999 9 96 

Frankland River August 2000 8 1323 

Denmark January 2003 19 89 

Sources: (Wine Australia, 2019a) (Great Southern Wine, accessed April 2020) 

In 1996 there were six wineries in Great Southern, and now there are 52 

(see Table 6 for current winery data). The region has grown considerably from 

a small base yet is still regarded as a remote region. Much of the information 

about the Great Southern and its sub-regional establishment has come from 

interviews, as there is little other information on the subject. The early pioneers 

of this region were Tony Smith (formerly of Plantagenet Wines, established in 

1968), Betty Quick (formerly of Forest Hill Winery, established in 1965, as an 

experimental Government vineyard), Merv Lange (Alkoomi) and the Goundrey 

family (Goundrey Wines) who all worked together on the establishment of the 

Great Southern GI. Smith and Quick defined the Great Southern GI boundaries 

using roads, map indications, contour lines, shire borders, state forests and the 

natural border of the Frankland River. It’s important to note that the GI 

establishment was also influenced by where vineyards were planted at the 

time; also a key factor in the Coonawarra GI’s establishment and an important 

factor to consider if Tasmania sub-divides in the future.  

Some of the challenges for Great Southern were the alteration of original 

boundaries to fit GI criteria, along with time consuming soil analysis. These will 

also be considerations Tasmania will have to contemplate if Tasmanian 

producers proceed along this route. It is also notable that only five sub-regions 
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were ever proposed, over a six–year period (see Table 6 above and Map 6 

below). The unification of the winemaking community was the most positive 

benefit for the region as they marketed their region as a cohesive unit. The 

Great Southern Regional Association (GSRA), which Smith and Quick were 

part of, agreed that there might be marketing advantages in creating sub-

regions at the time. The impetus for establishing the Great Southern GI was to 

market the wines to the eastern states and introduce retailers to a little-known 

region (Smith 2019 & Quick 2020, interview Appendix 8.2). However, with the 

benefit of hindsight Tony Smith commented, “I later changed my mind on 

feeling that the sub-regions were too small and marketing the whole region 

would be more effective” (2019, interview Appendix 8.2). 

Producers today share a similar view in believing the Great Southern 

region was sub-divided too early in its evolution. “I think there are such a small 

number of producers and it is a relatively unknown region; it would have been 

sensible to keep it as one. The division has created a less collaborative 

environment and led to the dilution of [the] already small numbers of producers 

into sub-regional groups” (Oates 2019, interview Appendix 8.2). Betty Quick is 

of a similar opinion, that the pioneers of the region showed more collaboration 

and camaraderie compared to those today (Quick 2020, interview Appendix 

8.2). Furthermore, “The sub-regions have always developed their own 

identities and uniqueness. This has not helped the Great Southern region grow 

its reputation cohesively; I feel that some people still promote their sub-region 

first, not to the benefit of the region” (Diletti 2020, interview Appendix 8.2). This 

may be a crucial lesson for Tasmania to take from Great Southern: the maturity 

of a region and the timing of further division can significantly impact its future. 

Wine regions in general find the most success with regional identity if there is 
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an acceptance by the ‘cohesion of actors’ (winemaking community) whereby 

the entire region is more important than its sub-regions (Charters and Mitchell, 

2011).  
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Map 6: Great Southern GI and its Sub-Regions 

 

 Source: (Wine Australia, accessed January 2020)  
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5.4.2 Coonawarra Case Study 

Coonawarra is a GI located in the state of South Australia, and part of 

the Limestone Coast Zone. It was established as a GI on January 2003. 

Currently, there are 5293 ha under vine with 123 registered producers (Wine 

Australia, accessed January 2020). 

The defining feature of the region is its famed “terra rossa” soil (iron 

oxide topsoil - red Dermosol - over a hard layer of calcium carbonate that sits 

on softer limestone). The terra rossa area forms a raised, cigar shaped section 

of land, approximately 20 km long and 2 km wide, prized for its drainage 

capacity and suitability to Cabernet Sauvignon. The Coonawarra GI is much 

larger than the “cigar,” predominately situated on terra rossa soils but also 

interspersed with brown rendzina soils (still suitable for vine growth) and the 

less suitable black rendzina soils (Foale and Smith, 2004). 

The establishment of the Coonawarra GI was contentious, costly and 

embroiled the region in a legal battle for nearly 10 years. The defining factor of 

the argument was “the ability to place the name ‘Coonawarra’ on a wine label 

which had become a very valuable asset in relation to market access, prices 

received for wines and grapes and thus also for land values” (Foale and Smith, 

2004). The location of producers’ vineyards in relation to the finalised GI 

boundary would have future financial repercussions, especially for those who 

had used Coonawarra on their label for the past decade or more and were 

subsequently excluded. “Being inside or outside a regional boundary can have 

a significant impact on winemaker success” (Waye and Stern, 2016).  
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A brief overview of the boundary decision follows below with information 

collated from Gangjee (2016, pg. 273- 277) and Edmund (2006): 

1. The original GI application was submitted in 1995. 

2. Interim determination was passed by the Geographical Indications 

Committee (GIC) in 1997, open to appeal. Information was provided 

covering geology, climate, soil and history, however it appeared that the 

interim GI determination was based predominately on vineyard placement 

at the time.  

