[image: image1.png]—eKOS

Economic and Social Development












In Partnership with 
[image: image9.jpg]TOURISM

RESOURCES
C OMP AN Y



[image: image2.jpg]TOURISM

RESOURCES
C OMP AN Y




Report for Scottish Enterprise
August 2010
Registered Name: EKOS Ltd

Registered Office: St. George’s Studios, 93-97 St. George’s Road, Glasgow, G3 6JA
Telephone: 0141 353 1994
Web: www.ekos-consultants.co.uk

	EKOS Quality Assurance Record
 

	
	Name and email
	Date

	Prepared by:
	James Adam (james.adam@ekos.co.uk)
Iain Macfarlane (iain@tourism-resources.co.uk
	August 2010

	Proofed by:
	Suzanne Munro (suzanne.munro@ekos.co.uk)

	August 2010


	Quality Controlled by:
	Sandy Steven (sandy@tourism-resources.co.uk)

	August 2010


	If required, copies of this document are available in large print by contacting the author direct.


 As part of our green office policy all EKOS reports are printed double sided.
Contents
iExecutive Summary


iIntroduction


iObjectives


iMethod


iiConclusions and Recommendations


viiComparisons


viiiGrowth Forecasts


11.
Introduction


11.1
Background


11.2
Objectives


31.3
Methodology


41.4
Structure


52.
Destination Strategy Approach


52.1
Introduction


52.2
Rationale for Intervention


92.3
Competent Destination Approach


232.4
Wider Destination Strategy Progress


292.5
Equity and Equalities


333.
Growth Comparisons


333.1
Introduction


333.2
Scottish & UK Average


373.2
Comparison with Cumbria & NewcastleGateshead


393.3
Conclusions


414.
Future Growth Potential


414.1
Introduction


414.2
Methodology


504.3
Potential Growth


554.4
Conclusion


575.
A Summary of Conclusions/Strategic Findings and Recommendations


575.1
Introduction


585.2
Interim Evaluation


685.3
Comparisons


695.4
Growth Forecasts


iAppendix A: The Six Key Destinations


iiEdinburgh


xiGlasgow


xxiiHighland Perthshire


xxviiLoch Lomond and the Trossachs


xxxivRoyal Deeside


xlivSt Andrews


liiiAppendix B: Consultation List


lvAppendix C: Growth Forecasts Factors


lvIntroduction


lvDomestic Tourism


lviiOverseas Tourism


lviiiGrowth by Sector




Executive Summary

Introduction
The SE Tourism Destination Development Strategy was approved in early 2008 and aims to maximise the contribution that the six key tourism destinations in the SE area can make to the 50% revenue growth target set out in the tourism industry strategy. 

Central to the strategy is the “Competent Destination” approach which was adopted to ensure that SE was addressing market failure and engaging with industry and partners effectively.  This current study was commissioned to evaluate the success of the approach to date and where appropriate offer recommendations to help ensure future success.

Objectives

The objectives of the study were to undertake:

· an interim evaluation of the delivery of the SE Destination Development Strategy.  This involved reviewing progress against the seven actions set out within it and the ‘competent destination’ approach developed by SE.

· an assessment of the estimated potential future level of growth which could be achieved within each of the existing six key destinations; and

· an analysis of the relative performance of the six key destinations against wider Scottish and UK tourism performance.

Method

The method adopted for the study comprised:

· Desk-based review:

documents held by the client e.g. SE Destination Development Strategy, the individual Destination Strategies and Action Plans, approvals papers, etc

the original and updated baselines;

data on the performance of other destinations to provide comparisons;

· Fieldwork:

Internal consultations

SE National Tourism Team

SE Executives in the six key destinations

SE Executives in the Rural and Equity Teams

External Stakeholder consultations

Public sector partners

Private sector partners; and

· Growth projections:

Development of growth projections for the six destinations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Interim Evaluation

Each of the destinations has developed a Strategy and Action plan for their area (albeit very recently for Highland Perthshire).  It is too early in the process to say which of the partnerships is the most appropriate or the level of resources that should be directed towards them in the future.

In the final analysis in may not necessarily be the case that one best practice model will emerge that is better than any other.  Each model has the capacity to potentially deliver on certain projects/activities in a more impactful and efficient way than another.  This may ultimately lead to a ‘best practice’ approach for specific activities rather than an overall best practice model.

However, in terms of the specifics of the destination approach there are a number of key conclusions and therefore recommendations that will inform development and implementation in the future.  Some of these lessons in turn can potentially be employed in other parts of Scotland that are evolving destinations/groups that do not fall under the umbrella of the six key destinations. The key conclusions are that:

· each of the destinations has evolved a vision, strategy and action plan within the confines of the market intelligence available to it. However whilst the destinations have utilised various sources of information in evolving their proposals there is need for more market intelligence.  In turn this may point to a need to revisit some of these plans after destination audits and closer examination of markets has been undertaken in the future;

· in parallel consideration needs to be given to where the six key destinations sit in spatial development and investment terms in relation to the national picture (see later comments on a National Investment/Development Strategy);

· there is a need for a more formal centralised monitoring process of the development strategy initiative;

· each of the destinations have developed different structures and delivery models and in some cases the funding/resourcing of the organisation will be an issue in the future;

· funding/investment of projects identified by partnerships is also a challenge and may require new forms of funding mechanisms to be more fully explored;

· there is some confusion over what a ‘branding approach’ should actually comprise;

· initially bringing partners together does not necessarily guarantee that they will continue to be active partners.  There is also a balancing act between waiting to have all partners on board and progressing with projects;

· the partnerships tend to be industry informed rather than industry-led at this time.  This is a reflection of the market failure rationale with the public sector needing to lead at this time;

· the level and form of private sector engagement is an issue for the destinations.  However, the use of subgroups and project specific initiatives has a provided a successful route to increase private sector engagement;

· there is need for prioritisation and a focus on a smaller number of deliverable projects;

· there has been limited use of the Best Practice Guide with the areas that have tried to implement it finding it complicated;

· an informal rather than formal approach to sharing best practice has been adopted to date and this process needs to be strengthened;

· there is a need to implement a centrally managed measurement framework;

· there is the potential for much stronger links between the destinations and the SE Rural Team so as to meet the overall objectives of SE and future management and funding of initiatives.  It will also ensure that there is not duplication of effort; and

· SE executives will need to be aware of the increasing importance that is being placed on equality and environmental factors as this may shape project development more forcefully in the future.

In terms of the recommendations emanating from the evaluation these have been divided into those most relevant for the:

· SE Tourism Key Sector Team; and

· Project Managers to take forward to the partnerships in the six destinations.

The main recommendations for future development of the approach are:
SE Tourism Key Sector Team
Management Issues

· Recommendation 1: The individual destination strategies should be set within a wider context of and informed by a national development/investment strategy that has still to be evolved;

· Recommendation 2: There should be some model of formalised centralised management process within the SE Tourism Key Sector Team.  This would set objectives, milestones and responsibilities as are pertinent to SE for the:

strategies and action plans within the six key destinations (in conjunction with the six key destinations)

other actions identified in the SE Destination Strategy (see later recommendations);

Funding Mechanisms 

· Recommendation 3: Research should be undertaken into management models and funding mechanisms:
to identify new ways to fund projects and potentially kick start private sector investment (see National Investment Strategy and other models)

to monitor the partnerships success in securing other forms of funding and/or income.  It may be that the future commitment from SE is in employees’ time.  However, it may also include funding, particularly where structures have been set up that are directly funded by SE.  
If alternative sources of funding and/or income cannot be identified then SE may need to provide further financial support in the future if these structures are to be retained;

Visitor Research

· Recommendation 4: The national survey approach should continue to be pursued.  However, in the meantime there is an urgent need to agree a consistent approach across those destinations that are already implementing and funding their own survey work at the local level;

· Recommendation 5: A strategy to fill gaps in market intelligence at a National and Local level needs to be developed.  There are still major gaps in operating performance/visitor satisfaction levels and vital statistics, etc nationally and locally reflecting the boundaries of each key destination.  Performance data that can inform the updating of the strategies/progress against plan and private sector investment is needed.  These gaps need to be filled as a matter of urgency.  (See above National Survey and its content/targets).  Information will also be required at the local level to update baselines on an ongoing basis e.g. accommodation stock, occupancy levels and room market mix data;

Best Practice

· Recommendation 6: Revise the Best Practice Guide to create a more user-friendly version as it can potentially provide a useful tool for other destination groups across Scotland.  This should include further clarification on what comprises a ‘branding approach’.  The revised version should then be piloted in a couple of areas before rolling it out more widely;

· Recommendation 7: The SE Tourism Key Sector Team needs to develop a formalised approach to sharing best practice and lessons from the key destinations;

Measurement

· Recommendation 8: The SE Tourism Key Sector Team should develop a monitoring and evaluation framework to allow reporting of progress to take place centrally across the ‘whole strategy’ re progress against central strategic objectives and the individual destination action plans;

Equity and Equality

· Recommendation 9: The SE Tourism Key Sector Team should have a working session with each of the equity personal to ensure that all the appropriate links are established and requirements are being met.
Project Managers Six Key Destinations
Management

· Recommendation 10: The key destinations should focus on a smaller number of deliverable projects and these are to be fully informed by the findings of destination audits overlaid with the findings of research and up to date relevant market intelligence on detailed target markets. In some destinations this work is only partially available;
· Recommendation 11: Sub-groups and project specific initiatives should be used as a process to encourage more private sector engagement at the destination level.  The private sector should be encouraged to lead on these;

Funding Mechanisms 

· Recommendation 12: Research should be undertaken into management models and funding mechanisms at the destination level to identify ways to secure private sector funding/income to sustain the partnership vehicles and help fund projects/initiatives;
Visitor Research
· Recommendation 13: A strategy to fill gaps in market intelligence at a local level on an ongoing basis needs to be developed.  In tandem with Recommendation 4, project managers should be involved in ensuring a commonality of approach, where appropriate, is adopted.  This would apply across current and planned consumer surveys at the individual destination level;
Measurement

· Recommendation 14: The key destinations need to develop mechanisms for conveying progress with projects, particularly to the private sector.  This in turn can be linked back to Recommendation 8; and

Equity and Equality

· Recommendation 15: The Project Managers for the destinations should have a working session with each of the equity personal to ensure that all the appropriate links are established and requirements are being met.
Comparisons

The key points to emerge from comparing the performance of the six destinations with Scotland, UK, Cumbria and NewcastleGateshead are: 

Scotland & UK

· the total number of visitor days across the six destinations decreased by 2.4%, much lower than the decreases experienced in Scotland and the UK (13.6% and 10.1%, respectively); and

· the total visitor expenditure increased across the six by 1.8%, in line with the UK growth as a whole at 2%, however, the Scottish experience saw a decrease by 2.7%.

Cumbria & NewcastleGateshead

· the total number of visitor days across the six decreased by 2.4% a larger proportion when compared to NewcastleGateshead at 0.8%, that compares with an increase in Cumbria; and

· however the total visitor expenditure across the six increased by 1.8%, a larger percentage compared to Cumbria  at 0.8% and NewcastleGateshead  at 0.4%.

There is a need to be cautious about drawing conclusions from this analysis as it is over a relatively short period.  However, it is important to establish the process of comparing with other areas so as to monitor changes over time and build up a picture of the underlying trends over time.  

An interesting point that has arisen from the analysis is the importance in the balance between volume and value.  It is not only about the number of visitors that an area attracts but also the type of visitor.  This will be an important consideration for areas where supply may be constrained or there are environmental/conservation considerations.  In these areas the balance may be towards high value visitors rather than increasing overall numbers.

Also, in comparing the six key destinations with the Scottish and UK averages, it is important to bear in mind that the figures are calculated using different methodologies.  The six key destinations are based on the model developed by SQW for the SE baseline report whilst the Scottish figures are from the VisitScotland factsheets.  To be able to apply the SQW approach at the Scottish level would require an up to date accommodation audit for the whole of Scotland. 

Growth Forecasts

In the past the ‘potential’ or ‘ambition’ for each destination was expressed as an economic growth target.  In the case of the key destinations these targets were set at a level in excess of the national target of 50% growth by 2015.  For the purposes of this interim evaluation the decision was made that assessment of future growth potential should adopt more of a ‘forecasting’ approach.
Growth forecasts for the six have been established in terms of volume (the number of bednights) and value (the level of visitor expenditure).  The ranges of growth forecast by 2020 are (more detail on the process and growth factors used for each sector and destination are provided in Chapter 3 and Appendix C and is therefore not repeated here):
· Volume:

Low scenario: 22-33% (aggregated average 28%); and

High scenario: 26-35% (aggregated average 30%).

· Value:

Low scenario: 28-44% (aggregated average 37%); and

High scenario: 33-51% (aggregated average 44%).

	Table 5.1: Value Growth Low and High

	 
	2015
	2020

	 
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	Edinburgh
	17%
	20%
	36%
	45%

	Glasgow
	18%
	21%
	38%
	42%

	St Andrews
	13%
	15%
	28%
	33%

	Loch Lomond & The Trossachs 
	19%
	22%
	42%
	51%

	Highland Perthshire
	14%
	17%
	36%
	42%

	Royal Deeside
	17%
	20%
	44%
	50%

	Overall 6 Key Destinations
	17%
	20%
	37%
	44%


1. Introduction
1.1 Background
The Tourism Framework for Change, the industry strategy, sets out an ambition to grow Scottish tourism revenues by 50% from a 2005 baseline of £4.2bn by 2015.  In 2008, around 15 million tourists took overnight trips to Scotland.  The annual spend was over £4.0 billion and Scottish tourism contributed 11% to the Scottish service sector economy compared to 9% for the UK as a whole.

As part of the bid to help achieve these targets six “key destinations” in the SE area were identified which now act as the focus for destination development activity.  These are Edinburgh, Glasgow, Loch Lomond and the Trossachs, Highland Perthshire, Cairngorms/Royal Deeside and St Andrews. 

The SE Tourism Destination Development Strategy was approved in early 2008 and aims to maximise the contribution that the six key tourism destinations in the SE area can make to the 50% revenue growth target set out in the tourism industry strategy. 

Central to the strategy is the “Competent Destination” approach which was adopted to ensure that SE was addressing market failure and engaging with industry and partners effectively.  This current study was commissioned to evaluate the success of the approach to date and where appropriate offer recommendations to help ensure future success.
1.2 Objectives

The objectives of the study were to undertake:

· an interim evaluation of the delivery of the SE Destination Development Strategy.  This involved reviewing progress against the seven actions set out within it and the ‘competent destination’ approach developed by SE.
The Seven Key Actions

The seven key actions in the Destination Development Strategy are:
· preparation of destination development best practice resources;
· development and implementation of destination development plans for the six key destinations;
· further investigation and development of management models and funding mechanisms to support destination development, management and marketing activity;

· establishing mechanisms for sharing best practice across Scotland;

· visitor survey work to be carried out with VisitScotland, HIE and Scottish Government to identify visitor motivations, spend and flows across the key destinations and Scotland as a whole;

· development of a measurement framework; and

· refinement of appraisal and evaluation methodology.
Destination Development Approach
The components of the competent destination approach are:
· aimed at promoting industry leadership;

· vision-led rather than incremental;

· founded on market research and a branding approach;

· holistic, looking at all aspects of the visitor experience;

· partnership-based, involving other public sector partners and community groups;

· geared towards encouraging private sector investment; and

· exploiting synergies with other aspects of SE investment.
The consultants were asked to review progress that has been made since the introduction of SE Destination Strategy in January 2008 and the subsequent introduction of Strategies and Action Plans in each of the six destinations.  As the Action Plans for the destinations were not introduced until the period March –September 2009, it was recognised at the outset that it is too early for the benefits from this new approach to have been realised.  Therefore, it was agreed that the focus should be on evaluating the delivery approach to date and in particular progress against the competent destination approach.
Consideration was also required of the potential strategic issues and factors in the approach at this time which may have a negative effect on the destination strategy and individual destinations fulfilling their future potential.

The other two main objectives of the study were:
· an assessment of the estimated potential future level of growth which could be achieved within each of the existing six key destinations; and

· an analysis of the relative performance of the six key destinations against wider Scottish and UK tourism performance.

1.3 Methodology

The method adopted for the study comprised:
· Desk-based review:

documents held by the client e.g. SE Destination Development Strategy, the individual Destination Strategies and Action Plans, approvals papers, etc

the original and updated baselines (undertaken by SQW)
data on the performance of other destinations to provide comparisons;

· Fieldwork:

Internal consultations

SE National Tourism Team

SE Executives in the six key destinations

SE Executives in the Rural and Equity Teams

External Stakeholder consultations

Public sector partners

Private sector partners; and
· Growth projections:

Development of growth projections for the six destinations.
Reflecting the scope of the study in terms of private sector consultations we focused on businesses that had engaged at a strategic level and/or business associations such as restaurant/hoteliers associations (as they are able to provide a broader review than that of a single company).

At this stage it was too early to try to measure the impact on the businesses rather it was about taking a more strategic approach. The focus was on understanding their view on development of the destinations, progress to date and the most appropriate way forward.

1.4 Structure

The remainder of this report is structured as follows:

Chapter 2: reviews progress against the destination strategy approach.  This focused on the degree of engagement with the competent destination approach and progress towards the other six key objectives set out within the Destination Strategy;
Chapter 3: provides comparisons between the level of growth in the Six Key Destinations and Cumbria, NewcastleGateshead, and the Scottish and UK averages;

Chapter 4: sets out the future growth potential for the Six Key Destinations; and
Chapter 5: provides conclusions and recommendations.

Detailed reviews of each of the six key destinations are provided in Appendix A.  A consultation list is given in Appendix B.
2. Destination Strategy Approach
2.1 Introduction

This Chapter considers the 

· rationale for intervention, 

· the six destinations engagement with the competent destination approach; and 

· progress made towards the other six key objectives set out in the Destination Strategy.

2.2 Rationale for Intervention
2.2.1 Tourism Sector
Tourism is a key sector in Scotland.  In 2008 around 15 million tourists took overnight trips to Scotland and the annual spend was over £4bn.  Scottish tourism contributed 11% of the Scottish service sector economy compared to 9% for the UK as a whole.

The Tourism Framework for Change, the industry strategy, sets out an ambition to grow Scottish tourism revenues by 50% from a 2005 baseline of £4.2bn by 2015.

However, whilst tourism is a growth sector and a key sector for Scotland these on their own are not rationales for intervention by the public sector.  Rather intervention by the public sector should be predicated on addressing market failures.

2.2.2 Strategic Fit

The destination approach has a strong strategic fit with the key economic and tourism development frameworks for Scotland.
Government Economic Strategy (GES)
The GES identifies five strategic priorities one of which is a supportive business environment.  
This includes focussing on sectors and firms that offer the opportunity to strengthen Scotland's areas of international comparative advantage, through achieving critical mass and boosting productivity. Sectors, one of which is tourism, have the potential to make a significant contribution to increasing Scotland's growth where:
· Scotland has distinctive capabilities and businesses with the potential to be internationally successful in areas of global demand;

· they currently account for a significant part of the Scottish economy and reflect the contribution of all areas of Scotland; and

· government intervention can make a significant difference to future success by facilitating or accelerating development in areas where the market alone cannot deliver the best outcome.
SE Business Plan

A key aim is building globally competitive sectors.  The key area of focus for this is building on existing capabilities and ensuring Scotland is recognised as being a world leader in growing sectors in which Scotland can succeed (reflecting the strategic priorities of the GES).  One of these sectors is tourism. In SE the particular focus for supporting the tourism sector has been given to destination development through implementation of the development plans for the six main tourism destinations in the SE area.