3. Final determination was passed in 2000 by the GIC and these new 

boundaries were not exclusively confined to the terra rossa ‘cigar’. 

4. One month after final determination passed, 46 applicants excluded from 

the Coonawarra GI submitted an appeal for inclusion. Most notable was 

Southcorp,41 in opposition to the 25 vignerons inside the boundary. 

5. Those placed outside the boundary argued that there was the lack of 

evidence showing grape growing homogeneity (per the GI criteria). This 

was corroborated by Professor Larry Lockshin and Tony Smith, who both 

gave evidence in the hearing (interview Appendix 8.2). Both confirmed that 

the area outside the boundary had an almost identical climate and soil (non-

contiguous terra rossa) as those inside the proposed boundary. Historically, 

producers who had always labelled their wines “Coonawarra,” should have 

remained inside the boundary, especially if existing vineyards were used as 

part of the defining criteria.42 

 
41 Southcorp was purchased by Fosters in 2005, creating a wine arm called Treasury Wine 
Estates, and subsequently demerged from Fosters in 2011 as its own company (Franson, 
2016). 
42 St Mary’s Vineyard, 15km West of Coonawarra, was closer to the ‘cigar’ than those to the 
south. They now label their wines as ‘Penola, Limestone Coast.’ 
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6. In 2001 a new boundary was created, doubling the size of the determination 

of 2000, and 24 of the 46 applicants originally outside of the boundary were 

now included. The GIC looked beyond the physical criteria of the cigar (a 

single tract of land, homogeneous in its grape growing attributes) to also 

include ‘proximity to the cigar’ as a further reason for inclusion.  

7. Of those still excluded from the GI, only five of the 22 remaining applicants 

appealed again, but now to the Federal Court of Australia (FCA). 

8. The FCA overruled the appeal of 2000, which resulted in the second GI 

boundary determination made void. Essentially the five applicants were 

closer in proximity to the cigar than many within the ‘new’ Coonawarra 

region, therefore warranted inclusion within the boundary43 (see Map 7 

below for the final boundary). 

Experts including Professor Larry Lockshin “agreed that a larger region 

could lift the profile of Coonawarra wines and enable them to produce the 

volume required to sustain a credible presence in the international market” 

(Edmund 2006, pg. 121). However, the locals inside the original boundary 

wanted to protect their interests and reputation in an ever-expanding region. 

The liberal interpretation and expansion of the criteria by the GIC undermined 

the process and appeared unfair to all involved (Edmund, 2006). “One of the 

changes stipulated was that all vineyards within the area were to be included. 

This led to new vineyards being planted on heretofore grazing land and on 

various soil types (…) criteria outlined by the GIC with absolutely no reference 

to soil types” (Bowen & Balnaves 2020, interview Appendix 8.2). The process 

 
43 And were also compliant with Section 25 of Wine Australia Regulations 2018, referencing 
“homogenous grape growing attributes.” 
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became highly divisive for the region and tarnished the people, friendships and 

to some extent, the wines.  Alternatively, Brian Croser believed in the larger 

Coonawarra GI for the potential benefits it would bring to the region, “a much 

bigger GI inclusive of all participants (…) which could have enhanced the 

dimension, diversity and appeal of the region to international markets. 

Coonawarra’s small dimensions and the lack of diversity have led to it being 

strongly eclipsed by Margaret River as Australia’s premier Cabernet region 

despite the obvious terroir advantages of Coonawarra” (2020 interview 

Appendix 8.2).  

Looking back, the process was challenging for the entire region and it is 

hard to take away a positive story for Tasmania to learn from. 
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Map 7: Coonawarra GI 

Source: (Wine Australia, accessed Jan 2020)) 
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5.4.3 Case Study Relevance to Tasmania  

Tasmania could certainly look at the Great Southern and Coonawarra 

GI establishment scenarios to see what lessons exist.  