Tourism Framework for Change
The Tourism Framework for Change was developed in 2006 with the ambition is to keep pace with global trends over the next 10 years –

so as to achieve 50% revenue growth.  A number of targets were developed and SE Destination Approach potentially has an important role to play in supporting progress towards a number of these including:

· Target 2 – every tourism business, culture and heritage organisation, and local authority will collect feedback from their own customers to help them “know their visitor” – who they are, why they have come and what they want out of their trip – and use this to inform their business strategies; 
· Target 7 – the tourism innovation group will foster collaborative working between tourism operators, encouraging them to use innovation tools to come up with creative ideas;
· Target 8 – tourism businesses will work with local authorities and culture, heritage and sport organisations to set up local product development networks for the heritage, history and events segment of the market; and
· Target 12 – tourism businesses, culture and heritage organisations, local authorities, VisitScotland and visitscotland.com will use effective marketing techniques to increase the number of visitors who come to Scotland.
2.2.3 Market Failures

There are some fundamental market failures in the tourism industry including:
· Externalities: or spill-over effects which can arise where markets fail to fully price certain costs and benefits.  Externalities result when a particular activity produces benefits or costs for other activities that are not directly priced into the market.  For example, a company creating a website that is designed to promote the whole destination as this would benefit other companies or society as a whole.  The fact that others would benefit from this but one company is bearing the costs means it would be unlikely to take place;

· Imperfect information: information is needed for a market to operate efficiently.  This information needs to be available fully to both sides of the market and where it is not, market failure may result.  This is known as ‘asymmetry of information’.  For example, where companies in the tourism sector do not have information on what visitors require they may be providing the wrong products and services.  The tourism sector is an industry dominated by small firms and it is likely that many will not have the resources to gather this knowledge; and
· Public goods: these are goods that are ‘non-rival’ (consumption of the good by one person does not prevent someone else from consuming it) or ‘non-excludable’ (if the good is available to one consumer, it is effectively made available to everyone).  Tourism businesses are heavily dependent on the physical environment in which they operate.  All of the companies benefit from the provision of these facilities but if it is left to the companies alone they would not be provided optimally.
The destination approach provides an opportunity to bring different partners together to work collectively to develop the destination.  This collective approach is a key aspect, as a number of the market failures in the tourism sector relate to there being a large of companies (in many cases small companies) operating in the sector.  Companies may not be prepared to invest in developments due to public good and externalities market failures but may be prepared to invest if there is a more collective approach.  However, whilst the destination approach affords the opportunity to bring partners together this does not necessarily mean that they will immediately act in a way that will address the market failures.  It is likely that the public sector will need to invest at an early stage to encourage businesses to change their behaviour. A key aspect to this is being able to demonstrate the benefits to companies of investing in the approach which directly relates to an information market failure.  If the companies do not have the information that demonstrates the benefits of participating in a destination (partnership) approach then they are less likely to join it and continue with it in the future.  This is a key theme which comes out within the remainder of this report.

There are clearly market failures in the tourism sector in terms of externalities, imperfect information and public goods
.  Public sector intervention is therefore required to address these market failures.  This provides a rationale for intervention in the tourism sector.  A destination approach to address these issues seems appropriate not least because it brings organisations together collectively to identify possible solutions to market failures that often arise through companies operating in isolation.  However, the challenge is in making the destination approach sustainable i.e. where a partnership would operate in the future without public sector support.
Another key consideration to bear in mind is that whilst there is a market failure rationale for the destination approach this does not automatically mean there is a rationale for a particular intervention/project.  It is still important that market failures are also assessed at the individual project level before embarking upon public sector intervention.  

This interim evaluation has not involved beneficiary surveys so it is not possible to assess the extent to which these market failures have been addressed at this time.  Also for many areas the destination approach is still at an early stage so it would unrealistic to expect the market failures to have been addressed at this stage.  However, this will be a key competent of any future evaluation.

Suffice to say at this point that the market failure rationale for a destination approach still applies at this time.
2.3 Competent Destination Approach

2.3.1 Introduction

We consider each aspect of a competent destination approach, as follows:

· partnership and industry leadership;

· vision;

· market research and branding;

· holistic;

· projects and private sector investment; and

· linkages.

It should be noted that where we cite examples in this chapter it is to help illustrate best practice that we are highlighting.  It is not designed to be an exhaustive list of all the activities that are taking place in each of the six destinations.  Further detail of activities taking place in each of the destinations can be found in Appendix A which provides a case study of each.

2.3.2 Partnership and Industry Leadership
Partnership Approach

All six areas have partnership approaches in place, and have all now reached a common stage in this respect.  However, they have reached this point over different timescales which means that some locations have made more progress with their actions plans than others.  The formats of the partnerships also vary by location as set out in Table 2.1.  (More detail on each is included in the Appendices where overviews of each destination are included).
Table 2.1: Partnership Formats

	Key Destination
	Partnership

	Edinburgh
	ETAG
 - (non-profit making unincorporated association)
Administered by seven Steering Group Members (three private sector and the Chamber of Commerce; VisitScotland, SE and CEC/DEMA
).

	Glasgow
	Public sector partnership, in the main, with private sector involvement through various industry-led sub-groups/ committees on individual projects.

	Highland Perthshire
	Highland Perthshire DMO - (company limited by guarantee).  Comprises representatives from the area’s traditional four local tourism associations, SE, Perth and Kinross Council and four/five private members (tbc)

	Loch Lomond and the Trossachs
	The focus is on one area of the Park at this time – Loch Lomond. Two stakeholder groups have been developed covering:
· Loch Lomond Shores

· Tarbet

There are plans to develop a DMO for the Loch Lomond area.  There is not a formal partnership approach for the remainder of the Park at this time.

	Deeside
	Twin approach:

· Public sector partnership approach (not formalised).  Based on agreement on key objectives.

· Deeside DMO - (formally constituted with private sector board).

	St Andrews
	St Andrew’s Partnership – (formally constituted with 14 board members)
· Four public sector representatives & 10 from local businesses/stakeholder groups

· Private sector Chair & Vice-chair


In the case of Edinburgh and Glasgow, where there were already partnerships in place, SE adopted the right approach in aligning themselves with these rather than trying to create new partnerships.  

In the other locations, partnerships were not already in place (or needed revised).  
In these cases SE has taken a key role in helping develop partnerships.  However, even here the types of partnerships that have been developed vary.  
For example in Deeside the public sector is leading on certain projects (that are considered commercially sensitive) whilst a DMO has been developed to focus on marketing, customer base and business engagement.  That compares with St Andrews which has developed a broader partnership with a remit which is much wider than tourism and where partnership members are active in developing projects which are relevant to them.
However, a number of these partnerships are relatively new so it is not possible at this time to assess which is the most appropriate approach or approaches (as there may be more than one depending on the type of location).
Representation

It has been easier to identify key public sector agencies that should be involved in the partnership.  However, that has not necessarily led to universal support from all the relevant public sector organisations operating in that area.  Differing geographic boundaries of operations has created tensions and differing views on the approach and priorities in some areas. This has been less of an issue for certain areas where most of the public sector agencies are operating to the same geographic boundaries e.g. Edinburgh, Glasgow.  Although that is not to say that there has not been a large amount of work undertaken by the public sector partners in these areas to establish strong partnerships, as priorities may differ even where geographic boundaries do not.  Ideally all of the relevant public partners would be represented but in some areas it has been necessary to continue without some so that progress can be made.  In some areas a much broader range of partners beyond those with a tourism focus, have been engaged in the partnership e.g. St Andrews.
Engaging the private sector has presented a different set of problems.  In the cities there are a large number of businesses so it means engaging with a small number of these businesses (although that can raise questions about how representative they are of the wider private sector) or engaging with business associations (the latter means not having individual business people as key ‘champions’ of the partnership).  Also engaging with a small number of business leaders does raise issues over time commitments and there is a danger of becoming over-reliant on a small number of individuals committing a lot of their time.  
This can particularly be an issue in the rural locations with a large number of very small businesses. It is very difficult for the owners of these businesses to commit time to a partnership.   
Industry-Led

A common theme that has emerged is that the partnerships, in the main, tend to be industry informed rather than industry-led at this time.  That is to say that the public sector has led on the initial strategy and action plan development.  However, the private sector is helping to inform, shape and fine-tune these to varying degrees.  In all cases the public sector has provided funding or resources (in the form of employees time) to develop the strategies and actions plans.  They are also providing resources to progress the projects, in some cases funding project managers to do this.

Below the level of the overall strategy and action plan there are examples of projects/initiatives on which the private sector are leading.  The extent to which these can be developed further and movement towards a more industry-led destination approach can be achieved will be a key challenge over the next phase of the destination strategy. The extent to which this is achievable is still to be tested.  
Active Members
In many cases there has been a reliance on the public sector to drive forward projects.  However, there are many examples of subgroups being developed to encourage the private sector to take more of a leading role in progressing individual projects/initiatives.  For example, in Deeside there has tended to be an over reliance on small number of individuals from the private sector.  However, this is something they are conscious of and are looking to address this through the use of subgroups e.g.  Food Tourism Group, Activity Providers Group where they are encouraging the private sector to take more of a lead.  In a city context, the use of sub groups has also been employed to engage more of the private sector at a project level e.g. Glasgow Service with Style where the private sector have had a key role in shaping and developing the initiative.  Another example is the St Andrews Skills Academy Advisory Board where the private sector is leading on this initiative.
As mentioned time commitments can be an issue for the private sector, particularly for small businesses in the rural areas.  Areas can end up becoming too reliant on a small number of ‘Champions’.

The partnerships are keen to increase individual private sector involvement/membership (where appropriate).  
Although this varies depending on the location, for example Glasgow is encouraging the private sector to become more involved through specific projects/initiatives (and at a strategic level) whilst Deeside is keen to increase its membership of the DMO. Whilst there may be differing approaches they all potentially provide:

· greater input in terms of market knowledge; 
· a larger pool of volunteers and skills to take projects forward;

· a more cohesive approach to development and promotion of the destination; and
· greater income/resources for the group to make it more sustainable.

Sustainability

Sustainability is a key issue for the future.  The various partnerships are being supported by public sector funding or public sector resources in various ways.  
For some areas this includes funding project managers and office costs, etc.  For these there will be a limit on how long this funding is guaranteed.  Therefore a key consideration is how these organisations/partnerships will continue to support themselves once and if the public sector funding/resources are removed.  
Some of the organisations have made some initial steps in terms of income generating activities such as membership fees, charging for training courses, etc but these activities would not necessarily make them fully self sustaining.  A key activity for these organisations should be investigating other sources of income generation and in some cases, partnerships have already identified or established ‘funding’ sub-working groups to the partnership structure to tackle this issue.
2.3.3 Vision

All of the areas have established visions and/or mission statements to meet the terms of the competent destination approach that aims to see Destination Futures be vision-led rather than ‘incremental’ strategies and Action Plans.  Associated strategies have also been developed by each destination with the exception of Highland Perthshire, at the time of consultation, but a draft business plan for the partnership/DMO has recently been developed.  
Some of these visions/strategies already existed e.g. Glasgow (Glasgow Tourism Strategy), Loch Lomond and Trossachs (National Park Plan).  Others have been developed by the respective new partnerships e.g. St Andrews, Deeside.  
Table 2.2: Vision, Strategy and Action Plan
	Key Destination
	Vision
	Strategy
	Action Plan

	Edinburgh
	Yes (ETAG)
	Yes (ETAG)
	Yes (ETAG)

	Glasgow
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Highland Perthshire
	Draft
	Draft
	Yes

	Loch Lomond and the Trossachs
	Yes (Park Plan)
	Yes (Park Plan) 
	Yes (focused on Loch Lomond)

	Deeside
	Yes  (Hall Aitken Report)
	Yes
	Yes (SE and DMO) 

	St Andrews
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes


Generally those involved in the partnerships recognise and agree with the overall visions.  However, these are simply setting a broader strategic approach; the key issue is operationalising these in terms of action plans.  All of the areas have developed action plans but key to delivery of these are resources and issues around allocating responsibilities and timescales for progress with these actions.  As delivery of these action plans progress it will be important to then link these back to the overall visions for the destinations to gauge the extent to which they are contributing to them.
2.3.4 Market Research and Branding Approach

Market Research

An aim of the Competent Destination Approach is to ensure that the future is ‘informed’ by market intelligence and research/branding approach, etc.

A mix of approaches has been employed in relation to the market research used to inform the evolution of vision, strategy and action plans at the individual destination level.  This has reflected, in the main, what market intelligence was available or could be instructed within the constraints of time/budgets.  Some areas have utilised research that had been commissioned by individual stakeholders rather than commissioning specific research to inform the vision and strategy.  Other areas have commissioned specific work to inform the strategy and action plan process.  
For example, product and market audits to identify product gaps and opportunities have been undertaken in Loch Lomond and the Trossachs and this approach has now been adopted by Royal Deeside and St Andrews.
Another key element has been about accessing inherent market intelligence and knowledge from the private sector.  
A key issue in relation to this is about increasing membership and representation of these groups as this will give a more rounded perspective from the private sector of the needs and opportunities in the destination.
Branding Approach

There appears to be confusion around the term ‘branding approach’ as part of a competent destination approach, as to whether it is about developing a specific promotional brand or whether it is about segmentation and target markets to inform strategy development re products and services.  
In Glasgow there is a strong brand ‘Glasgow: Scotland with Style’ which is used in many situations to promote the city and to inform product development.  None of the other areas have a similar type of brand (Edinburgh has the ‘Inspiring Capital’ brand but this was not considered to be as prominent nor particularly focused on tourism). The Deeside DMO has just completed a Branding and Marketing Plan.
Before other areas consider on embarking on brand development in the way Glasgow has there needs to be clarification over what is actually required to meet the requirements of the ‘Competent Destination’ model.
2.3.5 Holistic

In general consultation reveals it was felt that a holistic approach had been taken by the various destinations to ensure all aspects of the destination have been embraced and considered when implementing the competent destination approach and preparing visions/strategies and action plans.  This is holistic in terms of the whole destination and not simply SE’s elements of it.  This has been achieved albeit within the limitations of the existing data that was available and level of engagement from the private sector.  For example in Glasgow, the wider Glasgow Action Plan (i.e. not just SE’s elements of it) covers image & brand, people, place, product, major events, sustainable tourism, business innovation and market intelligence and measuring progress. 
A different example is that of Loch Lomond where a large amount of research was undertaken that covered the whole of the National Park.  This assessed the current market and potential future target markets for the destination and identified product gaps and potential opportunities.  Whilst the current partnership approach focuses on only one part of the National Park this resulted from a process of prioritisation from the wider holistic work that produced strategic responses that covered the whole Park.
That is not to say that there are not gaps in knowledge for the destinations.  Indeed several recognise the need for more feedback from the visitor market, either through feedback initiatives with companies or visitor survey work (although it is recognised that there are costs implications in implementing surveys).  For example, in St Andrews the partnership was very quick to implement a programme of visitor intelligence activity (S.A.I.L
) survey that will be used to inform future strategy and action planning.  
In some destinations the ‘holistic’ approach has seen the partnership embrace in its make-up, a broad and innovative range of members – St Andrews a prime example (see further detail in Appendix A).
2.3.6 Projects and Private Sector Investment

Projects

The competent destination approach calls for projects and private sector investment to be identified and fostered.  Details of key projects that have been identified and taken forward, to varying degrees, in each of the six destinations are provided in Appendix A.  The success achieved in each case varies.  This is due to several factors not least that in some destinations certain ‘projects’ had actually been ‘on the stocks’ prior to formulation of the current partnerships.  Therefore, ‘progress’ that is due to the current competent destination approach is not clearly attributable.  One cannot, therefore, suggest that whilst all have identified projects, that some have had greater success in moving forward than others since not all of the projects are similar or their timeframes/milestones comparable.  Suffice to say at this time that all six destinations have got a strategy/action plan in place.  All have a partnership poised, at least, at the ‘starting gate’ to take forward their Strategy and Action Plan with some already having started progressing these.
In terms of any project delivery or movement to date a key issue has been prioritisation. Whilst taking as holistic a view as possible is important to destination development, so is the realisation that it will not be possible to address all of the issues or deliver against all of the opportunities.  
A key lesson from a number of the areas was about prioritising a smaller number of deliverable projects rather than developing long lists of projects of which only a small number can be achieved. This is a conclusion that both Deeside and Edinburgh have identified through earlier exercises where they identified too many projects.  An important aspect of successful project delivery will be:

· identifying the activities to be undertaken;

· allocating responsibility to an organisation/individual;

· setting timescales; and 
· identifying the outcomes and an appropriate way to measure them.
Another key issue is about being able to demonstrate results both to justify public sector intervention and to encourage private sector engagement/investment.  As mentioned earlier there is often a reliance on a small number of people from the private sector.   A common theme that arose was that of being able to demonstrate results from the partnership’s activities.  Many see this as the key way to encourage other members of the private sector to engage with the process (and retain those that already do).  
Private Sector Investment

Many projects in the Action Plans by their very nature require investment by the private sector for them to be realised.  Implicit in these projects becoming successful and being implemented in the ‘destination’ is the need to encourage private sector investment.  This is taking various shapes in the different destinations. 
In general terms this ranges from, providing support to early site/development evaluation to the evolution and operation of the partnerships, and strategy & action plan development that is being funded and supported by the public sector.  
For example, Deeside has undertaken research to identify development opportunities for resort and accommodation development.  Loch Lomond also undertook work on product and destination audit work to identify opportunities to encourage private sector development.  
Other types of approach include development of the Route Development Forum in Edinburgh (following the end of the Route Development Fund) to encourage the private sector to invest in new air routes to Edinburgh.  In Glasgow they have engaged the private sector in the Glasgow Service with Style initiative to generate greater private sector investment in customer service training. A similar approach has been adopted for the St Andrews Skills Academy.
Public support however has implications for the sustainability of these groups/partnerships as discussed earlier.  Therefore the destination organisations/partnerships themselves need to investigate opportunities for other forms of support including private sector investment and income generating opportunities.

However, there is a much larger issue around private sector investment in the projects that are identified by the partnerships.  
How will these projects be funded?  Are there alternative funding models/mechanisms that can be developed?  This relates to one of the key aims at the national level and is discussed later in this chapter (see later discussion on National Investment Strategy).

2.3.7 Linkages

Consultations reveal that there were certain existing linkages between the public and private sector within the different areas prior to adoption of the competent destination development approach.  However, in general it was felt that the partnership approach has helped to strengthen and extend these linkages.

This included links between the public sector and private sector although it was recognised that there was scope to improve this further in the future.  Several mentioned the fact that the active links gave the private sector a clearer understanding of the roles and type of support the public sector could offer.
The approach has also raised awareness of the number of different organisations that are involved in the tourism sector.  This has also highlighted the potential issue of duplication of effort.  
For example, in Edinburgh it has been realised that given the large number of organisations operating in the City there is considerable potential for duplication so they are currently undertaking an exercise to establish the range of organisations and what each offers. A particular benefit of making linkages is that it can help reduce duplication and improve efficiency.
Individual projects/initiatives developed as a result of the partnership approach have also helped to strengthen linkages.  Indeed it is the case that not all organisations need to be involved with all of the strategy but can be involved in specific initiatives.  This helps create and strengthen linkages with other organisations operating in similar thematic areas for example visitor attractions or the accommodation/services sector in Glasgow.  In St Andrews where the partnership has a broader remit, SE’s focus is on the ‘economy’ theme.
To support destination development other SE products have also been provided in the destinations such as Listen to Our Visitors and Innovation Workshops.  What the destination strategies has allowed is a focus not only within specific geographic areas but also specific elements.  
For example, in Glasgow two key areas of focus are the Merchant City and Mackintosh attractions so it has been possible to focus innovation activities within these particular thematic areas.
SE also provides support through the account management process.  However, what the destination approach offers is the opportunity to engage with companies that are not account managed.  When assessed on the basis of their individual contribution then this may be small but collectively they contribute to the success of the overall destination.  This is particularly important in areas where there are few account managed companies.  
For example bringing companies into DMOs not only gives them a stronger collective voice to help shape the destinations development but can also encourage them to implement changes in their own business which will benefit the destination and visitor experience as a whole.