Examination of the Great Southern GI establishment shows that the 

producers acted as a cohesive unit focused on creating and developing their 

region for the future. However, local stakeholders including Tony Smith and 

Cath Oates44 are not alone in their belief that the Great Southern GI division 

potentially happened too early in the region’s development. One could 

hypothesise that Great Southern’s regional reputation and recognition today 

might be greater if it had remained as a single GI, in contrast to the producers 

of Margaret River who are only just now exploring sub-regional division.45 

There are many similarities between Tasmania and Great Southern, not least 

of which is both are youthful regions with a limited number of producers. It is 

reasonable to presume that division of Tasmanian sub-regions could be easier 

to execute now due to the small number of producers who already act as a 

cohesive unit. “It's worth remembering the youth and size (…) of Tasmania's 

wine sector. (…) I think cohesion and collaboration is a major strength of the 

Tasmanian wine sector’’ (Davies 2019, interview Appendix 8.2).  

Tasmania has already unofficially created its sub-regions therefore 

legislating the boundaries would be a mere formality as producers are already 

working within these unofficial boundaries. Legislating the sub-regions would 

 
44 Former winemaker at Plantagenet, Mount Barker, WA. 
45 Margaret River is regarded as a premium region, with a well-established global presence, 
strong brand image, sought after wines with a high level of brand awareness, and all within a 
single GI. It is currently seeking to create the sub-region Wilyabrup within the Margaret River 
GI. 
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protect boundaries and provide consumers with truth in labelling; “colloquially, 

there are accepted ‘sub-regions’ in Tasmania but none of them have been 

determined under the legislation and, accordingly, the 85% rules doesn’t apply 

to them” (Triggs 2019, interview Appendix 8.2).46 However, if the Tasmanian 

wine community heeds Great Southern’s early push for sub-regions, that by 

some accounts resulted in a disjointed region overall, this could influence future 

sub-regional outcomes for Tasmania. 

Tasmania could also learn from the challenges and lost opportunities 

contained within the Coonawarra GI case study. The numerous appeals, final 

escalation to the FCA and the ever-changing boundary should undoubtedly flag 

concern to other regions considering sub-division. This adversarial situation 

reflected poorly on Coonawarra’s producers: “When we were in the public 

arena we were constantly asked about the Coonawarra boundary issue with 

the public perceiving us to be the ‘bad guys,’ whereas all we were trying to do 

was to defend the quality of wines” (Bowen & Balnaves 2020, interview 

Appendix 8.2). A similar degree of negative public perception could tarnish 

Tasmania’s reputation, compounded by legal and financial challenges raised 

by the survey’s respondents if subdivision were to proceed. On the other hand, 

if Tasmania does not consider future sub-division, will an opportunity be lost? 

Brian Croser believes this was the case for Coonawarra: “I truly regret that 

Coonawarra did not develop as an inclusive process and create a bigger, more 

diverse and interesting GI, much along the lines of Bordeaux and its left and 

right banks [sic] and the sub-divisions within Medoc, plus Graves, St Emilion 

 
46 LIP- a wine must contain 85% of the variety, region and vintage if this is stated on the label. 
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[sic] and Pomerol. It would have been a dynamic and intriguing evolution” 

(Croser 2020, interview Appendix 8.2).  

The long-term future of Tasmania should be reflected upon, as decisions 

made today are likely to impact the region into the future. Tasmania is a land 

of potential where creating opportunities could lay the foundations for even 

more growth. Acting at the right time in a region’s evolution could be the lesson 

Tasmania takes from both the Great Southern and Coonawarra GI case 

studies. 
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6 CONCLUSIONS 

This paper’s investigation into the thought-provoking question of 

whether the Tasmanian GI should be subdivided has yielded unexpected 

results. The question was approached from three differing perspectives, 

exploring evidence through physical data, local opinion and  human history 

viewpoints.  

Initially the sub-regional boundaries were re-designed using physical GI 

criteria. The parameters of drainage basin catchments, natural borders, 

elevation, existing vineyard locations, soil analysis and climate show distinct 

differences between sub-regions. Undoubtedly, the physical criteria presented 

in this paper provides compelling evidence supporting a strong case for sub-

regional division and the subsequent creation of seven distinct sub-regions in 

Tasmania. The seven sub-regions put forward by this paper are: North West, 

North East-Pipers River, East Coast, Coal River Valley, Derwent Valley and 

Huon Valley. The clearest and easiest division for the consumer and 

Tasmanian stakeholders to understand uses the physical environment to 

create boundaries and has been a successful model employed in other GI 

creation scenarios. “I think developing sub-regions based on geography is 

easier to understand and enforce” (Lockshin 2020, interview Appendix 8.2). 

The creation of Tasmanian sub-regions has the potential to elevate the region 

as a whole by allowing the expression of more distinctive sites and sub-regional 

characteristics to amplify to the Tasmanian wine story, ultimately adding to the 

success of the greater region. 

Considering the human side of the investigation, local stakeholders 

overwhelmingly support maintaining the existing single GI of Tasmania. Whilst 

many producers currently label with sub-regions or reference them on back 
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labels, the winemaking community does not want to have these officially 

legislated. The interview and survey responses uncovered numerous reasons 

for this desire to remain as a single GI, further compounded by a cautiousness 

around making decisions and the uncertainties of viticulture in a marginal 

climate. The Tasmanian wine community may well turn these challenges into 

future opportunities when all stakeholders are in unison and not constrained by 

the present-day situation where they appear less willing to explore the 

possibility of sub-regional division. A broad cross section of respondents 

strongly supports the current single GI, which prompts the question, “Why does 

there appear to be little demand for sub-regions in the future?” While this 

question is beyond the scope of this paper, the research conducted here has 

laid a foundation for further investigation into the topic of local sentiment around 

sub-division of the Tasmanian GI  

Another notable point revealed in the research was the lack of 

importance placed on the protection a GI provides for regional boundaries and 

labelling. “Probably the most important aspect (…) (that we hadn't considered 

until this survey) is that there is no protection for the region. People talk about 

the consumer not understanding the depth of the discussion but actually it's 

about regional protection.” (R21) This is increasingly important as Tasmania 

sees significant vineyard growth and expansion withits winemaking community.  

At present Tasmania has a very successful model and a single united 

voice for Tasmanian wine, successfully managed by Wine Tasmania.47 

Tasmania is a strong and cohesive brand, however, “new entrants are not as 

willing to subsume their own aims in the drive to promote the territorial brand 

 
47 Wine Tasmania is funded by voluntary membership, supported by 103 of the 160 licenced 
producers. 
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(some refuse to join the industry associations and support their events, others 

produce the cheapest wines possible – potentially undermining the regional 

reputation for quality)” (Charters and Mitchell, 2011), a prospect that should be 

considered and potentially combatted to protect Tasmania’s future.  

There are always lessons to learn from the past as seen with the Great 

Southern GI establishment and how its early creation of sub-regions did not 

elevate the overall region’s reputation as expected. Tasmania is a large, 

somewhat remote region of small producers, and to sub-divide too early in 

Tasmania’s evolution could slow future growth or cause fragmentation within 

the small producer base. Additionally, the Coonawarra GI establishment 

process further highlights the need for all stakeholders to be aligned in order to 

avoid a contentious, extended decision-making process.  

This paper’s examination of the single GI of Tasmania has revealed that 

the winemaking community appears to be satisfied with the status quo. The 

topic of GI sub-division has fostered debate and allowed stakeholders to 

consider the possibility of change, whether change can realistically happen and 

for what reasons. Technically, sub-regions could be legislated based on the 

physical criteria alone as detailed in this paper, but human support is also 

required to make such divisions viable. The take-away findings from the 

research point to the likely continued use of sub-regions without the added 

protection of legislated boundaries. However, as Tasmania continues to see 

vineyard expansion and new entrants into the market, further growth is 

inevitable and the implication is that along with growth, change will come. If the 

creation of sub-regions is to transpire it will be driven by those stakeholders 

who want to see boundaries protected and legislated to maintain the quality the 
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region has already built. The drivers of such a change must work together to 

adjust the mindset of the larger wine community in order to create a clearer 

future for Tasmania as a whole. 
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8 APPENDICES  

8.1 Research Paper Proposal 

IMW Research Paper Proposal Submission Form  

Student ID 15035 Date of submission 29/03/2020 

RPP Version No 11 Name of Advisor Eugene Mlynczyk MW 

Note: RPPs must be submitted via your Advisor to the IMW 

Proposed Title 

An investigation into whether the Tasmanian GI should be sub-divided. 

Research Questions:  Define the subject of your Research Paper and specify 

the specific research questions you plan to pursue. (No more than 200 words) 

Tasmania is a single Geographical Indication (GI) with 1,941 hectares under vine. 

It is regarded as one of the premium cool climate regions of Australia, with 100% 

of wines produced priced over $15 AUD/bottle. Tasmania has achieved an 

international reputation due to its focus on the premium wine sector through high 

pricing, limited production and a focus on terroir and site-specific characteristics. 

The size of this region, combined with its varied topography, differing altitudes 

and climates, presents Tasmania with the potential for further regional definition. 

Research Questions: 

1. A review of the physical criteria for GI creation to see whether this is a basis 

for the sub – division of the Tasmanian GI. 

2. A survey of the current Tasmanian GI stakeholders to see whether there is 

support for sub - dividing the GI.  

3. Case studies into the Great Southern Region and the Coonawarra GI’s to see 



 

71 

if their creation offers a way forward for Tasmania.  

Background and Context: Explain what is currently known about the topic and 

address why this topic requires/offers opportunities for further research. (No more 

than 200 words) 

The GI of Tasmania was created in 1994, by such criteria as: yields, vineyard 

size, topography, climate and harvest dates.  