2.3.8 Monitoring and Reporting

In terms of monitoring and reporting back on progress against destination strategies and action plans the SE executives involved with each key destination in general are required to report back internally at a SE Regional level on a regular basis in terms of progress - although the format of this varies.  The level and detail of reporting also varies across the different destinations.
There are measures on KMIS but the feeling was that these did not adequately capture tourism activity and in particular the type of activity being undertaken.

There is scope to do interim stage 5 reviews for projects which is a more formal way of discussing progress with peer groups.
There is not a structured methodology for reporting back centrally across the six destinations.  The SE executives from the six destinations and the national tourism team do meet 3 or 4 times a year to discuss progress on an informal basis, however there is no formal reporting process.
2.3.9 Strengths, Weaknesses and Learning Points
Strengths and Weaknesses

The consultations have identified a number of strengths from the partnership/competent destination approach, including:
· it provides a forum to discuss the key issues and opportunities for an area;
· provides a common focus;

· helps identify and shape priorities for the area;

· improves engagement between the public and private sectors and within each sector;

· makes the private sector more aware of the public resources that are being invested in the local area and what support the public sector can provide;

· improves the exchange of information;
· helps identify the range of organisations operating in tourism at a local level.  This in turn has helped to remove some of the duplication of effort;
· brings a broader range of experience and skills to the table; and

· helps to engender greater feeling of ownership at a local level.

The main weaknesses identified/associated with the approach were:
· limited funding/resources available to support the partnership organisations and delivery of aims;

· raised expectations in terms of public sector funding available for project delivery/investment;
· it can take a long time to pull partners together under one vision;

· the different geographic boundaries/spheres of operation of the various partners has raised issues around achieving a common approach;
· moving from public sector funding of partnerships/project managers to each being self sustaining will be very difficult;

· the objectives of the public and private sector can differ at times which is to be expected but can cause problems;

· public sector can take longer than the pace that private sector would like to move at;

· the wider question mark over future public sector funding of those in the various partnerships and committees when there may be increasing competition for this funding from other areas;

· having a large number of small businesses in an area/destination can make it difficult to:

secure indigenous private sector investment in both projects/initiatives and the partnerships themselves
engage them in the process at the outset or on an ongoing basis due to them having limited spare time; and

· translate relevance and results achieved by the partnership to the wider private sector.

Learning Points
There were a number of learning points that have been identified from the consultations, including. 
· the need to be able to demonstrate partnership results to:

justify investment

encourage more of the private sector to engage;
· the conclusion by many that activity needs to be driven more by the private sector in the future;

· the need to increase private sector membership/engagement with the partnership/process;

· there is still work required in certain areas to improve links between some of the public sector agencies and the partnerships e.g. VisitScotland;

· the need to focus on a smaller number of deliverable projects;

· transport/access constraints affecting each destination may be an issue that needs to be considered more/integrated into the destination strategies in the future;

· managing expectations so that people/partners are clear that SE is a partner in the approach and not simply a funding source;

· the need for more market intelligence to be available to address gaps in customer and market/visitor information to inform strategies/action plans and projects; and

· the time it takes to develop a partnership and framework should not be underestimated;

· it requires key individuals/organisations to drive the partnership forward and realise individual projects;

· the different destinations need to be seen in context – one size does not fit all;

· if an appropriate partnership exists then this should be used as the basis for going forward rather than creating a new one.  The existing partnership can potentially be strengthened and extended;

· focus on projects that are more likely to receive/attract investment and people are willing to progress;

· focus on projects that will enhance the destination experience;

· understanding what organisations already exist and what they offer/bring to any destination/partnership is an important exercise in avoiding duplication of effort;
· whilst the private sector may not be leading on the overall strategy they can still lead on individual projects/initiatives; and
· communication of progress both within and outwith the partnership is very important, particularly if it is going to be sustainable and continue to engage with all sectors of the destinations.
2.4 Wider Destination Strategy Progress
2.4.1 Introduction

In addition to the development of the different key destination strategies and development plans using the ‘Competent Destination Approach’, the Destination Development Strategy adopted by SE included six other key actions.  These were:
· preparation of a set of destination development best practice resources;

· further investigate and development of management models and funding mechanisms to support destination development, management and marketing activity;

· establish mechanisms to share best practice across Scotland;

· visitor survey work to be carried out with VisitScotland, HIE and the Scottish Government to identify visitor motivations, spend and flows across the key destinations and Scotland as a whole;

· development of a measurement framework to better track changes in visitor volume and value along with other aspects e.g. private sector investment, employment levels, etc; and
· refinement of appraisal and evaluation methodology e.g. to better assess market potential, private sector leverage, attribution of impacts, and synergies and displacement.

The study considered progress against each of these actions based on consultations with members of SE’s Tourism Key Sector Team.
2.4.2 Best Practice Resources

A best practice guide has been developed – Tourism Destination Development Guide (also referred to as the Black Box).  

Consultations reveal that there appears to have been limited use of the best practice guide.  
In part this was considered to be a timing issue i.e. some areas had embarked upon developing their strategy before the best practice guide had been completed. However, it was reported that some of those partnerships that had attempted to use it felt that it was not very practical in its current format.  It has been suggested that there is a need to revisit the guide and create a less complicated more user-friendly version.
To date access to the guide has been limited.  However, we understand there are plans to roll it out and make it available more widely to areas outwith the six key destinations.  The SLAED Group
 are now involved in this process so that wider access to Local Authorities can be provided.  
However, this does raise the question about its application in its current format.  The format of the guide may need to be revisited before it is rolled out more widely.  It may make sense to then pilot the revised version with a couple of areas before rolling it out more widely.  
However, this needs to be considered within the wider context of SE’s approach to tourism outwith the key destinations.
In promoting best practice it is important to be clear about the distinction between a “Competent Destination Model” and “Competent Destination Approach” which can cause confusion. The former is about what the visitor would expect to find in a competent destination e.g. the right mix of attractors, services, infrastructure, etc.  The latter is about the processes that need to be in place to allow the public and private sector to move towards a competent destination e.g. partnership-based, industry-led, holistic, vision-led, etc.
2.4.3 Sharing of Best Practice
To date the sharing of best practice from the six destinations and lessons learnt to this point in time have been fairly low key.
Internally the SE representatives from the six key destinations and the tourism team meet three or four times a year to discuss progress.  As part of these meetings they do share best practice and lessons learned from individual experiences, but this is informally rather than through any formal process.  The executives in the six key areas also share best practice in an informal way outwith these meetings. 

As discussed above there are plans to widen access to the Best Practice Guide itself through the Tourism Intelligence Scotland site and discussions with SLAED.  

In parallel there have been a number of events staged to bring people involved in each destination together but these have been limited.
However, the ways of sharing best practice need to be explored further and a more formal process established.

Whilst, it is early days for some of the partnerships the process for developing a partnership itself provides lessons for other areas across Scotland.  The differing models/partnership structures being monitored over time will potentially identify a best model or models that others can in turn emulate.   It is too early to suggest that any one of the partnership models in each of the six key destinations can claim to be better then another, as each is at an embryonic stage.   The individual destinations ‘response’ to the partnership structure is different and it remains to be seen which will produce the best results in delivering against their respective Strategies and Action Plans.   Once this is known then a best practice model(s) can be shared for the benefit of all.  However, in the meantime it will be possible to share elements of best practice in the approach being adopted in the different destinations (see Appendix A Case Studies for further details).
The mechanisms for sharing best practice will become more important over time as the six key destinations progress into the implementation stage of their Strategies/Action Plans and seek to bring projects/initiatives to fruition.  In time this process is likely to provide lessons across SE.

2.4.4 Management Models and Funding Mechanisms
In the past there has been some work undertaken to look at management models and funding for key destinations/partnerships.  

In terms of local funding for example, Locum Consulting
 undertook some research for St Andrews in the past into the feasibility of a visitor levy as a way of providing local funding.  There has also been work undertaken by ETAG looking at a variety of funding options including a statutory or voluntary visitor levy and a tourism themed B.I.D.
The St Andrew’s Partnership has established a funding sub-group which has have been considering other funding mechanisms such as; visitor levy; student levy; sponsorship model; and paid parking scheme from an ‘adopted road’.

At present there is also work underway looking at various funding sources such as co-operatives, LEADER funding, BIDs, etc. There is also some guidance within the Best Practice Guide itself on the ideal make up of a partnership and some broad guidance on potential funding sources e.g. private sector, trusts/foundations, sponsorship, visitor payback, etc. 

Management models are another area where there is a real potential for further work.  There are ongoing discussions nationally over what shape local management partnerships should take.  This is not just in the six key destinations but across the whole of Scotland, where there are a number of local partnerships/DMOs springing up.  This is a national issue that needs to be addressed but as already indicated lessons could be learnt in the future from the six destinations and their different approaches.  
Funding mechanisms are also an area that the national tourism team feels it needs to revisit in much more depth.  Funding is an issue at the local level in terms of financing the local membership/partnership organisations that each has evolved e.g. DMOs, but it also has implications for the successful realisation of the projects that the local partnerships identify as required for their area.  This would cover the spectrum from public ‘infrastructure’ through to investment in commercial operations/private sector business.  This has to be considered in the round and has resonance with other works and discussions currently underway re the national investment plan/investment support mechanisms etc that involve the Scottish Government/various Agencies.

2.4.5 Visitor Surveys
One of the key areas of current weakness identified by consultees at the destination level was access to robust and relevant visitor information and market intelligence and trading data
 in some locations at the destination level to inform action and monitor progress.  Visitor surveys are seen as one of the most appropriate ways to address this.  However, this is not only a local issue but also a national one.  
Any national survey approach would need to be robust enough to allow disaggregation at the level of the six destinations.
We understand discussions have been taking place between SE, VisitScotland and the Scottish Government about establishing survey work at a national level.  One of the key issues for this has been securing funding to undertake the work and a European funding bid was recently submitted but unfortunately it was unsuccessful. In the meantime however, some of the key destinations already have visitor surveys in place e.g. Edinburgh (which has been in place for a long time) and St Andrews (developed recently).  There has also been a survey undertaken in the Cairngorms National Park.  Glasgow has also recently bought into Visitrac (visitor and customer research). 

A key issue for these surveys is that of compatibility.  They are currently not necessarily asking the same questions or addressing the same topic areas.  Potentially this would be an issue that would be addressed through a national survey approach.  However, in the absence of a national survey it is an issue that will need to be addressed at the local level in the meantime through ensuring consistency of approach and compatibility.  The destinations will have a range of funders/partners involved in commissioning visitor survey work.  Their objectives and requirements from the work may vary.  However, it is important to have discussions with the aim of trying to establish a set of core consistent questions.  Destinations could then have other non-core questions that are specific to the needs of their own areas and funders/partners.
2.4.6 Monitoring and Measurement Framework
There is currently no measurement framework in place for assessing progress uniformly across the six key destinations beyond the initial baseline work (which is currently being updated). This makes it difficult to easily review progress in the six destinations.  Whilst this interim evaluation has provided detail on certain areas of procedural progress within the competent destinations approach at a national level there is a need for a monitoring and measurement framework to allow for regular, more uniform and comparable tracking of progress. 

The baseline work set out the overall performance of the six destinations against a number of key indicators e.g. visitor numbers, bednights, expenditure, etc.  Whilst this is a key part of a measurement framework it is only part of it.  Even within this area of monitoring there are currently issues at the destination level re the currency of accommodation sock, room/bed occupancy patterns and market demand mix data.  This has implications for the robust baseline analysis and tracking of change.  These shortcomings need to be overcome and market intelligence gaps filled.
It provides an indication of how the destination is performing over time but does not provide any indication on the progress of projects delivered by the partnerships and the extent to which this has contributed to the overall performance of the destination.

Currently some of the destinations are reporting back at a local/regional level within SE but there is not a co-ordinated framework for reporting back at a national level.  Some initial work has been undertaken towards developing a framework but this has not been progressed further.

There is a need to implement a framework at the national level so as to be able to track progress.  (See Recommendations Section).  Briefly a framework would be used to set out:

· activities to be progressed;

· responsibilities for progressing these activities;

· timescales for delivery;

· outputs/outcomes; and

· impacts.

This would apply to both strategic objectives and actions identified at the national level and within the six key destinations.  

In some destinations projects will be delivered through other/partner organisations such as DMOs which means that they will also need to be linked into any monitoring and measurement framework that would be adopted by SE.

The framework needs to be structured in a way that demonstrates progress towards the competent destination model.  The level of monitoring also needs to appropriate to the level of project spend/resources being provided.
2.4.7 Appraisal and Evaluation Methodology
An appraisal methodology has been implemented for the destination strategies and action plans developed by SE.  Subsequent to this consultations identified that some of the areas have been appraising projects that will be delivered through other organisations in the destination e.g. DMOs.

Any refinement of the appraisal and evaluation process which is necessary is very closely linked to that of establishing a monitoring and measurement framework.  
As well as monitoring, the framework can also establish an appropriate evaluation process.  In developing any future framework it will also be necessary to identify key indicators that can be used to inform the appraisal process i.e. to what extent the project will deliver against the key indicators.

2.5 Equity and Equalities

The Destination Development Strategy was developed and approved by SE prior to the focus on the equity and equalities agenda.  So it would not be appropriate at this stage to try to evaluate performance against this.  However, greater focus on these issues may have implications for the approach in the future.  

Four of the areas (including St Andrews) are in rural locations and therefore by their very nature will be contributing to rural development in some way.  However, rural issues are not necessarily informing the overall approach to the Destination Strategy at the national level. The areas were not selected on the basis of being urban or rural but rather on their potential for growth.  
It could be argued that having four rural destinations is sufficient to address rural issues.  However, this does not take account of the relative importance of rural issues when supporting projects.  Research from elsewhere shows that support in a rural area is not simply about the value of absolute economic impacts.  There are considerations around fragility/sustainability of local businesses, diversification, retaining population and skills, the knock on effect on local services, etc
.  

For example, there may be an argument to support a project that creates a lower absolute economic impact but is in a rural area and therefore creates a greater relative impact for that area?  

At this stage the projects have not been informed on that basis but consideration needs to be given to how much rural issues will dictate the level of resources and projects supported in the future.  This would have implications not only within the destinations but also across them.  In the future will rural issues have more of a role in determining the spread of resources between the urban and rural key destinations? 
The balance between the key destinations and rural agendas is also a key consideration.  To what extent would areas be supported through the rural agenda even if they are not one of the key destinations? These questions cannot be answered here but they are areas for further discussion between the SE Tourism Destinations Group and the SE Rural Team.
Tourism is one of the four key industry areas for the SE Rural Group and a member of the tourism team sits on that group, thus providing the main link to the Destination Strategy. However, there is a need for stronger links between the SE Rural Team and the individual destinations - as they are the ones developing and implementing the action plans.  They need to link more strongly with the Rural Team so as to ensure the correct linkages between their projects and those being undertaken by the Rural Team.  For example the Rural Team are currently progressing projects related to agritourism.  There are also pilot projects in the two National Parks exploring collaborations, capacity building and business know-how transfer between small rural businesses and larger companies (Planning to Succeed).  There is considerable potential to link to other projects in the destinations and to ensure that there is not duplication of effort. 
Whilst these initiatives may not be funded through the six key destination action plans they should form part of it as linked projects as they will contribute to the overall performance of the destination.  The links to these projects therefore need to be more explicit to ensure that businesses operating in the area can easily make the linkages between the different forms of support.
The rural aspect of some of the destinations also provides them with alternative funding routes e.g. LEADER, SRDP
, etc.  They may be key sources of funding for activities/projects within the rural destinations.

In terms of equalities there is an Equality Impact Assessment process in place but this tends to address equity issues at the end i.e. project appraisal stage.  There are people within SE to advise people on equality issues. It may be in the future that an approach to equalities will need to be set out within the overall destination strategy but it is unclear at this stage whether this would be required.  Whether there would be implications for measuring the types of individuals securing tourism jobs is unclear at this time.
There is a lot of work underway in SE regarding environmental aspects.  Guidance is available on sustainable economic development, low carbon, SE carbon impact assessment model, etc.  
For some of the areas environmental issues will already be a key focus i.e. Loch Lomond and the Trossachs and Royal Deeside as they are located/partly located in National Parks.  Conservation of the natural environment and development that is in keeping with this will be key considerations.  Also depending on the type of developments it will also be a consideration for the other areas in terms of the planning process.  However, there is also a greater focus on the role of environmental factors at a government level and in the work of economic development agencies such as SE.  
The measurement process and how to incorporate this into the appraisal and evaluation process (including its relative weightings) are challenging questions but ones which SE is currently investigating in some detail.  

Whilst the specifics have still to be fully addressed these are technical factors rather than questions over the increasing importance of environmental factors.  
It is clear that there is progress towards a more prominent role for environmental factors in the appraisal and evaluation process and this would therefore have implications for the development of projects. It may be possible that in the future the level of environmental impact generated by a project will have an influence on its success in achieving funding.  This is something that the SE Tourism National Team and SE executives at the individual destination level will need to keep abreast of as it develops further in particular how environmental impacts are to be measured and to what extent they will influence the appraisal process.
3. Growth Comparisons

3.1 Introduction

This Chapter compares the performance of the six key destinations with the Scottish and UK averages. The comparison is for growth between 2006 (the original SQW baseline) and 2008 (the updated SQW baseline).  Performance has also been assessed against two areas in England, one rural - Cumbria and one urban - NewcastleGateshead.  The two areas were agreed with the client as being appropriate in terms of:

· Cumbria: rural area; contains a National Park; area of scenic beauty and attracts those participating in outdoor pursuits; and

· Newcastle: urban area that has been developing its tourism offer (particularly culture – a key sector for Edinburgh and Glasgow).  There has been investment in physical development and marketing & promotion.

Liverpool had been considered but upon gathering the data it was clear that Liverpool had experienced an unusual year in 2008 due to it being European City of Culture.  Therefore, it was not considered appropriate as a comparator.
3.2 Scottish & UK Average

3.2.1 Visitor Nights
Table 3.1 shows the total number of visitor nights in 2006 and 2008 in the six key destinations, compared with Scotland and the UK.

Table 3.1: Total Number of visitor nights, 2006 & 2008

	
	2006
	2008
	% change

	Edinburgh
	10,925,000
	11,401,100
	4.4%

	St Andrews
	1,122,000
	1,130,000
	0.7%

	Glasgow
	7,706,000
	7,038,000
	-8.7%

	Loch Lomond & Trossachs
	2,924,758
	2,466,552
	-15.7%

	Perthshire
	1,713,000
	1,772,000
	3.4%

	Cairngorms/South Deeside
	843,911
	824,978
	-2.2%

	Aggregate 6 Areas
	25,234,669
	24,632,630
	-2.4%

	Scotland
	73,540,000
	63,530,000
	-13.6%

	UK
	273,417,000
	245,775,000
	-10.1%


Source: SQW Baseline, VisitScotland Factsheets, VisitBritain

As the table highlights, the performance of the six destinations is varied, with Edinburgh experiencing the largest increase in the number of visitor nights at 4.4%, and Loch Lomond & Trossachs experiencing the largest decrease, 15.7%.

For the six destinations as a whole, the total number of visitor nights decreased by 2.4%, much lower than the decreases experienced by Scotland (-13.6%) and the UK (-10.1%). 

Figure 3.1 shows the percentage change in visitor nights between 2006 and 2008.

Figure 3.1: Percentage change in Visitor Days 2006-2008
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3.1.1 Visitor Expenditure

Table 3.2 shows the total visitor expenditure in 2006 and 2008 in the six key destinations, compared with Scotland and the UK.