Tasmanian vineyard plantings have increased by 25% over the last decade (Wine 

Australia), with current annual production at 16,000 tonnes. There are 160 

producers today, predominately working with classic French varieties, focused on 

terroir.  

Led by the experience of many European wine regions, the global marketplace 

shows an understanding of the concept of terroir and sub-regional individuality. 

New World regions are also exploring these concepts as part of their maturation, 

where terroir and site are seen as increasingly important for adding value.  

Whilst Tasmania legally is a single GI, some regard it commercially as a divided 

region, including eminent wine writer James Halliday, who divides Tasmania into 

three regions48. Regional body Wine Tasmania also divides the GI in its wine 

marketing49.  

Tasmania’s rise in importance as a premium cool climate region suggests a more 

formal division could happen in the future, due to the above factors and its 

apparent ability to qualify for division. This research will offer insight into sub-

 
48 Halliday, J. (2019). Halliday Wine Companion 2020: The bestselling and definitive guide to 
Australian wine by James Halliday - ISBN: 9781743795583 (Hardie Grant Books). 
49 www.winetasmania.com Wine trails 2020 

http://www.winetasmania.com/
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regionality as a potential future path for Tasmania as well as contribute to the 

wider body of research on the topic, which is currently quite limited. 

Sources: Identify the nature of your source materials (official documents, books, 

articles, other studies, etc.) and give principle sources if appropriate. (No more 

than 150 words) 

People: 

• Wine Australia- Rachel Triggs- General Council on GI committee- (contacted 

10/19- agreed to advise and provide additional information) 

• Wine Tasmania- Sheralee Davies CEO (contacted 10/19- agreed to interview 

and provide detailed information on Wine Tasmania’s vision) 

• Tasmanian trade interviews and questionnaire - growers, producers 

(mixture of small scale such as Pooley Wines through to the larger Josef 

Chromy) and companies (Brown Family Wines, Accolade, Fogarty Wine 

Group) 

• Dr. Andrew Pirie – Apogee Vineyards (contacted 12/19 current project on 

vineyard soils and sites in Tasmania) 

Articles: 

• Disorder with Law: Determining the Geographical Indications for the 

Coonawarra Wine Region. Gary Edmond 2006 Adelaide Law review 27 

• Scoping study for Marketing Tasmanian Wine- Directions 2022. Professor 

Larry Lockshin 
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Books: 

• Vintage Tasmania- The Complete Book of Tasmanian Wine – Tony Walker 

• James Halliday Wine Companion 2020- Hardie Grant Books- J Halliday 

2019 

• Research Handbook on Intellectual Property and Geographical 

Indications- Dev. S Gangjee 2016 

Websites: 

• Wine Australia - https://www.wineaustralia.com/labelling/register-of-

protected-gis-and-other-terms/geographical-indications-committee 

• Tasmanian Institute of Agricultural Research -

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/agriculture/publications-agriculture/tasmanian-

viticultural-soils-and-geology-map 

• Department of Premier and Cabinet - DPAC Climate Futures for 

Tasmania - http://acecrc.org.au/climate-futures-for-tasmania 

• Australian Government- Bureau of Meteorology - public data on 

Tasmanian climate charts 

Research Methodology: Please detail how you will identify and gather the 

material or information necessary to answer the research question(s) and discuss 

what techniques you will use to analyse this information. (No more than 500 

words) 

 

 

https://www.wineaustralia.com/labelling/register-of-protected-gis-and-other-terms/geographical-indications-committee
https://www.wineaustralia.com/labelling/register-of-protected-gis-and-other-terms/geographical-indications-committee
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/140195/CFT_Ag_Tech_Rpt.pdf
http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/140195/CFT_Ag_Tech_Rpt.pdf
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The research methodology will encompass the use of the Grounded Theory 

Method50 using both qualitative and quantitative data. Development of the 

research and the subsequent analysis will occur after the data is collected. 

a) Historical Research  

b) Quantitative Data - analysis of Tasmanian climate and geo-physical factors, 

technical and statistical support from Combus Pty Ltd (a natural disaster 

simulation modeling company). This will include: soil, topography, climate, 

temperature, humidity, rainfall, and sunshine hours. The differences will be 

categorized and grouped based on their differences, and measured against 

the physical criteria for determining GIs. The data collected will substantiate if 

division could or should occur based on accepted GI parameters.  

c) Comparisons - to two other GI establishment scenarios within Australia, and 

the challenges and successes these regions faced, through qualitative 

analysis. The Great Southern Region GI will offer an investigation into the 

similarities of a large single region that was divided due to its diverse climate 

and topography. The Coonawarra GI establishment was contentious and 

challenging for the producers due to boundary decisions. This GI exploration 

will touch on these challenges and how the physical boundaries were 

determined.  

d) Semi-structured interviews with a questionnaire – the use of qualitative 

methodology to probe Tasmanian industry perceptions and attitudes to a 

proposed regional division. This aims to offer breadth and local opinion to my 

quantitative data. This will include a representation of respondents from Wine 

 
50 The Grounded Theory Method is the collection and analysis of data. Theory is “grounded” in 
data, meaning that analysis and theory only occur after data collection. Grounded theory was 
introduced by Glaser & Strauss in 1967 to legitimize qualitative research. 
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Australia, Wine Tasmania, and growers and producers, representing a 

mixture of small, medium and large businesses. Questionnaires will be 

devised to gather data on the producers, followed up with interviews to gain 

further insight and promote discussion. This will be based on the pragmatic 

approach to sample sizing using non-probability sampling51. 

Questions will include: 

1. Location of vineyard. 

2. Hectares under vine. 

3. Annual production. 

4. Percentage of Tasmanian wine sold in Tasmania, percentage sold 

in the rest of Australia and percentage exported. 

5. Labeling – whether Tasmania is stated as a region alone or 

inclusive of a sub-region plus the state. 

6. Benefits to producer, grower or company of regional labeling: what 

are they? 

7. Should regions be officially designated: Yes or No? If yes, how 

many? If no, why not? 

8. How many official regions should be created? 

a) Two - North and South 

b) Three - North, South and East 

c) Seven - Tamar Valley, North West, Pipers Brook, East Coast, 

 
51 Sample size is based on good judgement from experience rather than calculations to 
determine sample size. The face to face interview sample size will be based on questionnaire 
responses to add  insight and opinion on the feasibility of a division. 
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Coal River Valley, Derwent Valley and Huon Valley. 

d) Remain the same as one GI 

e) Other division: please elaborate on how a proposed division 

should occur. 

Potential to Contribute to the Body of Knowledge on Wine: Explain how this 

Research Paper will add to the current body of knowledge on this subject.  (No 

more than 150 words) 

At present there is limited information on this topic, most likely due to the small 

size of the Tasmanian wine industry and its embryonic stage of development. 

Wine Tasmania has been able to promote Tasmania as a single region, which 

has proven successful to date, as this is a simple concept, and easy for 

consumers to understand. 

There is significant potential for this research to add value to the region and 

ultimately more recognition for their wines. This paper aims to provide evidence 

to foster debate for the positives and negatives of a potential division and what 

other emerging New World regions can take from such dialogue.  

Tasmania has gained an international reputation for quality wines. The 

commercial reality of a proposed division is already seen in Australian 

restaurants, many of which are using Tasmanian ‘sub-regions’ on their wine lists, 

demonstrating an acceptance of Tasmanian regional identity. 

Proposed Time Schedule/Programme: This section should layout the time 

schedule for the research, analysis and write-up of the Research Paper and 

should indicate approximate dates with key deliverables. Dates of submission to 

both Advisors and the IMW must be those specified by the IMW. 
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25th October 2019- submission of Research Paper proposal to advisor 

1st November 2019– submission of RPP to RP coordinators 

November-December 2019- fine tuning RPP for final approval 

November- January 2019– a) design of interview questions for Tasmanian 

stakeholders. 

b) continue research.  

February 2020- visit Tasmania to interview growers, producers, wine companies 

and Wine Tasmania in conjunction with questionnaire and semi structured 

interviews.  

26th February 2020- Deadline for RPP approval by RP Panel Chair (for final RP 

submission in June 2020) 

March 2020- interview and survey analysis 

March - May 2020- writing of research paper 

13th April 2020- confirmation to RP panel for submission for June 2020 deadline 

13th May 2020- deadline for submission of final RP to advisor 

May - June 2020- final amendments  

25th June 2020- deadline of final submission of RP to Institute via my advisor 
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8.2 List of Subjects Interviewed 

Name Position Method of 
Communicati
on 

Tony Smith  Former owner Plantagenet Wines, 
Honorary Patron of the Australian Wine 
Industry, awarded the Jack Mann Medal 
for services to the WA Wine Industry. 
Alternate member GIC committee for 
Wine Australia. Part of decision making 
for Coonawarra and Great Southern 
GI’s.  