Table 3.2: Total Visitor Expenditure, 2006 & 2008
	
	2006
	2008
	% change

	Edinburgh
	£804,835,000
	£816,464,000
	1.4%

	St Andrews
	£84,792,000
	£103,543,000
	22.1%

	Glasgow
	£510,620,000
	£517,623,000
	1.4%

	Loch Lomond & Trossachs
	£155,411,000
	£138,578,000
	-10.8%

	Perthshire
	£89,960,000
	£101,182,000
	12.5%

	Cairngorms/South Deeside
	£43,622,000
	£42,398,000
	-2.8%

	Aggregate 6 Areas
	£1,689,240,000
	£1,719,788,000
	1.8%

	Scotland
	£4,159,000,000
	£4,047,000,000
	-2.7%

	UK
	£16,002,000,000
	£16,323,000,000
	2.0%


Source: SQW Baseline, VisitScotland Factsheets, VisitBritain

The performance of the six destinations is varied, with St Andrews experiencing the largest increase at 22.1%, and Loch Lomond & Trossachs experiencing the largest decrease (10.8%). 
For the six destinations as a whole, visitor expenditure increased by 1.8%, similar to the increase for the UK as a whole (2%). However, this is counter to the situation in Scotland where total visitor expenditure decreased by 2.7% between 2006 and 2008. 

Figure 3.2 shows the percentage change in visitor expenditure between 2006 and 2008.  It should be noted that the areas are starting from different bases e.g. St Andrews and Perthshire started from lower bases than Glasgow and Edinburgh.  Analysis of the data also shows the importance of the relationship between volume and value e.g. in St Andrews the growth in visitors was only 0.7% whilst the growth in value was 22.1%.  Therefore, growth is not only achieved through increasing the number of visitors but also increasing the average level of spend per visitor.
 Figure 3.2: Percentage Change in Visitor Expenditure, 2006-2008
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In comparing the six key destinations with the Scottish and UK averages, it is important to bear in mind that the figures are calculated using different methodologies.  The six key destinations are based on the model developed by SQW for the SE baseline report whilst the Scottish figures are from the VisitScotland factsheets.  To be able to apply the SQW approach at the Scottish level would require an up to date accommodation audit for the whole of Scotland. 

3.2 Comparison with Cumbria & NewcastleGateshead

Comparison has also been undertaken with a rural and urban location in England, these being Cumbria and NewcastleGateshead.

3.2.1 Visitor Days

Table 3.3 shows the total number of visitor nights in 2006 and 2008 in the six key destinations, compared with Cumbria and NewcastleGateshead.

Table 3.3: Total Number of visitor nights, 2006 & 2008

	
	2006
	2008
	% change

	Edinburgh
	10,925,000
	11,401,100
	4.4%

	St Andrews
	1,122,000
	1,130,000
	0.7%

	Glasgow
	7,706,000
	7,038,000
	-8.7%

	Loch Lomond & Trossachs
	2,924,758
	2,466,552
	-15.7%

	Perthshire
	1,713,000
	1,772,000
	3.4%

	Cairngorms/South Deeside
	843,911
	824,978
	-2.2%

	Aggregate 6 Areas
	25,234,669
	24,632,630
	-2.4%

	Cumbria
	17,230,000
	18,120,000
	5.2%

	NewcastleGateshead
	3,813,000
	3,782,000
	-0.8%


Source: SQW Baseline, Cumbria Tourism, Tourism Tyne and Wear

For the six key destination areas, the total number of visitor nights decreased by 2.4%, greater than the decrease experienced in NewcastleGateshead (0.8%). In Cumbria the total number of visitor nights increased by 5.2%. 

Figure 3.3 shows the percentage change in visitor nights between 2006 and 2008.

Figure 3.3: Percentage Change in Visitor Days, 2006-2008
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3.2.2 Visitor Expenditure

Table 3.4 shows the total visitor expenditure in the six destinations compared with Cumbria and NewcastleGateshead in 2006 and 2008.

Table 3.4: Total Visitor Expenditure, 2006 & 2008
	
	2006
	2008
	% change

	Edinburgh
	£804,835,000
	£816,464,000
	1.4%

	St Andrews
	£84,792,000
	£103,543,000
	22.1%

	Glasgow
	£510,620,000
	£517,623,000
	1.4%

	Loch Lomond & Trossachs
	£155,411,000
	£138,578,000
	-10.8%

	Perthshire
	£89,960,000
	£101,182,000
	12.5%

	Cairngorms/South Deeside
	£43,622,000
	£42,398,000
	-2.8%

	Aggregate 6 Areas
	£1,689,240,000
	£1,719,788,000
	1.8%

	Cumbria
	£831,500,000
	£837,910,000
	0.8%

	NewcastleGateshead
	£298,195,000
	£299,320,000
	0.4%


Source: SQW Baseline, Cumbria Tourism, Tourism Tyne and Wear

Total visitor expenditure for the six key destinations increased by 1.8% between 2006 and 2008, higher than the increases in Cumbria and NewcastleGateshead.

Figure 3.4 shows the percentage change in visitor expenditure between 2006 and 2008.

Figure 3.4: Percentage Change in Visitor Expenditure, 2006-2008
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3.3 Conclusions

The total number of visitor nights in the six destinations decreased by a lower percentage than the Scottish and UK averages.  The total level of expenditure increased by a similar rate to the UK average, this compared with a decline in Scotland.
The total number of visitor nights in the six destinations declined by a greater percentage than NewcastleGateshead (they increased in Cumbria).  However, the total value across the six key destinations increased by a greater rate than Cumbria and NewcastleGateshead.

There is a need to be cautious about drawing conclusions from this analysis.  There has only been a relatively short period between the baseline in 2006 and its update in 2008.  Therefore, we are comparing with other areas over only a two year period. Performance can fluctuate from year to year and it is really the underlying trends over a longer period that will be important.  However, it is important to establish a process of comparing with other areas and this can be updated in the future.  Also an interesting point that has arisen from the analysis is the importance in the balance between volume and value.  
Over the two year period Cumbria had a larger increase in volume than all of the six destinations but the increase in value was lower than Edinburgh, Glasgow, St Andrews and Perthshire.  Therefore, it is not only about the number of visitors that an area attracts but also the type of visitor.  This will be an important consideration for areas where supply may be constrained or there are environmental/conservation considerations.  In these areas the balance may be towards high value visitors rather than increasing overall numbers.
4. Future Growth Potential

4.1 Introduction
An integral component of this commission was the requirement for the consulting team to assess the future economic growth potential inherent in each of the six key destinations.  In the past the ‘potential’ or ‘ambition’ for each destination was expressed as an economic growth target.  In the case of the key destinations these targets were set at a level in excess of the national target of 50% growth by 2015.  For the purposes of this interim evaluation the decision was made that assessment of future growth potential should adopt more of a ‘forecasting’ approach.  This saw the team adopt a methodology that factored in and modelled a broader range of issues that could be instrumental in influencing future performance.  The methodology is discussed below and has been used to plot potential destination performance levels at two key points in the future – five and 10 years out at 2015 and 2020 (further detail on the process and growth factors used is provided in Appendix C and the calculations are set out in a separate excel model).
The team have anticipated two levels of change on the baseline – that of a low growth scenario and a higher, more optimistic case.  It is assumed in each case that the active partnerships that have been evaluated by this study will continue into the foreseeable future and will successfully implement their strategies and action plans.  In parallel the anticipated longer term growth in the world’s tourism economy and the investments and development ambitions envisaged by others in each location, whilst on hold in the current economic climate are expected, through time, to come to fruition.

4.2 Methodology
In identifying the future potential of each destination the methodology adopted saw the team build on the current baseline data available.  The flow diagram overleaf exhibits the core of the methodology employed.


[image: image7]
4.2.1 Input

The baseline data used for this study is that presented in the SQW report of June 2010 (which provides a baseline for 2008).  It provides a statement of the top-line volume and value of tourism to each of SE’s Key Destinations.  Included within the baseline are estimates of total tourist/visitor bed nights and an assumption of expenditure per bed night which provides a total tourism spend for each of the destinations.  This volume and value data provided a starting point to this new assessment of future potential.

4.2.2 Step I – Profiling of Current Demand
It was considered essential that if any assessment of future demand was to be robust then a more detailed understanding of the base data had to be achieved.  It could not be assumed that the ‘total’ visitor volumes of each of the key destinations would behave in a homogenous manner to external and internal influences on demand for the destination in the future.  The first step in the process of assessing future opportunities was therefore to, where possible; break down the baseline volumes into a ‘profile’ of demand for each of the destinations.  This was achieved by making use of more detailed UKTS and IPS data with help from VisitScotland/VisitBritain sources.

Utilising the volume data presented in the SQW report (calculated from accommodation demand) the team used UKTS and IPS
 reports of tourism volumes and ratios as a means to help profile the demand for each destination identified by SQW.  The SQW volume totals (bed nights) were in the first instance divided into domestic and overseas demand in ratios that reflected those actually achieved by the various destinations from the official data sources.
Table 4.1: UKTS and IPS Regions
	SE Key Destination
	UKTS Region

(domestic tourism)
	IPS Region

(overseas tourism)

	Edinburgh
	City of Edinburgh
	City of Edinburgh

	Glasgow 
	City of Glasgow 
	City of Glasgow 

	St Andrews
	Fife
	Fife

	Loch Lomond & the Trossachs
	Argyll and the Trossachs
	Argyll, Stirling Loch Lomond and the Trossachs

	Royal Deeside
	A mix of data was used and cross-referenced –Grampian UKTS data informed by nationality and reason for visit data from an earlier TRC accommodation audit
	Grampian data minus that for the City of Aberdeen

	Perthshire
	Perthshire
	Perthshire


Note (1) Data sets for the nearest geographic equivalent for which official tourism statistics were available were used to set both the nationality and reason for visit mix. (Exception being Royal Deeside – see below). 
This first division of the market was then subjected to a further profiling of bed nights into ‘reason’ for visit as indicated below.
Table 4.2: Reason for Visit

	Domestic Tourism (bed nights)
	Overseas Tourism (bed nights)

	· Holiday / Leisure Tourism

· VFR

· Discretionary Business Tourism

· Non-Discretionary Business Tourism

· Other
	· Holiday / Leisure Tourism

· VFR

· Business Tourism

· Other




This nationality and reason for visit split, was key to the future modelling exercise. It allowed the team to work with a range of market sectors that could ultimately be influenced in different ways in the future.  

4.2.3 Step II – Identification of Current Spending Patterns
We also assessed the different spending patterns of the various sectors in the demand mix.  The SQW baseline used an overall expenditure level for the forecasts it was necessary for the team to apply the UKTS and IPS expenditure data ratios to the baseline figure for each destination to provide relative expenditure levels across each market sector.  
Steps I and II provided a more detailed breakdown of the 2008 baseline.  This then became the starting point for the assessment of the future potential of each destination.

4.2.4 Step III – Factors Influencing Change

Any endeavour to forecast the future needs to understand and confirm the factors micro and macro that can influence change.  For the purposes of this study the factors that could influence future demand at destination level and likely to include:

· trends in top-line international and national tourism movements/arrivals;
· macro and micro economic conditions;

· differing trends in the various sub-sectors of demand e.g. growth in discretionary business tourism (changes in type and make up of demand e.g. shorter length of stay);

· destination evolution/product development; investment; partnership working; and destination management;

· destination population changes; and
· marketing and promotion of destinations, etc.

The impacts on performance in each destination generated by each of the above are complex.  However, using professional judgement and trend data available from various sources to support its decisions the team set out a programme of potential percentage changes to the baseline to reflect the impacts it was considered would affect each market sector across the six destinations.

The forecast of future growth potential forms part of an interim evaluation for SE, and a Destination Development Framework of potential strategic interventions and product development was agreed with the SE Executive directly involved with each of the destinations.  These Frameworks plot what are seen as the main factors at the destination level that will influence the future scale of demand and spending patterns.  The Frameworks provide a timeline for product development and destination management strategic interventions.  These in turn have informed the consultancy appraisal of market change across the 10 year timeframe.

4.2.5 Step IV – Changes in Visitor Volumes
The visitor demand profiles established from the SQW baseline overlaid with the Destination Development Frameworks provided the tools for the modelling of future visitor volumes.  Using the 2008 base a picture of the profile and scale of visitor demand, by bed nights, was prepared to reflect the anticipated position for each destination in 2010.  This task saw VisitBritain/VisitScotland performance data for 2009 employed alongside trends/updates of anticipated demand for 2010.  This was applied to the 2008 SQW base data providing an anticipated volume and value position for the six key destinations in 2010.  In turn these year-end 2010 assessments were taken as the new starting point for this assessment of future potential using various assumptions to provide a picture of potential volume and value of demand in each of the six destinations in 2015 and 2020 – approximately five and 10 years out.

Longer term the prognosis for world-wide tourism is one of growth.  VisitBritain forecasts and those contained in the recent Deloitte
 report predict growth in the UK’s tourism economy.  This evaluation has taken a similar positive stance and has assumed in its projections differing levels of growth/change across the various sectors of the market in all six destinations.

Data sources used by the consultants’ include those highlighted below:
Domestic Tourism Forecasts
Leisure/Holiday Demand

Data from the Deloitte’s
 study as well as reference to the individual Destination Development Frameworks informed growth assumptions made by the consultants.  

Domestic tourism is not expected to rise as strongly over the next 10 years as overseas tourism.  In the recent past there has been strong growth in demand for Scotland during the recession from domestic sources as ‘staycations’ which have grown in appeal. It is to be anticipated that as the population rediscovers their appetite for travel and economic austerity abates then Scotland will see some growth but not at the same rate due to the competition from overseas locations reasserting themselves in the longer term.  This would tend to see early levels of growth slowing in the longer term across the board as destination market penetration grows to levels where further growth at such sustained levels is difficult.  Product development however will produce exceptions in certain locations.  Some destinations are growing from much more modest baselines and are planning on bringing significant new products on stream that will continue to enhance domestic demand.

VFR

A direct link is considered to exist between size of population and the scale of VFR demand.  In each case data from the General Register Office for Scotland on population forecasts have been used to inform the growth factors for this sector in each destination
.
Discretionary Business Tourism

Conference, meeting and incentive travel is a key target in the future for all six key destinations.  
Industry reports by various bodies e.g. Association for Conferences and Events, International Congress and Convention Association, Meetings Industry Association, etc
 all point to renewed growth in the sector nationally and internationally as the world economy returns to growth.  This industry prognosis together with convention bureau activity in many of the key destinations, future planned conference products (in the Cities and in the form of new resort hotels in some of the rural destinations), has informed the level of future impact the consultants believe can be achieved in this sector.  

Data/targets provided by the Convention Bureau of relevant destinations has also been factored into the assessment of future potential.
Non-Discretionary Business Tourism

Non-discretionary business visits (those where you need to make those visits as part of your company’s operations rather than you selecting an event to attend) are directly linked to the economy of each destination and are directly influenced by the vitality of the destination’s core economy (e.g. manufacturing, research, commerce, public sector, healthcare, etc).  Here again after experiencing downturns in demand during the recession it is anticipated that a return to growth by this sector will be made as the Country’s economy recovers.  Assessments of growth in this sector have been made for each of the destinations and have been linked to the anticipated economic growth in each, identified by SE official data (see Appendix C for details).  These SE GVA growth patterns have been used to provide a measure of anticipated growth in non-discretionary tourism demand across the six destinations.

Other

Other tourism demand (the smallest recorded sector) includes a wide range of other reasons for visits (study, etc). In absence of detailed trend or growth data for this sector future growth has been assumed to mirror levels similar to those for general tourism in each instance.

OVERSEAS TOURISM

Leisure / Holiday Tourism

Growth in Overseas leisure/holiday tourism to the various destinations has been set at levels which have been assumed to reflect product development and the levels of growth predicted by VisitBritain’s assessments of annual overseas arrivals to the UK by 2020.  It is anticipated that new generating markets that are opening up internationally and the existing Scottish destination product, alongside planned development in each of the key destinations, allows for enhanced levels of market penetration to be expected in instances above those which are anticipated from the domestic market.  
VFR

As above, this links to population change which has provided the growth levels used in each destination.
Business Tourism

In the overseas sector, growth in business tourism is again anticipated to emanate from discretionary and non-discretionary sectors (Note: IPS figures do not provide a split between discretionary and non-discretionary business visitors which does not allow for assessing the growth of these separately -alternative strategies were employed).  In arriving at growth projections for overseas business tourism the team produced ‘weighted’ average growth figures from those that had been identified at destination level for domestic business tourism (discretionary and non-discretionary).  Given overseas business tourism will be influenced by similar issues this weighted average has been applied in each case to the overseas business tourism sector.  
Other

As per domestic tourism, the general growth levels for leisure/ holiday tourism have been assumed in each destination in isolation of other data to support any alternative assumptions.

4.2.6 Step V – Changes in Visitor Value
It has always been an aspiration of the Scottish Tourism sector to increase the average spend of individual tourists to the Country, as well as the overall volume of tourism demand.  
Many of the projects included within each of the key destination frameworks are indeed those that are designed to and will attract higher value tourists which in turn, alongside other changes, will undoubtedly change the profile of expenditure in host destinations.

In conducting this appraisal of the potential for future economic growth in each of the key destinations the consultants have modelled the growth in demand each might anticipate.  The model used to establish volume growth in itself provides for inherent growth in average visitor expenditure patterns.  This growth in value is achieved by each destination in differing proportions depending on the extent to which higher spending sectors achieve higher levels of prominence and importance in the overall mix.  As this happens it increases the average nightly spend and overall economic impact.  This change is captured by the volume growth model but the consultants are of the opinion that additional real growth in value can also be achieved by some destinations (in addition to inflation which has not been factored into the calculations of growth potential at this time).

A review of each destination shows that some are currently achieving higher average spends in comparison to others reflecting the destination product, and demand that consists of higher spending sectors.  In certain cases it is to be expected that these can still be improved upon but perhaps not at the same level of growth that can be generated by destinations that are currently experiencing lower average spends.  Especially if these areas are embarking on investment in product development in higher quality products and services that will help reposition them in new higher spending markets.  

The forecasts have factored in modest levels of overall value increase where considered appropriate.  Such increases are not likely to be apparent until 2015 when the worst effects of the recession are anticipated to have faded and consumer expenditure levels generally rise.  After this time, as many of the destinations roll out new product, growth in real terms in overnight expenditure patterns is anticipated at different levels for each of the destinations.  These levels are expected to range from around 2.5% to a maximum of 5%
 reflecting opportunities inherent in each destination to increase spending.

4.3 Potential Growth

Displayed over are the outcomes of the demand modelling exercise for each of the six key destinations.  
In each case a low and high forecast has been prepared as well as the cumulative picture for growth potential across the six.  

This therefore provides a range rather than a point estimate which is more appropriate in terms of forecasting as the figures are based on a number of assumptions. Where an area performs well then they could potentially achieve the high estimate but if developments do not progress so well then the low estimate will be more likely and is reflected in a lower level of growth within specific sectors (detailed figured for each sector under the low and high growth scenarios are provide in Appendix C).
4.3.1 Bednights
Table 4.3 sets out the forecast growth in terms of bednights (volume).  The level of forecast in bednights by 2015 ranges from:

· 11-15% under the low scenario with an aggregate across the six destinations of 13%; and

· 12-15% under the high scenario with an aggregate across the six destinations of 14%.

The level of forecast growth in bednights by 2020 ranges from:
· 22-33% under the low scenario with an aggregate across the six destinations of 28%; and

· 26-35% under the high scenario with an aggregate across the six destinations of 30%.

	Table 4.3: Growth Models Low and High (Volume - bednights)

	Summary of Growth From 2010

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Bednights
	Bednights
	Bednights

	 
	2010 Base
	Low
	
	High
	
	Low
	
	High
	

	 
	(000s)
	% Growth
	(000s)
	% Growth
	(000s)
	% Growth
	(000s)
	% Growth
	(000s)

	Edinburgh
	11,807
	14%
	13,402
	14%
	13,402
	28%
	15,144
	30%
	15,394

	Glasgow
	7,244
	13%
	8,208
	13%
	8,208
	26%
	9,096
	26%
	9,133

	St Andrews
	1,170
	11%
	1,296
	12%
	1,312
	22%
	1,433
	26%
	1,472

	Loch Lomond & The Trossachs
	2,603
	15%
	2,999
	15%
	2,999
	33%
	3,453
	35%
	3,506

	Highland Perthshire
	1,845
	13%
	2,080
	13%
	2,080
	29%
	2,386
	31%
	2,422

	Royal Deeside
	859
	13%
	972
	14%
	975
	32%
	1,131
	33%
	1,146

	Overall 6 Key Destinations
	25,529
	13%
	28,957
	14%
	28,976
	28%
	32,643
	30%
	33,073


	Table 4.4: Growth Models Low and High (Value)

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	2010 Base
	Low
	
	High
	
	Low
	
	High
	

	 
	(£ Million)
	% Growth
	(£ M)
	% Growth
	(£ M)
	% Growth
	(£ M)
	% Growth
	(£ M)

	Edinburgh
	846
	17%
	988
	20%
	1,012
	36%
	1,148
	45%
	1,223

	Glasgow
	533
	18%
	628
	21%
	644
	38%
	738
	42%
	759

	St Andrews
	109
	13%
	123
	15%
	125
	28%
	139
	33%
	145

	Loch Lomond & The Trossachs 
	146
	19%
	174
	22%
	179
	42%
	207
	51%
	221

	Highland Perthshire
	106
	14%
	120
	17%
	123
	36%
	143
	42%
	150

	Royal Deeside
	47
	17%
	54
	20%
	56
	44%
	67
	50%
	70

	Overall 6 Key Destinations
	1,787
	17%
	2,088
	20%
	2,139
	37%
	2,443
	44%
	2,568


	Table 4.5: Growth Models Low and High (Value) from 2006 Base to 2015

	 
	2006
	2015

	 
	2006 Base
	Low
	
	High
	

	 
	(£ Million)
	% Growth
	(£ M)
	% Growth
	(£ M)

	Edinburgh
	805
	23%
	988
	26%
	1,012

	Glasgow
	513
	23%
	628
	26%
	644

	St Andrews
	85
	45%
	123
	48%
	125

	Loch Lomond & The Trossachs 
	155
	12%
	174
	15%
	179

	Highland Perthshire
	89
	35%
	120
	38%
	123

	Royal Deeside
	44
	25%
	54
	28%
	56

	Overall 6 Key Destinations
	1690
	24%
	2,088
	27%
	2,139


	Table 4.6: Gross Value Added (£ Million)

	
	
	2015
	2020

	 
	2010 Base
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	Edinburgh
	356
	415
	425
	482
	514

	Glasgow
	224
	264
	270
	310
	319

	St Andrews
	46
	52
	53
	58
	61

	Loch Lomond & The Trossachs 
	61
	73
	75
	87
	93

	Highland Perthshire
	44
	50
	52
	60
	63

	Royal Deeside
	20
	23
	23
	28
	29

	Overall 6 Key Destinations
	750
	877
	898
	1,026
	1,078


4.3.2 Value

Table 4.4 sets out the forecast growth in terms of value (this takes account of both a change in volume and tourism expenditure in real terms).  The level of forecast growth in value by 2015 ranges from:

· 13-19% under the low scenario with an aggregate across the six destinations of 17%; and

· 15-22% under the high scenario with an aggregate across the six destinations of 20%.

The level of forecast growth in value by 2020 ranges from: 

· 28-44% under the low scenario with an aggregate across the six destinations of 37%; and

· 33-51% under the high scenario with an aggregate across the six destinations of 44%.

The client also requested the growth forecast starting from the original 2006 baseline year through to 2015. This is set out in Table 4.5. 

Table 4.6 provides the level of gross value added. To ensure consistency with the baseline, the value has been calculated on the basis of an expenditure to GVA ratio of 42% (as set out by SQW in their baseline).

4.4 Conclusion 
In the past the ‘potential’ or ‘ambition’ for each destination was expressed as an economic growth target.  In the case of the key destinations these targets were set at a level in excess of the national target of 50% growth by 2015.  For the purposes of this interim evaluation the decision was made that assessment of future growth potential should adopt more of a ‘forecasting’ approach.
Growth forecasts have been provided for a five and ten year period (i.e. 2015 and 2020).  These have been based on a combination of development frameworks established with each of the six key destinations managers and available market intelligence and growth forecasts for different sectors of the tourism market.  
This gives a growth forecast in value terms by 2015 of 13-19% (average 17%) under the low scenario and 15-22% (average 20%) under the high scenario. The value growth by 2020 is forecast to be 28-44% (average 37%) under the low scenario and 33-51% (average 44%) under the high scenario.
5. A Summary of Conclusions/Strategic Findings and Recommendations
5.1 Introduction

This Chapter provides a summary of the conclusions realised from the review and makes recommendations for the future based on the progress and successes achieved with the destination development approach to date.
Later in the Chapter we also provide a summary of the comparisons for growth between the baselines in 2006 and 2008 and the growth forecasts for the next 5 and ten year periods.

It is worth noting that external factors will also have had a significant role to play over the last two years.  Implementation of the Destination Strategy approach has taken place within very challenging economic conditions.

The Destination Strategy approach has only been adopted by SE in the last two years but several of the destinations have a history of partnership / destination working that is longer than that.   The adoption, nationally, of the approach, heralded the start of a new era where each destination was tasked with implementing the ‘competent destination approach’.   It is progress each has made with the ‘approach’ and the six parallel national initiatives included in the study that have, in the main, been assessed by this study.

Each of the six key destinations are now at a similar stage in that all have now evolved a vision, strategy and action plan and have in place a partnership approach / vehicle as management models to take forward their aspirations.   Several have been working at the process now of moving towards delivery longer than others, but at last all have now achieved a common level of progress so that all are now at the starting gate ready to move forward.   In most cases it is too early to effectively monitor and attribute directly, real success, in any quantifiable way to the current partnership / management models that have been adopted by each destination.   One therefore cannot suggest that one management/partnership model is better at delivery on projects than others as some have delivered on projects that they have inherited, or that have had previous resource allocation, so it is not down to their singular effort.   In other instances, it is not possible to quantify the success of projects that have milestones that are later than the consultants review time frame, as some projects have delivery targets three years out.   

That said, the current review indicates that the competent destination approach is well regarded and all hope it will deliver on promise.   
Modification re actual delivery may have to take place and progress needs to be made against many of the six parallel, national, strategic aims included in the destination strategy approach.   More detail is provided below.

5.2 Interim Evaluation

5.2.1 Rationale for Intervention

There is potential for growth in the tourism sector which is a key sector for the Scottish economy.  However, potential for growth is not justification in itself for public sector intervention there also need to be market failures that the public sector can address.  Consideration of the tourism sector and achieving a competent destination shows that there are a number of market failures in the form of externalities, information deficiency and public goods.  The destination approach affords the opportunity to address a number of these market failures, not least through its collective approach.  However, the strategies and action plans have been introduced relatively recently and have not had time to address these market failures so any market adjustment would be minimal at this time. At present the rationale for intervention applies in terms of adopting a destination approach but it is important that a market failure rationale is established for individual projects as the Action Plans progress.
5.2.2 Destination Development Approach

Overall the consensus seems to be that the destination development approach is the appropriate way to proceed.  A number of strengths of this approach were identified including: providing a common focus; helping to identify priorities; improved engagement between the public and private sector; improved information exchange; reduced duplication of effort; and engendering greater ownership at a local level.
Whilst some weaknesses were identified with the approach in many cases these were more constraints that need to be addressed rather than inherent weaknesses with the approach.  For example: availability of funding; time required to bring partners together; sustainability; securing private sector investment; and conveying progress and results.

5.2.3 Partnership Approach
All of the six destinations have now developed a partnership approach (Perthshire only recently having done so).  
The form of partnership varies amongst the destinations but it is too early to say that any is more appropriate than the others.  It may not necessarily be the case that one size fits all.  
The operation of these partnerships will need to be monitored over time and appropriateness of them can be relayed back through a best practice process that needs to be developed.
However, it should be noted that in the case of Edinburgh and Glasgow where partnerships already existed, SE has aligned its destination development approach with these.  In the other areas SE has played a key role in helping to develop partnerships to move the destination forward.
Representation, Linkages and Engagement
All of the areas have sought representation from a range of public and private sector organisations.  This has not always been easy or successful but there is a danger of becoming bogged down in trying to achieve an ideal partnership before being able to progress.  In some areas the partnership has progressed with projects whilst recognising that other members should ideally be involved. There is a balancing act here in terms of delaying to secure a full partnership and pushing ahead so progress can be made.

A key issue in terms of the private sector is their level of engagement.  There is a potential to become over-reliant on a small number of business leaders, particularly in the smaller rural areas.  There are two issues linked to this: one is about trying to increase membership and the second is about how activities are allocated.  Engaging a large number of people on managing the overall strategy process can be impractical.  However, engaging them through sub-groups and project specific initiatives is much more practical as has been demonstrated in a number of the locations.
What has been identified as key to increasing membership/engagement from the private sector is being able to demonstrate results.  Some partnerships have started to develop mechanisms to convey progress e.g. Business 2 Business websites. The potential benefits from doing this are that it encourages more to become involved, retains those already involved and encourages more investment; as well as engendering a spirit of openness.

To support destination development other SE products have also been provided in the destinations such as Listening to Our Visitors, Innovation Workshops and Social Media workshops.  
Utilising other SE products within the destinations strengthens the overall destination approach.  As the destination action plans progress there should be more opportunities to create more linkages with other SE products/services.
This has provided a stronger geographic and also thematic focus (within the destinations) for these other SE products so that they can help contribute to the overall development of the destination.  They can also be tailored more to the specific destination objectives.
Also whilst SE provides support to account managed companies, what the destination approach offers is the opportunity to engage with a broader range of companies that collectively contribute to the destinations development and the overall experience for visitors.  It therefore provides a process that allows these companies to help shape the development of the destination and to address issues within their own business which will help improve the overall visitor experience.
5.2.4 Industry-Led and Funding
A common theme that emerged is that the partnerships tend to be industry informed rather than industry-led at this time.  The medium to long term aim may be to move to a position of having an industry-led approach but this raises issues in terms of sustainability.  At present the public sector is contributing to partnerships through both time resources and direct funding.  Some of the structures that have been developed as part of the process require direct public sector funding to support them at present.
In the future private sector investment will be required to ensure that certain local partnership structures that have been set up are sustainable in the medium/long term and to increase the chances that the projects that are identified can be progressed.

That is not to say that activities to encourage private sector investment have not been taking place in the destinations, particularly within individual projects.  Examples have already been taking place such as research into resort and accommodation opportunities in Deeside, product and destination audit work in Loch Lomond, Route Development Forum in Edinburgh, Glasgow Service with Style in Glasgow and St Andrews Skills Academy.  It should be recognised that the action plans have been introduced in what are very challenging economic conditions and testing times for private sector investment.  
However having said that, a key issue for this new destination approach will be about trying to develop new innovative ways to encourage further private sector investment in the future.  
5.2.5 Holistic and Market Research
In general it was felt that as holistic an approach as possible was taken in each location to destination development with all aspects being considered.  However, in terms of fully informed decision making this has been undertaken within the limitations of existing data that was available and the level of engagement from the private sector.  However there are still knowledge gaps.    
Several consultees identified the need for more feedback from the visitor market particularly through visitor survey work.  (Discussions have been taking place at a national level about implementing a national visitor survey.  The key issue for this has been funding and a recent European funding bid which was unfortunately unsuccessful.  Further discussion will need to take place about how to progress at a national level in the absence of European funding).  

5.2.6 Branding Approach

Whilst a branding approach is identified as a key aspect of the destination development approach there is some confusion over what that means in practice.  

5.2.7 Best Practice
There has been limited use of the Best Practice Guide for various reasons.  Where areas have tried to use it they have found it too complicated to use in practice or there has been a reaction against its use/language it employs.

The sharing of best practice is important in ensuring efficient delivery but also in terms of helping to address market failure through trying to encourage others to learn from past experience rather than having to directly support them through the process.
5.2.8 Measurement
For many it is early days in terms of their strategies and action plans.  There has been a period of establishing partnerships or ensuring fit with existing partnerships.  Destinations/partnerships have now entered into a phase of implementing projects.  
Whilst it is too early at this time to assess progress or the impacts from these projects it is a key time to establish an appropriate measurement process.
The baseline work, being considered as a separate study to this evaluation, will form part of this but there is a need to develop the other components of the framework that are needed to track progress at the national and destination level.

This should link into information from the monitoring of other activity being undertaken by SE that is taking place within the key destinations e.g. account management, innovation activities, etc.
5.2.9 Equity and Equalities 
The Destination Development Strategy was developed and approved prior to the focus on the equity and equalities agenda.  So it would not be appropriate at this stage to try to evaluate performance against this.  However, we were asked to consider what implications a greater focus on these issues may have for the approach in the future. 

Equality Impact Assessments have been introduced which are completed as part of an appraisal process.  However, whilst it is not clear at this stage what implications a greater focus on environmental sustainability factors within SE will have for the Destination Strategy, it is an area that is becoming more important.  This may lead to a future situation where environmental factors play a more prominent role in the project appraisal process and therefore project development. Were this is the case then this would have implication for the monitoring and measurement of environmental impacts.
Rural is potentially an area for much stronger linkages between the destinations and the SE Rural Team in terms of linkages between projects, helping to meet objectives and future management and funding of initiatives.  The rural areas will potentially have other funding routes open to them e.g. LEADER, SRDP.  
Internally within SE consideration also needs to be given to the balance between the rural and tourism agendas in meeting the overall objectives of SE.  This will potentially have implications for resource allocation within and outwith the six key destinations.
5.2.10 Strategic Findings and Recommendations
Each of the destinations has developed a Strategy and Action plan for their area (albeit very recently for Highland Perthshire).  This has brought partnerships together and the areas are at a relatively early stage in implementing these action plans.  It is too early in the process to say which of the partnerships is the most appropriate or the level of resources that should be directed towards them in the future.

In the final analysis in may not necessarily be the case that one best practice model will emerge that is better than any other.  Each model has the capacity to potentially deliver on certain projects/activities in a more impactful and efficient way than another.  This may ultimately lead to a ‘best practice’ approach for specific activities rather than an overall best practice model.

However, in terms of the specifics of the destination approach there are a number of key conclusions and therefore recommendations that will inform development and implementation in the future.  Some of these lessons in turn can potentially be employed in other parts of Scotland that are evolving destinations/groups that do not fall under the umbrella of the six key destinations. The key conclusions are that:

· each of the destinations has evolved a vision, strategy and action plan within the confines of the market intelligence available to it. However whilst the destinations have utilised various sources of information in evolving their proposals there is need for more market intelligence.  In turn this may point to a need to revisit some of these plans after destination audits and closer examination of markets has been undertaken in the future;

· in parallel consideration needs to be given to where the six key destinations sit in spatial development and investment terms in relation to the national picture (see later comments on a National Investment/Development Strategy);

· there is a need for a more formal centralised monitoring process of the development strategy initiative;

· each of the destinations have developed different structures and delivery models and in some cases the funding/resourcing of the organisation will be an issue in the future;

· funding/investment of projects identified by partnerships is also a challenge and may require new forms of funding mechanisms to be more fully explored;

· there is some confusion over what a ‘branding approach’ should actually comprise;

· initially bringing partners together does not necessarily guarantee that they will continue to be active partners.  There is also a balancing act between waiting to have all partners on board and progressing with projects;

· the partnerships tend to be industry informed rather than industry-led at this time.  This is a reflection of the market failure rationale with the public sector needing to lead at this time;

· the level and form of private sector engagement is an issue for the destinations.  However, the use of subgroups and project specific initiatives has a provided a successful route to increase private sector engagement;

· there is need for prioritisation and a focus on a smaller number of deliverable projects;

· there has been limited use of the Best Practice Guide with the areas that have tried to implement it finding it complicated;

· an informal rather than formal approach to sharing best practice has been adopted to date and this process needs to be strengthened;

· there is a need to implement a centrally managed measurement framework;
· there is the potential for much stronger links between the destinations and the SE Rural Team so as to meet the overall objectives of SE and future management and funding of initiatives.  It will also ensure that there is not duplication of effort; and
· SE executives will need to be aware of the increasing importance that is being placed on equality and environmental factors as this may shape project development more forcefully in the future.

In terms of the recommendations emanating from the evaluation these have been divided into those most relevant for the:

· SE Tourism Key Sector Team; and

· Project Managers to take forward to the partnerships in the six destinations.

The main recommendations for future development of the approach are:
SE Tourism Key Sector Team
Management Issues
· Recommendation 1: The individual destination strategies should be set within a wider context of and informed by a national development/investment strategy that has still to be evolved;
· Recommendation 2: There should be some model of formalised centralised management process within the SE Tourism Key Sector Team.  This would set objectives, milestones and responsibilities as are pertinent to SE for the:

strategies and action plans within the six key destinations (in conjunction with the six key destinations)
other actions identified in the SE Destination Strategy (see later recommendations);

Funding Mechanisms 

· Recommendation 3: Research should be undertaken into management models and funding mechanisms:
to identify new ways to fund projects and potentially kick start private sector investment (see National Investment Strategy and other models)
to monitor the partnerships success in securing other forms of funding and/or income.  It may be that the future commitment from SE is in employees’ time.  However, it may also include funding, particularly where structures have been set up that are directly funded by SE.  If alternative sources of funding and/or income cannot be identified then SE may need to provide further financial support in the future if these structures are to be retained;
Visitor Research

· Recommendation 4: The national survey approach should continue to be pursued.  However, in the meantime there is an urgent need to agree a consistent approach across those destinations that are already implementing and funding their own survey work at the local level;
· Recommendation 5: A strategy to fill gaps in market intelligence at a National and Local level needs to be developed.  There are still major gaps in operating performance/visitor satisfaction levels and vital statistics, etc nationally and locally reflecting the boundaries of each key destination.  Performance data that can inform the updating of the strategies/progress against plan and private sector investment is needed.  These gaps need to be filled as a matter of urgency.  (See above National Survey and its content/targets).  Information will also be required at the local level to update baselines on an ongoing basis e.g. accommodation stock, occupancy levels and room market mix data;
Best Practice

· Recommendation 6: Revise the Best Practice Guide to create a more user-friendly version as it can potentially provide a useful tool for other destination groups across Scotland.  This should include further clarification on what comprises a ‘branding approach’.  The revised version should then be piloted in a couple of areas before rolling it out more widely;

· Recommendation 7: The SE Tourism Key Sector Team needs to develop a formalised approach to sharing best practice and lessons from the key destinations;

Measurement
· Recommendation 8: The SE Tourism Key Sector Team should develop a monitoring and evaluation framework to allow reporting of progress to take place centrally across the ‘whole strategy’ re progress against central strategic objectives and the individual destination action plans;
Equity and Equality
· Recommendation 9: The SE Tourism Key Sector Team should have a working session with each of the equity personal to ensure that all the appropriate links are established and requirements are being met.
Project Managers Six Key Destinations
Management
· Recommendation 10: The key destinations should focus on a smaller number of deliverable projects and these are to be fully informed by the findings of destination audits overlaid with the findings of research and up to date relevant market intelligence on detailed target markets. In some destinations this work is only partially available;
· Recommendation 11: Sub-groups and project specific initiatives should be used as a process to encourage more private sector engagement at the destination level.  The private sector should be encouraged to lead on these;

Funding Mechanisms 

· Recommendation 12: Research should be undertaken into management models and funding mechanisms at the destination level to identify ways to secure private sector funding/income to sustain the partnership vehicles and help fund projects/initiatives;
Visitor Research
· Recommendation 13: A strategy to fill gaps in market intelligence at a local level on an ongoing basis needs to be developed.  In tandem with Recommendation 4, project managers should be involved in ensuring a commonality of approach, where appropriate, is adopted.  This would apply across current and planned consumer surveys at the individual destination level;
Measurement

· Recommendation 14: The key destinations need to develop mechanisms for conveying progress with projects, particularly to the private sector.  This in turn can be linked back to Recommendation 8; and
Equity and Equality

· Recommendation 15: The Project Managers for the destinations should have a working session with each of the equity personal to ensure that all the appropriate links are established and requirements are being met.
5.3 Comparisons

The key points to emerge from comparing the performance of the six destinations with Scotland, UK, Cumbria and NewcastleGateshead are: 

Scotland & UK

· the total number of visitor days across the six destinations decreased by 2.4%, much lower than the decreases experienced in Scotland and the UK (13.6% and 10.1%, respectively); and

· the total visitor expenditure increased across the six by 1.8%, in line with the UK growth as a whole at 2%, however, the Scottish experience saw a decrease by 2.7%.