Email-20/12/19 
Phone- 5/1/20 

Sheralee Davies CEO Wine Tasmania Email-17/9/19 

Rachel Triggs  General Counsel and General Manager 
– Market Access 
Wine Australia 

Email-25/9/19 
Video-22/4/20 

Wendy Cameron 
MW 

Wendy Cameron MW Wine Consultant 
(consults to Brown Bros Tasmania) 

Email- 21/4/20 

Cath Oates Owner Oates End Wine – previously 
worked for Plantagenet Wines 

Email-10/12/19 
 

Professor Larry 
Lockshin 

Professor of Wine Marketing  
University of South Australia 

Email-9/4/20 
Phone-16/4/20 

John Fogarty Head Viticulturalist Fogarty Wines. 
Working with Tasmania Vintners crush 
facility and establishing new vineyards 
in Tasmania 

Email-12/3/20 
Phone-19/3/20 

Brian Croser AO Owner Tappanappa Wines, Fleurieu 
Peninsula, SA, former winemaker 
Petaluma Wines, Coonawarra 

Email-8/4/20 

Doug & Joy Bowen 
Doug Balnaves 

Owners Bowen Estate Wines Owner 
Balnaves of Coonawarra. Interview was 
answered as a group effort 

Email-18/3/20 

Ed Carr Group Winemaker Accolade Email-8/4/20 

Steve Charters MW Professor of Wine Marketing 
Burgundy School of Business 

Email-23/10/19 
Video-11/5/20 

Ben Harris Head Viticulturalist Australia-NZ 
Treasury Wine Estates (TWE) 

Email-2/3/2020 
Phone-
10/3/2020 

Betty Quick Former owner Forest Hill Winery, 
instrumental in the Great Southern GI 
application 

Phone-5/5/20 

Alison Ctercteko 
MW 

Vignernon Huon Valley Email-23/10/19 

 Fred Peacock Owner Bream Creek Wines (part of the 
Tasmanian Appellation of Origin 
Scheme) 

Phone-8/5/20 

Rob Diletti Owner Castle Rock, Porongurup, WA Email-10/5/20 

Dr Andrew Pirie AM Owner Apogee Tasmania Email-22/5/20 
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8.3 Copy of the Survey 

 

Address

Not Applicable

1. Where is your vineyard located in Tasmania?

2. Describe your business.

Grower only

Grower and producer

Wine company with own vineyards

Wine company that sources fruit

Wine company that both owns vineyards and sources fruit

Trade body or representative of the wine industry

Other (please specify)

Owned hectares:

Sourced fruit:

Not Applicable:

3. How many hectares do you have planted (or source fruit from)?

Variety:Hectares 

Variety:Hectares 

Variety:Hectares

Variety:Hectares

Variety:Hectares

Variety:Hectares

Not Applicable

4. What varieties do you have planted and the quantities in hectares?

5. What is your annual production, in 9l cases?
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8. Below are the typical Mean January Temperature (MJT) for the sub-regions of Tasmania. Please  tick if

these temperatures correlate to your vineyard location. (within 0.5° C)

NW - 16° C

Tamar Valley - 18.1° C

NE and Pipers River - 17° C

East Coast - 16.9° C

Coal River Valley - 17.1° C

Derwent Valley - 16.8° C

Huon Valley - 15.8° C

Temperatures do not match our conditions

Other (please specify)

Altitude:

Slope:

Aspect:

Proximity to bodies of

water:

Other:

9. What are the defining topographical features of your vineyard? Please describe.

Percentage sold in

Tasmania

Percentage sold to the rest

of Australia

Percentage exported

Not applicable

10. Where is your wine sold?

11. How is your wine labelled?

Does your label state 'Wine of Tasmania' only?

Does your label state a 'sub-region' and 'Tasmania'; e.g. Coal River Valley, Tasmania?

Not applicable/ Other
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12. If you label with the sub - region as well as Tasmania, why do you do this?

Extremely useful Very useful Somewhat useful Not so useful Not at all useful

Why?

13. How suited is your brand to sub - regional labelling? Explain why.

14. Currently, some producers label using sub - regions. 

Do you think these producers should wait for official division, before labelling with sub - regions, if division was

ever to occur?

Yes

No

Why?

Extremely satisfied Very satisfied Somewhat satisfied Not so satisfied Not at all satisfied

15. How satisfied are you with the current status of the single GI of Tasmania?
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8.4 Wine Australia Regulations 2018 (F2018l00286) - Reg 57 

Criteria for determining geographical indications 

Determining the area and identifying its boundaries  

(1) For the purposes of subsection 40T(2) of the Act, the Geographical 

Indications Committee is to have regard to the following criteria in deciding 

whether to determine an area, and in identifying the boundaries of the area: 

(a) whether the area usually produces at least 500 tonnes of wine grapes in 

a year;  

(b) whether the area includes at least 5 wine grape vineyards of at least 5 

hectares each that do not have any common ownership (whether or not 

it also includes smaller vineyards);  

(c) whether the area is a single tract of land;  

(d) the degree to which the grape growing attributes of the area are:  

(i) uniform; and 

(ii) different from the grape growing attributes of neighbouring areas;  

(e) the history of the founding and development of the area (as ascertained 

from local government records, newspaper archives, books, maps or 

other relevant material);  

(f) natural features within or near the area, including rivers, valleys, hills 

and other topographical features;  