Cumbria & NewcastleGateshead

· the total number of visitor days across the six decreased by 2.4% a larger proportion when compared to NewcastleGateshead at 0.8%, that compares with an increase in Cumbria; and

· however the total visitor expenditure across the six increased by 1.8%, a larger percentage compared to Cumbria  at 0.8% and NewcastleGateshead  at 0.4%.

There is a need to be cautious about drawing conclusions from this analysis as it is over a relatively short period.  However, it is important to establish the process of comparing with other areas so as to monitor changes over time and build up a picture of the underlying trends over time.  

An interesting point that has arisen from the analysis is the importance in the balance between volume and value.  It is not only about the number of visitors that an area attracts but also the type of visitor.  This will be an important consideration for areas where supply may be constrained or there are environmental/conservation considerations.  In these areas the balance may be towards high value visitors rather than increasing overall numbers.

Also, in comparing the six key destinations with the Scottish and UK averages, it is important to bear in mind that the figures are calculated using different methodologies.  The six key destinations are based on the model developed by SQW for the SE baseline report whilst the Scottish figures are from the VisitScotland factsheets.  To be able to apply the SQW approach at the Scottish level would require an up to date accommodation audit for the whole of Scotland (this relates back to Recommendation 5 set out earlier). 

5.4 Growth Forecasts

In the past the ‘potential’ or ‘ambition’ for each destination was expressed as an economic growth target.  In the case of the key destinations these targets were set at a level in excess of the national target of 50% growth by 2015.  For the purposes of this interim evaluation the decision was made that assessment of future growth potential should adopt more of a ‘forecasting’ approach.
Growth forecasts for the six have been established in terms of volume (the number of bednights) and value (the level of visitor expenditure).  The ranges of growth forecast by 2020 are (more detail on the process and growth factors used for each sector and destination are provided in Chapter 3 and Appendix C and is therefore not repeated here):
· Volume:
Low scenario: 22-33% (aggregated average 28%); and

High scenario: 26-35% (aggregated average 30%).

· Value:

Low scenario: 28-44% (aggregated average 37%); and

High scenario: 33-51% (aggregated average 44%).

	Table 5.1: Value Growth Low and High

	 
	2015
	2020

	 
	Low
	High
	Low
	High

	Edinburgh
	17%
	20%
	36%
	45%

	Glasgow
	18%
	21%
	38%
	42%

	St Andrews
	13%
	15%
	28%
	33%

	Loch Lomond & The Trossachs 
	19%
	22%
	42%
	51%

	Highland Perthshire
	14%
	17%
	36%
	42%

	Royal Deeside
	17%
	20%
	44%
	50%

	Overall 6 Key Destinations
	17%
	20%
	37%
	44%


Appendix A: The Six Key Destinations

Edinburgh

Glasgow

Highland Perthshire

Loch Lomond and the Trossachs

Royal Deeside

St Andrews
Edinburgh
Introduction

The growth of tourism is driven through the Edinburgh Tourism Framework for Growth.  The strategy was developed by the Edinburgh Tourism Action Group (ETAG), the City of Edinburgh Council, VisitScotland and SE.  SE’s central focus is facilitating business leadership, collaboration and innovation to increase overnight stays and visitor spend.  This reflects the fundamental shift in SE’s role in Edinburgh, from primarily being an infrastructure investor to a far greater focus on enabling businesses to directly drive future growth.
The projects being funded by SE are set out in the table below.

SE Project Spend (£000’s)

	Nature of Spend
	09/10
	10/11
	11/12
	Total

	ETAG Activity
	45
	30
	30
	105

	Thundering Hooves Strategy
	20
	0
	20
	40

	Festivals Edinburgh
	50
	50
	50
	150

	Innovation and Collaboration
	115
	170
	150
	435

	Group Business Development
	5
	10
	10
	25

	Market Intelligence
	25
	25
	25
	75

	National Event Activity
	-
	20
	40
	60

	SE Total
	260
	305
	325
	890


Partnership and Industry Leadership

Partnership Approach 

SE has developed their destination approach through Edinburgh Tourism Action Group (ETAG).  If ETAG had not already existed then SE would have had to develop such an organisation.  

ETAG is a non-profit making, unincorporated association with the aim to make Edinburgh one of Europe’s premier capital city destinations, by offering visitors a first class tourism experience.
ETAG has been in existence since 2001 as an organisation and has become a public:private sector partnership.

It has a Steering Group with 50% business representation and representation from SE, VisitScotland, the City Council and Destination Edinburgh Marketing Alliance (DEMA).  The Chairman and Vice Chair are voted-for positions, and are from the private sector.  (In the past it has had both private and public sector leadership in the shape of the Chairman – currently Edinburgh Airport Managing Director, and previously Executive Manager, Edinburgh Castle/Historic Scotland).
There are a large number of tourism businesses in the city and ETAG is seen as a way to try to bring these together through representation by relevant associations such as the Edinburgh Restaurateurs Association, Edinburgh Hotels Association, the Guest House Bed and Breakfast Association, The Capital Group (visitor attraction group), Festivals Edinburgh, etc.  
ETAG’s main objectives are to:
· Devise, deliver and monitor an annual Action Plan to improve the tourism sector in the city of Edinburgh;
· Support the development of the city’s tourism product and infrastructure to ensure it remains ahead of the global competition; and
· Promote skills and learning in the sector to ensure quality service delivery.

Representation
The existing Partnership comprises a wide range of organisations but in a City of the scale and complexity of Edinburgh it is conscious that a number of organisations and groupings are potentially duplicating effort.  To this end the current Chair is in the process of undertaking an exercise to plot ‘who does what’ across a number of organisations and ensure greater alignment between partners.  
Some of the other organisations which are not represented on ETAG are Essential Edinburgh (the city centre improvement district) and key city theatres.  The role of ETAG in relation to the Destination Edinburgh Marketing Alliance (DEMA) was for a time unclear but it has now positioned itself as the tourism specialist informing DEMA’s activities.  DEMA’s role as the promotional vehicle for Edinburgh is wider than solely visitors, seeking to attract residents, students and businesses to Edinburgh.

Involvement from the smaller end of the business scale has also proved difficult, particularly as a result of both time constraints and identifying relevant people.  

Industry-Led
The Edinburgh partnership is industry-led in terms of its Chair and Vice-Chair and participants but is reliant on SE support for funding of the organisation and many of the projects.  VisitScotland is also supportive in terms of information dissemination.  Direct access to these and other stakeholders is a benefit to the Partnership.  
The structure of ETAG sees a steering group of seven individuals supported by the Full Group which is around 30 invited ‘members’ who represent a range of tourism businesses and sector associations.  When there is a specific need in relation to a particular project the organisation will co-opt additional ‘champions’ to progress such projects.
A partnership of private and public sector organisations is about the private sector influencing the public sector.  The private sector has diverse views and the public sector must adopt a marshalling role/overview of those opinions.
Some of the other six key destinations have project managers.  At present ETAG only has the support of a person for one day a week, funded by SE.  They are not a project manager but rather are simply servicing the groups.  SE is planning to strengthen the level of project management support in the coming year.
Active Members
Some felt that ETAG has, in cases, been thought to be reactive in strategic terms where a strategic direction is established and then they have been used to secure the buy-in of a wider audience.  It sees itself as a more proactive organisation in the future that will establish policy direction for SE and VisitScotland to buy into.  It is seen as needing to be at the cutting edge of delivery, a sounding board for ideas and innovations which it should then be able to pick up and facilitate/deliver.

ETAG, at both Steering Group and Full Group levels, comprise individuals who are active in championing particular themes and projects.  
That said under the auspices of the new Chairman there is a ‘stocktaking’ exercise underway which is determining what the membership want ETAG to do in the future.  Once the new remit is established there will be a business plan identifying new key projects to be pursued.
This process is also important in trying to encourage greater support for the ETAG strategy as the key driver for tourism development in the city.  At present a number of organisations are progressing a number of different strategies.  It is difficult therefore to present a collective voice.
Sustainability
ETAG possibly needs to change the way it operates in the future.  The number of people that have the resources to spend hours at meetings is decreasing.  For the organisation to remain it must have public sector financial support and demonstrate that the expenditure represents good value for money.
However, a view from parts of the public sector was that it needs to consider different income generating opportunities.  They have started with some activities like charging a small amount for events.  The Conference could potentially be cost neutral this year.

However, membership charges could be difficult as companies already pay to be members of other organisations who are then represented so companies may see this as having to pay twice.
Vision

Potential conflicts exist amongst different groups and organisations but the vision has the potential to draw all together to consider the greater good.  An example is of hoteliers coming around to the view that Edinburgh needs additional accommodation stock.  
There is a view that the current vision needs to be better articulated to offer an aspirational idea rather than as a set of figures to achieve.

There is also a view that the strategy needs to be more widely disseminated so that the industry has a greater awareness of it.  A question was raised over how much of the industry would actually be aware of ETAG’s strategy.  Therefore a key focus is on encouraging greater membership and stronger links to ETAG so as to strengthen the role of the strategy.
Market Research and Branding Approach
Market Research
The vision and strategy have to some extent been informed by market research undertaken.  It would be fair to say that such research has been commissioned by individual stakeholders rather than as part of a programme designed to inform the vision and strategy.  In the future further research is planned and will be undertaken, results will go to form part of the knowledge bank being populated with relevant studies on the ETAG website.
It was noted there is a dichotomy between VisitScotland and the sub-areas of Scotland which is evident in an Edinburgh context in that the target markets for Edinburgh are not necessarily those which VisitScotland focuses on.  It was considered that a subtle change in the way VisitScotland funds campaigns would bear fruit for Edinburgh to a greater degree than the generic national marketing.

A desire for comparison on the world market was highlighted, with comparison against cities such as Copenhagen, Barcelona and Vancouver considered much more useful for the city.
Branding Approach
It was generally felt that there is no one strong tourism brand in place in Edinburgh, but as important to creating a brand is the mechanism to be able to deploy a brand.

DEMA was set up in 2009 to coordinate the promotion of Edinburgh the Destination.  The organisation has a role wider than tourism promotion including strengthening Edinburgh’s reputation as a place to invest, live, work and study. 
Edinburgh has a brand ‘Inspiring Capital’, but this is not the only brand that is used within Edinburgh.  
The Inspiring Capital is open to all businesses and this creates a dichotomy in that this is part of its strength but also a weakness in that it does not provide a strong brand for tourism. 

Holistic

The destination tool kit was used at one point in the past but did not prove practical and there has been limited consideration of the visitor experience across the City as a whole.  The festivals sector is ahead of the game in this respect, in terms of their own visitors, having looked at booking/ticketing, etc and introducing innovative mechanisms to help visitors.  Similarly they have looked at infrastructure issues/booking agents, etc.
It is considered that the product and experience offered by Edinburgh is excellent but navigating what is available is an issue – there are issues about linking between the different products and experience.
Projects and Private Sector Investment
Projects
ETAG’s activities have been guided by an annual plan which in 2009/10 was known as the Resilience Plan, given the particularly challenging economic conditions over that period.
Key projects that have been progressed recently include:

· Cruise Edinburgh which comprised a subgroup of 18 businesses.  They prepared a growth fund bid for money from VisitScotland.  A website, print material and advertising has been developed;

· Route Development Forum
 which was developed following the end of the Route Development Fund
;

· arrangements for Expo 2011;
· the Edinburgh Pass
; and
· SE has also been delivering a number of its products through ETAG – 
Listen to Our Visitors 
Innovation Workshops.
Generally the view is that ETAG previously attempted to do too much, with around 40 targets meaning that only about a dozen were progressed. It is felt that ETAG must be realistic in what it can achieve and that managing expectations is necessary.
Private Sector Investment

Whilst there are no specific actions in the action plan targeted at private sector investment, this is encouraged via a number of resources and activities.  For example the Hotel Prospectus created by Edinburgh City Council to attract new investment into the accommodation sector in Edinburgh.  In addition it is recognised that the extensive repository of knowledge gathered into a single location (www.etag.org.uk/knowledge.asp) will benefit private and public sector alike and encourage private sector investment.
Linkages

Links between organisations and the public sector are being strengthened by the existence of ETAG and businesses are increasingly working together.  Uniting organisations around a single theme e.g. Homecoming has also contributed to strengthening the links, and Edinburgh is leaving a legacy. However, ETAG is not the only organisation generating the strengthening of links.  There are a large number of organisations operating in Edinburgh including, DEMA, Chamber of Commerce, Edinburgh Hotels Association, The Capital Group, etc.
Monitoring and Reporting

ETAG reports back on an annual basis using a traffic light system.  However, this has been discussed at the ETAG Steering Group and it has been decided that it needs to be more rigorous for the coming year.

The SE Executive is not required to formally report progress internally, however, at a local level reviews carried out on an ongoing monthly basis ensures progress with ETAG projects and associated budgets are continually monitored.  This is considered important in relation to supporting any future approval papers.  There is no requirement to report centrally across the six destinations.

There are targets on KMIS but they do not really relate to what they are doing in tourism.

Strengths, Weaknesses and Suggested Improvements

Strengths

The key strengths of the destination approach were that:

· it engenders a willingness to work together; 
· it contributes to the successful dissemination of information;  
· it provides a collective voice;

· it allows issues to be discussed and an approach to be agreed across a broad range of potentially disparate views; and

· Team Edinburgh was cited as helping to promote intelligence sharing within the city.

Weaknesses

The key weaknesses identified were that:

· there is limited funding which will limit activities and successes;

· voluntary organisations and the public sector do not necessarily move quickly so this slows the whole partnership process down; and

· at present there is no mechanism for translating the relevance of the approach to the frontline.  Businesses and workers need to see the relevance not just at the strategic level.
Suggested Improvements

Suggested improvements included:

· the need to define tightly the remit of the organisation and evolve a strategy and action plan to match; 
· the need to be highly focused on a modest number of deliverable projects;  
· for ETAG, in general terms, future projects will only be adopted that come with a delivery plan in terms of champions and resources.  Those that are only aspirational with no defined method of delivery will be avoided;
· good communications are imperative to the success of any partnership.  Meetings with different sector representatives are important to align all to a collective view as the benefit of having a united voice is fundamental;
· they need to be able to easily and clearly articulate the successes of the partnership in order to ensure its survival and strengthen it over time.  This should include some achievable short term goals; and
· whilst marketing towards high value visitors and conference marketing is a good target, consideration must be given to infrastructure constraints.  Transport nodes and entertainment must be in place for these visitors. 

Lessons 

Key lessons from the experience so far are to:

· develop using an existing partnership if there is one rather than creating a new one;

· focus on a small number of achievable projects;

· focus on projects that are likely to receive investment and people are willing to progress;

· a rationalisation exercise is required to understand what various organisations are offering so as to avoid duplication of effort;

· the private sector can lead on initiatives without the public sector i.e. Cruise Edinburgh; 

· communication with members of the partnership and more broadly is very important.  The recent development of a website should help with this; and

· there is a need to be able to demonstrate success.
Glasgow

Introduction

The Glasgow Tourism Strategy articulates the vision for Glasgow to be “a leading destination in key markets offering a unique, dynamic and authentic experience through the quality of place, product and service differentiated through the strength of the brand, Glasgow:Scotland with style”.  The Strategy was developed as a result of extensive consultation and discussion lead by the Glasgow Tourism Strategy Steering Group (GTSSG), including SE, Glasgow City Council, Glasgow City Marketing Bureau (GCMB), VisitScotland and industry.

The projects being funded by SE are set out in the table below (this does not include contributions being made to other tourism projects from outwith the six destinations initiative such as SECC, Merchant City infrastructure and Clyde Waterfront).

SE Project Spend (£000’s)

	Nature of Spend
	09/10
	10/11
	11/12
	Total

	Merchant City
	-
	-
	100
	100

	Mackintosh
	-
	-
	100
	100

	Clyde Tourism
	40
	40
	100
	180

	GTSI
	120
	120
	100
	340

	Major Events – growth **
	90
	55
	30
	175

	Major Events – create **
	0
	150
	250
	400

	Innovation
	25
	25
	50
	100

	Partnership Research
	15
	20
	20
	55

	SE Total
	290
	410
	750
	1,450


Partnership and Industry Leadership

Partnership Approach

There is a strong partnership approach in Glasgow which is public sector led and delivered, whist being industry informed. Glasgow has a tourism Strategy and Action Plan as well as a Strategic Major Events Strategy which are well established as they have been operating in the city for many years. 

The development of Glasgow’s Tourism Strategy has been led, in partnership with the private sector, by the four main agencies in Glasgow with a remit for tourism development (Glasgow City Council, Glasgow City Marketing Bureau (GCMB), Scottish Enterprise and VisitScotland).
The SE approach has been to align their destination strategy approach with that which already existed in the city rather than creating something new.  This was very much in keeping with the aim of a partnership approach to a competent destination.

The private sector was heavily consulted in the development of the strategy and action plan. Also participation in this group by Glasgow Chamber of Commerce ensures a link to the private sector and reinforces the engagement of the industry in the delivery of the strategy’s action plan. The private sector closely engages with individual projects/initiatives.
The four strategic themes of the partnership are:

· Image and Brand: a positive and unique image is a key influencer;
· People: Glasgow’s citizens are the city’s greatest asset and must benefit from tourism’s growth;

· Place: place attractiveness, accessibility and quality of environment are competitive drivers for a successful tourism destination; and

· Product: this must be fresh, distinctive, innovative and appealing to target markets.

Representation

The partners believe that the main public sector agencies in Glasgow that should be involved in the partnership are involved. Industry is represented in terms of their views through their links with the Chamber of Commerce and Glasgow City Marketing Bureau. They were also consulted with on the aims, objectives and activities of both the tourism strategy and action plan when they were developed at the time.  

Partners agree that industry is sufficiently involved in informing and inputting into the partnership. This is facilitated through their participation in the various initiatives delivered as part of the Tourism Action Plan. 

The Glasgow Service with Style initiative for example, has a strong partnership with wide industry sector representation including the further education sector, SE, GCMB, SDS, visitor attractions, hotels, retail, restaurants, the cultural sector, arts organisations and bed & breakfasts. Springboard has been engaged to lead on activity. 

The partners on this initiative feel that the only gap in terms of representation is transport and travel (airport, taxi, buses and underground). 

Industry-Led

Although the partnership is not industry-led or managed, it is very much industry informed. The GCMB and Chamber of Commerce have a close relationship with hoteliers, accommodation providers and the general tourism sector in Glasgow and they are encouraged to provide input into the design and delivery of the partnership and its associated activities. 

In addition industry representatives are heavily involved in the various initiatives and projects which are delivered under the tourism strategy. The Glasgow Service with Style initiative is driven and managed by a range of industry representation groups.  Although it is also being supported financially by the public sector.
Glasgow’s leading attractions project is led by a range of museums and various attractions across the city. The group was brought together to promote all of the activities available in Glasgow in a cost effective way. Joining the attractions up also makes it easier and cheaper for the customer to access all of the city’s tourist attractions. This is another example of how businesses in the tourism sector work collaboratively and with a shared vision in providing a high quality tourism offering in the city.

It was highlighted that it would not be possible for a partnership like that in Glasgow to exist without being public sector led as industry would not have enough time or resources to manage or deliver such a strategy. In addition, they would not secure sufficient individual business benefits to justify doing so.  However, they can be engaged in leading and delivering specific initiatives within the overall strategy.

Active Members

Roles and responsibilities between the members of the partnership are clear and broadly cover: GCMB lead on the branding; Scottish Enterprise on business development; Glasgow City Council on planning, licensing and tourism infrastructure; VisitScotland on linking into the objectives of tourism in Scotland; and the Chamber of Commerce in representing the views of the private sector. Each partner is committed and provides resource and support. 
The Glasgow Service with Style and Glasgow Leading Attractions initiatives are industry led. The private sector has set its own priorities and agendas. For example the Holiday Inn organises and manages the customer service training. Other industry led organisations include Glasgow Restaurateurs Association and Glasgow Hoteliers Association.
There are enough private sector companies involved in Glasgow Service with Style so that there is not one person or company dominating. It is a diverse partnership.

It was highlighted that some individuals are more driven than others and are proactive in ensuring that things move forward. These individuals are important for driving the various projects and ensuring that the benefits are realised. All of the industry partners have provided time, money and resource into the various initiatives so they have a vested interest in making it work. Few members pull out and those that have done so in the past have done so for financial reasons.  
Sustainability

The Glasgow Partnership Strategy and Action Plan have been established and in place for several years. Also a solid working relationship between each of the partners and a commitment to provide funding is in place and this is likely to be sustainable for the future. All partners are committed to the strategy.
Vision

The various public sector partners including Scottish Enterprise have signed up to The Glasgow Tourism Strategy. The vision/mission statement is the following: 

“Our vision for Glasgow 2016 is of a leading destination in key markets offering a unique, dynamic and authentic experience through the quality of place, product and service differentiated through the strength of the brand, Glasgow, Scotland with Style”. They have also developed a set of actions to work towards this vision in the tourism action plan.  

There is strong awareness and commitment to the vision amongst public sector partners. However, this is patchy amongst private sector partners; some are aware and committed to it, whilst others are vaguely aware and some are not aware.  
The various projects and initiatives that the tourism sector are involved in provide a vehicle by which the public and private sector can work together to meet this common vision. 

A common set of objectives have also been developed for individual projects for example Glasgow with Style. 
Market Research and Branding Approach

Market Research

Various market research studies were undertaken by the public sector partners in the city to help inform development of the strategy and key actions. 

The market and tourism industry sectors were consulted with when the strategy and its associated plans were developed. For example Scottish Enterprise engaged in workshops with industry on what was required in Glasgow to help the city develop and promote its offering. 

However, it was highlighted that there are gaps in terms of research that has been carried out in relation to visitor experiences and benchmarking against other cities. In order to address this, the partnership is currently working on introducing a new visitor attraction monitor to gather information on visitor experiences, and enable them to segment the market. This will allow them to target visitors more effectively and respond to any issues quickly. The partners have just bought into Visitrac which will address some of the gaps in customer/visitor information
Some ‘partners’ expressed concern about the extent to which market research is disseminated between the public and private sector. 
Private sector organisations were aware that market research has been carried out and that data on visitors and target markets has been collected but they have not been provided with this information. They would like to receive this as they feel it would be useful to help them target, develop and improve their services more effectively.  Discussions have been taking place between the partners about ways to provide research in a business facing guide.
Branding Approach
Glasgow is strongly driven by a branding approach; the ‘Scotland with Style brand’ is threaded into the strategy and associated Action Plan. Projects such as the Style Mile and Glasgow Service with Style are also brand informed.  The vision has also been strongly influenced by the brand. The GCMB are seen as the main organisation taking responsibility for the brand. 

Events which are considered by the partners to strongly contribute to the brand are encouraged to come to the city (although it not limited to those that contribute to the brand).  One example of such an event was the MOBO awards, which are multicultural, high profile and stylish. 

Partners felt that the branding is a powerful approach to take in Glasgow as it provides a way to promote Glasgow’s many assets and offerings.  The venues also see it as a very useful way to promote themselves and their events. 

Holistic

Generally it is felt that a broad view of the destination has been undertaken and that the strategy addresses all of the key areas.  In terms of delivery, it is realised that not all of the gaps can be addressed at the same time and that prioritisation has to take place as funding is limited. 

The strategy prioritises what it can actually address and things that can be delivered and committed to in the financial period. The importance of having ambitious but achievable targets was highlighted. 

On the research side of things, the new visitor tracking survey currently being undertaken is expected to highlight gaps and issues in relation to the visitor experience. 

Although transport is highlighted as a priority in the strategy documentation, several stakeholders identified that there are issues with insufficient transport links in Glasgow that remain to be addressed. 
For example, there is limited transport to the SECC and no airport rail link. Also, customer service in relation to buses, taxis and airport shuttles is a key area which is not covered in the Glasgow Service with Style and this is considered to be an area of weakness in Glasgow.

Projects and Private Sector Investment

Projects

Several projects within Glasgow have been making good progress in the last 1-2 years. Those that have made the most progress have included:

· Glasgow Service with Style Initiative- expected to impact on a range of things including the visitor experience, positive perceptions, ratings, customer satisfaction, partnership, reputation;
· Visitor Attractions Initiative – creating an improved customer experience, better information and joined up cost effective marketing of services; 

· Style Mile - improving the image of the city centre and linking into retail investment;
· Five year Mackintosh Development Plan – used to help sell the city and improve the quality of the attraction; 

· Accommodation provision - 5 star hotels have been attracted;

· initiative to encourage more tourism start-ups is performing well;

· major progress on the arena project development at the SECC, which should be finished by 2012. This is an integral part of the commonwealth games and has attracted large amounts of private sector investment; and

· the Strategic Major Events Forum has developed a plan to grow, create and procure events.  It is developing an event charter for working with events, particularly those that will have the greatest impact on the city.

Private Sector Investment

The private sector is not investing funding directly into the partnership or development of the Strategy and Action Plan.  However, they did invest time in its development. 

However, there are various projects which are delivered as part of the strategy which require significant private sector investment.  Indeed many of the projects are geared at encouraging private sector investment.  Projects such as the Style Mile which encourages private sector investment in retail, accommodation provision and development of the SECC.  

Linkages

Strong linkages and relationships already existed between the various public sector organisations and between the private and public sector organisations. The GCMB and Chamber of Commerce also had well established and close links with industry. There is a ‘Team Glasgow’ approach in the city. 

Various projects and initiatives that have been developed recently have helped strengthen the links between the public sector and industry and have resulted in a much broader range of partners coming on board (attractions, restaurants, bed & breakfasts, colleges, hotels, etc). 

Also involvement in the various initiatives has facilitated partnership working between private sector organisations.  Venues and attractions have been working more closely together in terms of promotional activity, joint sales and marketing as a result of projects like the Glasgow Visitor Attractions. 
Another example of this is a hotel in Glasgow which organised customer training courses for their staff and offered staff at the Hunterian museum places on the course. The link between the organisations was made as a result of the Glasgow Service with Style initiative.  
Glasgow has encouraged other areas and organisations to look at how Glasgow could benefit them as a region. North Lanarkshire and South Lanarkshire have a common strategy and make joint decisions which try and link these into what is happening in Glasgow. Therefore it has encouraged a collaborative approach between Local Authorities in Glasgow’s surrounding areas.
Monitoring and Reporting

There is an Annual Report on progress with the Glasgow’s Tourism Action Plan.  The Glasgow Strategy Group is currently reviewing its monitoring processes with a view to formalising reporting throughout the year.
The SE Executive provides a monthly update report (internally) at a local level on progress with projects that SE is involved in.  They are not required to report nationally across the six destinations.
They are tracking high level indicators such as bedspaces, visitor numbers, spend, etc through the work being undertaken by SE.  They are currently updating the accommodation audit for the city.  They are also looking at potential service quality measures.

Strengths, Weaknesses, Suggested Improvements and Lessons

Strengths

The strengths of the partnership approach are that:

· it provides a collective approach and common vision;

· it increases collaboration and connections between and within the public and private sector 

· it has helped to identify and shape key priorities for the area;

· it has improved linkages, partnership and engagement with the private sector;

· it has ensured there is a strong commitment to tourism in Glasgow; 

· it has unified various public and private sector organisations in Glasgow; 

· it resulted in joint promotional material being developed for the City and allowed Glasgow to be marketed as a product within itself; and 

· it joined up promotion and delivery of services and attractions resulting in better customer experience.

Weaknesses

Weaknesses or constraints of the approach are:

· there are gaps in terms of information available about visitors and customers and there is a need to work with industry more closely to overcome these gaps; 

· there is a slight danger of a centralised approach in that the city may miss out on working with Edinburgh (and may miss out on joining up, for example, with their airport links).  Although it should be noted that the strategy group are actively working as part of the Glasgow Edinburgh Collaboration initiative;

· the objectives for the public and private sector can differ at times; and
· there is some frustration in the private sector about how long public sector processes can take or overall objectives may differ (i.e. private sector is focused on profit, whilst public on visitor numbers).
It was highlighted that a destination approach depends on the location.  It must have unique selling points or features. Such an approach may not be appropriate for all areas. 

The partnership in Glasgow is strong and works well, it is established and partners have good links, communication, a shared vision and common priorities. Other areas may not have such a structure and this may be difficult to create. What works well in Glasgow may not always necessarily work well elsewhere.

Suggested Improvements

There is a need to strengthen private sector involvement at a strategic level e.g. within the Strategy Steering Group, SMEF, etc.

There is a need for more market intelligence to overcome gaps in customer and visitor information and also for this information to be more widely dispersed to the private sector. 

A partnership like the one in Glasgow needs a lot of work in terms of making it work and driving it forward and making sure all partners do what they are responsible for delivering. It needs encouragement and management for it to work.  

There is a need to de-clutter the information landscape in relation to events, activities and public information and to make clearer to the public what the city has to offer. 

It is early days for the Glasgow Service with Style and it is just starting to generate benefits. The project needs continuous support, cooperation and someone to drive it forward. 

Lessons

It takes time for partnerships and activities to be developed and for benefits to be realised.  This may have an impact on the sustainability of a project which involves the private sector as they are likely to want to see gains happen quickly, whilst initiatives often have long term objectives. 

It is important to have a champion(s) driving the aims and objectives and activities both at the strategic and the project level to raise awareness and make sure what needs to be done is done and to encourage and motivate partners. 

Also the different destinations need to be seen in context.  A one size fits all will not work.  The approach needs to take account of the specific circumstances in that area, particularly in relation to partnerships and structures.

The partnership does require a lot of work to operate through time resource which is additional to some of the partners’ core roles.  As such it sometimes does not get priority which is a downside of not having a specific funded project co-ordinators working on the strategy.  The upside is that there are no direct costs other than time in the management group.

Highland Perthshire

Introduction
Highland Perthshire is unique amongst the six key destinations in that it has taken longer to move the concept of a composite ‘destination’ forward amongst all partners.  However, this late starter has now formed a DMO – Highland Perthshire Ltd (Incorporated in March 2010, Company Limited by Guarantee).  The partnership has now agreed a business plan for the period 2010-13 and is moving forward.

SE requested that our consultations in Highland Perthshire should be limited to the SE Executive as delicate negotiations were still underway at that point on development of the partnership approach.  

Some of the delays in setting up the partnership are seen to have been the result of a change in the geographic boundary and ‘shrinking’ of what constituted the ‘key destination’ and this led to certain adverse reactions and was divisive.  This change has now been ‘absorbed’ and the partnership created, but not without certain difficulties.  

To date the SE expenditure approval has only been for the development of the partnership.

Partnership and Industry Leadership
Partnership Approach
As indicated, a partnership is now in place, only recently formed after a difficult period of trying to pull together different factions and communities within the key destination.  It is now felt that the group is quite strong, but some early ‘wins’ will be needed in order to hold everyone together.   The group is in its infancy and has only just agreed its business plan.  However, getting the group together has, in itself, been seen as a major step forward.

Representation

The partnership has constituted itself as a ‘DMO’ and has wide representation from public and private sectors.  
Originally in the area, which boasts a number of local tourism associations, it was conceived that the Pitlochry group could have been the vehicle, but the decision was made to broaden out to a wider four tourism areas/associations that represented the ‘sub-destinations’ that form Highland Perthshire.  These associations are now represented on the new ‘partnership’ alongside Perth and Kinross Council, SE and four/five private members that were, at time of interview, to be confirmed.  
The recently published business plan now provides more detail.  An independent chairman from the ‘industry’ will also be appointed.  Support to the partnership will be provided by a project manager and potentially a marketing executive.

Industry-Led

The aim is for the group to be ‘industry led’ but no clear ‘leadership’ at the time of interview had emerged.  The structure has been agreed and this seeks to ‘write in’ industry leadership.

Active Members

The recently published business plan includes ‘actions’ for the group over the next three years in terms of some early wins and new work that needs to be carried out to inform the evolution of the detail of the destination development strategy and action plan (early proposals included in business plan).  Allocation of roles across the group has still to be agreed.
Sustainability

The ‘aim’ is to have ‘sustainability’ built into the group, however, like the other key destinations, one of the drivers/support to the group going forward is a project manager whose costs will be underwritten in the first instance by SE.  The ongoing funding of this role in the longer term will be an issue all destinations have to find an answer for.

Vision

A vision is incorporated into the DMO’s business plan but is ‘generic’ rather than prescriptive at this time.  It still has to be given ‘form’ but is seen to be based around ‘green’ and ‘adventure’ tourism.

Market Research and Branding Approach
Market Research
‘Market research’ has formed the basis of the vision and ‘strategy’.  Most of the research used was conducted some time ago, for other reasons, but has informed the partnership deliberations to date.  New research has been identified in the business plan; it is also perceived that those on the group bring knowledge to deliberations.  
 (Current documentation has not identified, in any detail, target markets/targeted product development proposals at this time).

Branding Approach

As is known, this terminology causes confusion but that said it is seen that the way forward is a response to market.  The partnership wants to progress a branding strategy, etc as an early focus of their joint working.

Holistic

The concept is understood by the partnership and it would be the intention to incorporate it as a guiding principle into any future detailed vision, strategy and action plan.

Projects and Private Sector Investment
Projects
The recently authored business plan identifies a number of ‘projects’ – product development and other initiatives the partnership wants to progress in the next few years.  Given the status of the partnership, it is not relevant to comment on progress.  However, historically within the area, different groups/bodies and destination associations had hopes and aspirations for a number of private sector investment proposals surrounding resort development and ‘gateway’ facilities.  At this point in time, these have not been incorporated into the business plan as targets, but an ‘audit’ of existing infrastructure/services is envisaged that will help inform the ‘gaps’ that need to be filled in the future.  The historic list of developments are all currently on hold, mainly as a result of the current investment climate.

Private Sector Investment

At present there is no ‘specific’ policy followed by the partnership to encourage private sector investment.  However, it is tacitly understood that this would be an aim of the partnership and could take many formats from lobbying support to helping unlock funds from sources that could support/provide additional funding or investment to help private sector investments that might not otherwise be directly available.  

Linkages

In setting up the partnership, the work to date has, in cases, created links between the differing tourism associations working in the area, encouraging them to work together.  Also, although not formally part of the partnership, there are better links and dialogue being achieved with the likes of the Perth & Kinross Countryside Trust, etc.  In other instances, the Community Interest Company from Pitlochry that represents the wider community has a place on the DMO Board.

Monitoring and Reporting

No formal process of monitoring and reporting at local/national level has as yet been agreed.  The recently submitted DMO business plan does, however include performance measurement criteria.

No discussion has been undertaken on measuring contribution made over time to a competent destination.

Strengths, Weaknesses, Suggested Improvements and Lessons
Strengths
The key strengths are:  

· the competent destination ‘approach’ has been good at bringing the different interested parties into the room – something not achieved before;

· it has opened up a dialogue across the wider area.  This has been helped by ‘public consultation’ during the set-up period using public meetings, etc;

· it has captured organisations and individuals who normally would not be at the table and may have viewed negatively from the sidelines; and 
· it has strengthened the ‘voice’ of the local industry with the Council and SE.
Weaknesses
The key weaknesses are:

· the length of time the ‘process’ has taken principally as caused by changes to the geography of the destination and refocusing from 2004.  This caused adverse reactions which had to be overcome before moving forward, causing a degree of divisiveness across the area;

· Local politics can also cause issues;

· the current partnership is somewhat fragile and will need to see some early ‘quick wins’ to keep it on track;

· there is some discussion that the DMO might eventually cover a different ‘area’ than that outlined by SE; and
· the preliminary business plan (including actions) has been pulled together with outside facilitation.

Suggested Improvements and Lessons

The key suggested improvement was that the sequence of events/engagement could have been better envisaged at the outset and for others the optimum approach would be to go out widely at the start with public events and listen to community/public/industry as it is important to future success.

The key lessons were that:

· in bringing together visions, action plans, strategies, etc, historical experience in Perthshire (before the successful implementation of the DMO) suggests that there is a need to be careful of making mention of potential private sector investments as this can be misrepresented by many; and  
· also care needs to be taken over mention of public sector finance that might be available for any form of development – this builds up expectations that SE will support funding bids.  

Loch Lomond and the Trossachs
Introduction

The vision for Destination Loch Lomond & Trossachs (DLLT) is of a world class sustainably developed destination with thriving hubs, connected via innovative transport connections on the Loch which showcase the unique assets of the area and exceed visitors’ expectations. 

This vision, which will be the focus for a new industry lead partnership strategy, has been agreed by partners including SE, National Park Authority (NPA), Forestry Commission, HIE, VisitScotland, West Dunbartonshire, Stirling and Argyll Councils and Scottish Natural Heritage, as well as by key operators in the Park. It reflects the realistic opportunities that exist for development, given environmental sensitivities as well as market demand and product gaps.   

The projects being funded by SE are set out in the table below.

SE Project Spend (£000’s)

	Nature of Spend
	09/10
	10/11
	Total

	DMO set up and operation including strategy development
	55
	50
	105

	Water Connectivity and Access
	30
	20
	50

	Product and Market Development: Tarbet 
	20
	25
	45

	Loch Lomond Shores 2010 Strategy  development*
	25
	-
	25

	Loch Lomond Shores Hotel Technical Study (Ph 1)*
	25
	-
	25

	Balloch Square Development  Study*
	25
	-
	25

	SE Total
	180
	95
	275


Partnership and Industry Leadership

Partnership Approach 

There is not a formally constituted partnership in place in Loch Lomond & the Trossachs.  A number of partners including SE, Forestry Commission Scotland, SNH, Stirling Council, West Dunbartonshire Council, Argyll and Bute Council, Loch Lomond & the Trossachs National Park, and HIE were involved in a study looking at market and product opportunities within the National Park.   This identified a wide range of opportunities throughout the National Park and linked into the National Park Local Plan.  
This covered the four broad areas of the Park - Loch Lomond, The Trossachs, Argyll Forest and Breadalbane.

SE had identified the need to prioritise their resources and they focused on the areas which were expected to generate the largest economic impact.

They commissioned a study – Towards a Tourism Strategy for Destination Loch Lomond and the Trossachs.  This focused on a number of projects to be progressed by SE in the south of the area in particular Loch Lomond/Balloch and to a lesser extent Tarbet.  SE was not in a position to fund the other three areas at this time.  The hub of the strategy at this time is the southern part of Loch Lomond.

There was a particular focus on Loch Lomond Shores (LLS) and its future development.  A stakeholders group has recently been developed to consider the future of LLS.

Another key project is redevelopment at Tarbet.  There is no formal constituted partnership in place but a number of organisations are working together to look at future development.  They are in the process of developing a masterplan for Tarbet.

Representation

As discussed above, partnerships have been set up at this point to progress certain projects – LLS and Tarbet.

Development of a DMO for Loch Lomond is currently at an early stage.  However, those consulted with are keen for it to be developed.  It is recognised that there is a need for a range of different members including businesses of different sizes.