(g) constructed features within or near the area, including roads, railways, 

towns and buildings;  

http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/num_reg/war2018201800286286/s118.html#subsection
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(h) if an application was made to the Committee under section 40R of the 

Act--the boundary of the area suggested in the application;  

(i) the degree to which the geological formation of the area is:  

(i) uniform; and  

(ii) different from the geological formation of neighbouring areas;  

(j) the degree to which the climate of the area is uniform, having regard to 

the temperature, atmospheric pressure, humidity, rainfall, number of 

hours of sunshine and any other weather conditions experienced in the 

area throughout the year;  

(k) whether the date on which harvesting a particular variety of wine grapes 

is expected to begin in the area is the same as the date on which 

harvesting grapes of the same variety is expected to begin in 

neighbouring areas;  

(l) whether all of the area is within a natural drainage basin;  

(m)whether water is available from an irrigation scheme:  

(i) to a similar extent throughout the area; and  

(ii) to a different extent compared to availability in neighbouring areas;  

(n) the degree to which the elevation of the area is:  

(i) uniform; and  

(ii) different from the elevation of neighbouring areas;  

(o) whether there are any plans for the development of the area proposed 

by Commonwealth, State or municipal authorities and, if so, whether the 
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development would affect the uniformity of the area or its distinctness 

from neighbouring areas;  

(p) whether there are any relevant traditional divisions within the area;  

(q) whether there is a common history of grape and wine production in the 

area, and whether this differs from the history in neighbouring areas.  

Note: In determining a geographical indication under subsection 40Q(1) of the 

Act, the Committee is not prohibited under the Act from having regard to any 

other relevant matters.  

(2) For the purposes of paragraph (1)(b), a wine grape vineyard means a 

single parcel of land that is planted with wine grapes and operated as a 

single entity by:  

(a) the owner; or  

(b) a manager on behalf of the owner or a lessee (regardless of the number 

of lessees).  

(3) In considering the degree of uniformity of an area with respect to attributes 

mentioned in subsection (1), the Committee is to have regard to the size of 

the area.  

(4) In deciding whether to determine an area that:  

(a) is part of a larger area for which a geographical indication has previously 

been determined; or  

(b) includes a smaller area for which a geographical indication has 

previously been determined; 

http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/num_reg/war2018201800286286/s118.html#subsection
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/num_reg/war2018201800286286/s118.html#paragraph
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/num_reg/war2018201800286286/s118.html#subsection
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the Committee is to have regard to the degree of uniformity of the smaller of 

the 2 areas compared to the larger, and the distinct attributes of the smaller 

area.  

(5) Without limiting the way in which the Committee may identify the boundaries 

of an area, the Committee may use:  

(a) ordinance survey map grid references; or  

(b) local government boundary maps.  

Determining the indication to be used  

(6) For the purposes of subsection 40T(2) of the Act, the Committee is to have 

regard to the following criteria in determining a word or expression as the 

indication to be used to indicate an area:  

(a) any history relating to the word or expression;  

(b) whether, and to what extent, the word or expression is known to wine 

retailers beyond the boundaries of the area;  

(c) whether, and to what extent, the word or expression has been 

traditionally used in the area or elsewhere;  

(d) the appropriateness of the word or expression.  

Note: In determining a geographical indication under subsection 40Q(1) of the 

Act, the Committee is not prohibited under the Act from having regard to any 

other relevant matters 

  

http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/num_reg/war2018201800286286/s118.html#subsection
http://classic.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/cth/num_reg/war2018201800286286/s118.html#subsection
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8.5 Tasmanian Vineyard Locations Map 
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8.6 Maximum Rainfall 

 

 

8.7 Correlations of Maximum Rainfall Between Regions (excluding zero 

rainfall days) 

 

 

8.8 Growing Degree Days (Non-Cumulative) 

 

ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit

Sample 251.0184354 4 62.754609 3.82860139 0.004123259 2.373452082

Columns 145.8742007 6 24.312367 1.4832753 0.179516305 2.100140775

Interaction 253.2739456 24 10.553081 0.64383384 0.906553775 1.519163782

Within 95805.40018 5845 16.391001

Total 96455.56676 5879

ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit

Rows 48599.62826 541 89.832954 6.79826702 7.6324E-274 1.111469486

Columns 226.078097 6 37.679683 2.85147636 0.009013544 2.101376911

Error 42892.95619 3246 13.214096

Total 91718.66254 3793

ANOVA

Source of Variation SS df MS F P-value F crit

Sample 714.0542318 4 178.51356 14.3638477 1.5022E-11 2.37681708

Columns 993.3222965 6 165.55372 13.3210519 7.99107E-15 2.10355675

Interaction 35.97169272 24 1.4988205 0.12060053 0.999999951 1.523301029

Within 22618.9167 1820 12.427976

Total 24362.26492 1854