Industry-Led

A stakeholder group has been set up for LLS which includes public sector – SE and National Park Authority, and private sector including Merlin, Can You Experience, Jenners, Saltire and Sapphire.  At this stage it is not necessarily industry-led but is definitely industry informed which will be key to its success.  However, this stakeholder group is intended to be short term.  

A process is underway to develop a DMO for Loch Lomond.  This would be industry-led but would work in partnership with the public sector, not least as it is likely to require public sector funding, certainly at the outset.

A stakeholder group has also been established in Tarbet which comprises a mix of public and private sector partners.

Active Members

The stakeholder group for LLS has brought together various partners with a vested interest in the future of the site and they have been actively involved in pursuing future options.

The stakeholder group in Tarbet has also been very active in pursuing future options and is currently developing a masterplan.

The DMO for Loch Lomond has not yet been formalised.  However, there is an awareness of the fact that there are a large number of small businesses in the area and that the time they could dedicate to a DMO may be limited.

Sustainability

The stakeholders group for LLS is intended to be short term.  Their role is to identify future options for the site.  What form any partnership may take in the future will depend on the actions identified.

The stakeholders group for Tarbet is considering options for development and are in the process of establishing a masterplan.  This will also inform the future structure of this partnership.

The Loch Lomond DMO has yet to be established but it’s anticipated that it will require public sector funding initially. Sustainability over the medium to long term will be a key consideration for the DMO.  The focus had been on establishing partnerships to address key projects in the area at LLS and Tarbet.  The focus is now on establishing a DMO for Loch Lomond.  Some initial discussions have taken place with key businesses/individuals in the area.
Vision

There is a vision for the area set out in the National Park Plan.  At this time, however SE has focused on one area of the Park – Loch Lomond as it has the projects that are likely to give the largest return on investment.  So at this time they are pursuing the vision for part of the National Park.  To a large extent they are shaping the strategy that is being pursued at this time. 

Market Research and Branding

Market Research

The approach that SE is taking has been based on a large amount of market research/product and destination audit work – particularly the work undertaken by TRC.  This included a product gap analysis and has resulted in the actions that they are planning to take forward.  Identification of future target markets using VisitScotland market segmentation has also been undertaken and informed the product development strategy for the Park.

Branding Approach

A branding approach was developed for the four locations including brand wheel analysis.  Subsequent to this the National Park decided to revise the approach and has been leading on the brand development which is ongoing.

Holistic

A large amount of research was undertaken that covered the whole of the National Park.  This assessed the current market and identified product gaps and potential opportunities.  Whilst the current partnership approach focuses on one part of the National Park this resulted from a process of prioritisation from the wider holistic work that covered the whole Park.
Therefore, it is not that the approach has not considered a holistic approach but that it is not possible to fund all of the projects required to fill the gaps across the whole destination at this time.

Projects and Private Sector Investment

It is only eight months since the strategy has been agreed so it is too early to expect results re progress with projects.  However, the main projects that are being taken forward are:

· Loch Lomond Shores strategic development.  A private/public partnership has been developed to establish the most appropriate way forward for the site;

· creation of  DMO for Loch Lomond;

· options for a water taxi – to be piloted in the summer;

· options for Balloch retail; and

· Tarbet master plan – a public/private partnership is currently working on a masterplan which will be completed later in the year.

The strategic development, masterplan and options work will identify the opportunities and the role for the private sector. The stakeholder groups at LLS and Tarbet include the key private sector partners as it is recognised that progress cannot be made without them taking a key role.

Linkages  

The links between different public sector agencies has improved e.g. Scottish Enterprise, National Park Authority, Highlands and Islands Enterprise, Argyll and Bute Council, Forestry Commission Scotland. This was particularly the case regarding the product and destination audit work which provided a focus for issues and opportunities in the area and brought together a wide range of organisations with various remits and objectives.  
The relationship between the public and private sector has also developed with individual relationships being established and strengthened.  Partnerships comprising both the public and private sector have been developed to specifically address the issues/opportunities at LLS and Tarbet.
At LLS the proprietors are starting to realise that they need to view themselves collectively as the attraction and work together.

However, it is felt that there is a need to establish a DMO in order to broaden the engagement from the private sector and to develop more of a partnership approach for the longer term.

Monitoring and Reporting

The SE Executive has measures that they need to report back against internally and prepare a monthly progress report (local internal use).

They do not need to report back centrally across the six key destinations.

As yet the DMO has not started but they realise that they will need to report back progress from this when it is.
A process has not been developed for measuring contribution to a competent destination.

Strengths, Weaknesses, Suggested Improvements and Lessons

Strengths

A partnership approach has a number of strengths, including:

· it helps to create a common vision and allows them to move in the same direction;

· they can develop a common approach;

· they have been able to identify the product gaps with a spatial dimension across the area;

· it ensures that the actions that different partners are taking are not counter-productive;

· it avoids duplication of effort; and

· it brings together the key partners from the public and private sectors.

Weaknesses

However, there are some weaknesses in the approach, including:

· a lack of resources for implementation;

· a large number of groups have developed in the area on an ad-hoc basis;

· no control over different websites that promote the area;

· there are four distinct areas/sub-destinations in the ‘key destination’/National Park with different:

markets/market opportunities
needs

development opportunities; and

· there are  a large number of small businesses so it is difficult to drive forward the approach.

Suggested Improvements

The key areas for improvement are:

· establishing a DMO is a priority so as to provide a longer term partnership approach which includes the wider area beyond the individual projects that have been prioritised at this time;

· the need for pump-priming of the DMO for the first three years;

· the need to be able to demonstrate results, these need to be early wins; and

· the need to be able to demonstrate success in the Loch Lomond area before moving onto the other geographic areas in the Park.

Lessons

In Loch Lomond they have had to prioritise their actions to those that are likely to generate the largest return on investment.  They realised early in the process that there is little point in developing a long list of actions if they do not have the resources to follow through on them.

SE/the Partnership undertook a large amount of research on product gaps and opportunities in the area and this is what has informed the actions they are progressing.  This involved a wide range of public sector partners and also linked into the Local Plan.

Royal Deeside

Introduction

Royal Deeside and the Cairngorms is a distinct tourism destination, largely located in the eastern half of the Cairngorms National Park.  It is physically separated from the tourism cluster in the Aviemore area by the Cairngorms and offers a complementary, visitor experience with higher per capita visitor expenditure.  The Victorian built heritage; a strong resonance with the Royal Family; ready access to areas of unspoilt wilderness; and numerous scenic locations present visitors with a distinctive product which epitomises the Scottish Highlands.  
Projects have been prioritised following thorough market research, with the aim of developing a competent destination that both responds to industry demand and meets/exceeds visitors expectation by matching the best of what is on offer around the world.

The projects being funded by SE are set out in the table below.

SE Project Spend (£000’s)

	Nature of Spend
	09/10
	10/11
	11/12
	Total

	DMO Management, Project Delivery & Product Development
	180
	160
	150
	490

	Deeside Way, Supporting Path Network and Signage Strategy
	15
	230
	245
	490

	Resort & Accommodation Development Appraisals
	85
	45
	60
	190

	Victorian Frontage Restoration
	20
	40
	-
	60

	SE Total
	300
	475
	455
	1,230


Partnership and Industry Leadership

Partnership Approach

Similar to other areas, Royal Deeside and Strathdon, part of the Cairngorms National park which is one of SE’s key destinations, has evolved a partnership approach.

Unlike others, a hybrid approach has been progressed out of necessity.  This has seen a twin approach adopted in Deeside which is: 

· a partnership comprising members of the public sector and a formally constituted DMO (a company limited by guarantee) with representation from the private sector; and
· a second tier which only comprises public sector partners which is concerned with commercially sensitive projects and  infrastructure development.
The reason for this twin approach is that the area is very rural with a small  population and, in the main, a small private sector with small businesses predominating.  This fact and the considerable commercial sensitivities around certain projects that are part of the destination’s development proposals e.g. potential resort and accommodation development see it not considered appropriate for progress of these commercial projects to be aired in a more public forum at this time.  It is considered there could potentially be a conflict of interest if the DMO led on these types of projects as there are a small number of landowners in the area who are potentially competing with each other for development and support with projects.  Hence why, to an extent, this has remained ‘reserved’ business for the public sector.  However, it was also felt that the DMO has enough work to do covering its own operational plan.
The DMO has a Board with 11 directors (there is space for 12) all of whom are from the private sector.  The DMO now has 80 members and is aiming to recruit more.

The DMO has a Business Plan and Operational Plan which sets out the actions that they plan to undertake.  They have also recently developed a Marketing Plan for the area. SE is progressing with other parallel actions in the tourism sector as set out in the SE Action Plan.

Representation

The front-facing partnership between SE, Aberdeenshire Council and the DMO is considered to be strong.  However, one area where partnership working needs to be strengthened is that between the DMO and the Cairngorms National Park Authority.  There had been a closer relationship in the past and it is recognised by both organisations and SE that there is a need to work on improving and strengthening the relationship in the future. 
The Cairngorms Business Partnership which aims to bring various business groups in the Cairngorms together has also been established.  
The Deeside DMO has not joined this partnership.  How this group will operate and whether Deeside DMO will be part of it are issues that need to be addressed.  
There is a danger of duplication of effort or missed opportunities to collaborate.  It is recognised that there is a need to improve on the communication between the various interest groups.

The number of members of the DMO has been increasing over time and they have been proactively recruiting new members.  They are still targeting increasing the membership to provide a much broader representation.

Another organisation that the DMO is keen to strengthen its relationship with is VisitScotland. The DMO has been spending time understanding how VisitScotland operates, particularly at a local level, and how they could best link with the organisation. 

Previously community organisations have been less involved in the process.  More recently the DMO has been developing links with some community organisations, particularly those with a tourism brief.

Industry-Led

The DMO is industry led but supported financially by the public sector.  They are funded by SE and Aberdeenshire Council. They also received advice and guidance from these organisations.  Cairngorms National Park Authority did originally partly fund the DMO but do not do so presently.  The DMO has also accessed funding from other sources e.g. VisitScotland Growth Fund and LEADER for specific projects. The ‘second tier’ public partnership has taken the lead on accommodation and new tourism infrastructure development which, to an extent, for commercially sensitive reasons as highlighted, has been taken on by SE.  The DMO/industry is leading on issues of marketing and those surrounding business development/skills, etc with full support from others in the partnership.
Active Members

To date the DMO (funded by SE and Aberdeenshire Council) has been heavily reliant on the project manager and a small number of individuals from the private sector in helping to drive forward projects.  However, they have developed subgroups to encourage members to become more involved in undertaking activities/projects e.g. Food Tourism group, Activity Providers group.

There are a lot of small businesses in the area and it is difficult for individuals from these companies to give up a lot of their time.  So asking the private sector to progress projects is very difficult.

Sustainability

The DMO requires public sector funding at this time.  To make the DMO self-financing will be very challenging.  There are some activities that can generate income e.g. membership fees, charging for training courses, etc but these would not sustain the DMO at its current level.  They are currently looking at other ways of generating income.
Vision

There is a Plan for the National Park that various public sector partners including SE have signed up to.

A vision for the Deeside area was developed for the area through the work undertaken by Hall Aitken in the past.  A number of actions have been developed and identified in order to work towards the overall vision. One of which was to develop a DMO.  Other development actions now also exist informed by market research/analysis.
The DMO has also developed a vision/mission statement in relation to their area of work which is to “work with partner businesses and agencies to develop and market Deeside & The Cairngorms as a high quality, sustainable, year-round, vibrant visitor destination”. The DMO has developed a set of actions to work towards this vision. 
The DMO have recently commissioned consultants to develop a Marketing Strategy which looked in detail at market segmentation.  They see this as a key part of repositioning Royal Deeside in the minds of the target segments.
Market Research and Branding Approach

Market Research

Various studies have been undertaken in the past in the area funded by SE to inform sectoral development strategies.  These have identified certain key actions, for example opportunities for accommodation and resort development which are being progressed by local partnerships.  The DMO is also utilising existing studies, particularly those commissioned by SE to inform its works.  
They have also recently completed/commissioned work on a Marketing Strategy which has provided them with much greater detail on target market segmentation.

The DMO are also undertaking the DOVE
 project to gather customer feedback to inform future actions.

Branding Approach
The DMO decided early on that it was important for Deeside to establish a brand identity as their offering is very different to that in the West of the Cairngorms.  The National Park has a brand – the Osprey.  However, the Deeside DMO developed their own brand, image and strapline.  They realise that it should not just be a logo but should encapsulate the core values.  Recently they have developed a marketing plan which identifies market segments in more detail.  They are now working on marrying up their brand and product offering to these market segments.

The food tourism project being progressed by the DMO is also considering branding but concern was expressed by some over the creation of more brands which will potentially confuse things.  Those expressing these concerns are keen to see a parent brand with a family of brands developed from that if appropriate.
Holistic

Generally it is felt that a broad view of the destination has been undertaken and from that process a number of priority areas have been identified.  However, it is realised that not all of the gaps can be addressed at the same time and that prioritisation has to take place.  Indeed one of the lessons coming out of the early work is a need to focus on a smaller number of projects/activities rather than trying to spread the resources too thinly. 

Recent new research, funded by SE with input from across the partnership, has been completed to produce a comprehensive mapping of the visitor offering.  This destination audit – a product audit that has plotted visitor services and infrastructure available in the area and highlighted ‘gaps’ in the offering.  This work, still to be finalised, involved input from across the partnership and will provide input to the planning of future actions by the partnership.
Projects and Private Sector Investment

Projects

The DMO has identified a number of actions.  However, the DMO doesn’t have the resources or capacity to deliver all the projects identified so there is a need to prioritise the projects.  Previously the list was too long and they realise that there is a need to focus on a smaller number of projects that can be delivered.  It is recognised that there is a need to be able to demonstrate to members what has been achieved by the DMO so that they can see value in being a member.

They recently started a monthly newsletter which will help to convey to members what is taking place/has been achieved.  They have also had 3 or 4 business to business meetings. They see being able to demonstrate progress as a key aspect to encouraging further private sector investment.

Projects within the DMO that have made the most progress have been:

· development of the What’s On listing;

· development of the website as a portal;

· growing DMO membership - now almost 80 members;

· business to business meetings;

· various training courses, those regarding web and IT issues have been very popular; 

· some short term projects e.g. small exhibitions, festivals; 

· development of a marketing plan; and

· food tourism group has been developed with 15 fifteen members and a series of pilot activities have been agreed for 2010/11.

They were finding it difficult to get buy-in from businesses.  So for the Food Tourism project they have tried to take it forward with industry leading the working group.  
They are trying to incorporate different restaurants and chefs to get them to contribute views and bring forward ideas.  They are keen to engender ownership amongst the private sector for the project.

However, the DMO is only part of developments that are being progressed which also include:

· the Deeside Way path development;

· resort and accommodation development appraisals; and

· Victorian frontage restoration.

Private Sector Investment

A number of projects outwith the activity focus of the DMO will require private sector investment to be realised, for example, accommodation and resort development.  Research has been undertaken to help identify opportunities to try to encourage the private sector to invest in this type of development.

In the past training has been free but this year the DMO have introduced a charge.  A two tier pricing approach has been adopted – DMO member and non-DMO member.  This has seen private sector investment take place in skills.
For the food tourism project the DMO are anticipating that some of the project management costs will need to be met by the public sector but they are going to be looking for the private sector to invest as well.

Linkages

Relationships did exist prior to the setting up of the DMO but not with any group only with individual businesses. It was felt in general that creation of the DMO had helped strengthen the links.  There is a feeling that the private sector has a clearer understanding about what the public sector can offer.

The DMO has also strengthened links within the private sector. This is particularly the case amongst the 11 directors of the DMO that now have regular communication that did not take place previously.  However, it is recognised that there is a need to further extend that communication to the other members of the DMO. 

However, it was noted by some that the links between certain organisations within the public sector need to be strengthened e.g. the role of the National Park Authority in the partnership.
Monitoring and Reporting

The DMO reports on its activities back to SE and Aberdeenshire Council.

SE reports locally through a monthly update report.  SE are not required to report formally at the national level across the six destinations.

A formal process for measuring contribution to a competent destination has not been developed beyond the work that is being undertaken by SQW. 

Whilst the Best Practice Guide has not really been used to inform their strategy or action plan when reviewing against it, it is considered that the destination/partnership are already doing a lot of what is set out within it.
Strengths, Weaknesses, Suggested Improvements and Lessons

Strengths

The strengths of the partnership approach are that:

· it has provided a common focus for the area;

· it has helped to identify and shape key priorities for the area;

· it has improved engagement with the private sector, particularly through the DMO;

· it has allowed the private sector to help shape public sector investment;

· it makes companies more aware of the public sector resources being invested in their area; and
· a co-ordinated promotion of the area will achieve more than the many individual companies promoting it on their own.
Weaknesses

The various geographic boundaries that different organisations are operating to, does cause some issues, in particular the fact that part of the Deeside destination is in the National Park and part is not.  
This has made things challenging in terms of establishing activities across the whole of the Park and the Deeside destination.

Weaknesses or constraints of the approach are:

· there are very different markets on the West and East side of the Cairngorms and therefore it can be difficult to unite people under one vision.  Priorities in each of the areas may also differ;

· moving from a point of public sector funding to being self-sustaining will be very challenging;

· the objectives for the public and private sector can differ at times;

· some frustration in private sector about how long public sector processes can take but realise that they need the public sector funding for it to work;

· the DMO is relatively small when compared with similar organisations in other parts of the UK;

· question mark over future public sector funding;

· having an area with a large number of small businesses can make it difficult to:

secure private sector investment

engage them in the process as they have limited time to spare; and
· competition from other areas for public sector support.

There are some other factors that are not necessarily weaknesses but do need to be borne in mind:

· the private sector has had to become accustomed to the need for public sector spending to take place at specific times on specific projects; and

· it takes time to build relationships and develop a DMO approach.

Suggested Improvements

There is a need to be able to demonstrate results as this will encourage more people to become involved and retain those that are already.  Activity of the DMO needs to be driven more by industry in the future.  They need to become more engaged and start to generate more ideas for discussion. 
It will also be important to encourage more of the members to become involved in progressing projects/activities.  

The DMO are trying to increase the level of private sector investment but realise that this would require a significant increase from the current level if they are to be self-sustaining.

Local suggestions for improvement and not necessarily improvement to the ‘approach’ itself is the need for the partnership/DMO to strengthen the links with certain other public sector organisations such as the Cairngorms National Park Authority and VisitScotland.
Lessons

The time it takes to develop a formal partnership and framework should not be underestimated. Forming structures, recruiting members, establishing a vision and objectives all take time.

Another key lesson for the DMO was that in the first year they employed two independent consultants to progress projects but this did not prove successful.  They have now employed a development manager to progress projects and that is working much better.

Also the partnership approach, etc for different destinations needs to be seen in context.  A one size fits all will not work.  The ‘approach’ needs to take account of the specific circumstances in that area.

St Andrews

Introduction

St Andrews with a clearly defined geographic area, a strong offer around several of SE’s existing key product areas (golf and food) and emergent products (heritage and wellness), and a newly revitalised destination management group, offers the opportunity for it to build upon its role as an essential part of the Scottish tourism offer.

SE are working with the St Andrews Partnership to deliver step change activities around their key remits of product development, innovation, quality and service, delivering the optimum value to support capital investments driven by the private sector and Fife Council.
	Nature of Spend
	09/10
	10/11
	Total

	Golf Development Group
	10
	10
	20

	Product Development
	20
	50
	90

	Visitor Interpretation
	20
	-
	20

	Customer Feedback
	20
	-
	20

	Project Manager
	40
	40
	80

	Market Intelligence
	20
	-
	20

	St Andrews Skills Academy
	74
	55
	129

	Destination Development
	-
	60
	60

	Event Development
	-
	40
	40

	SE Total
	204
	255
	459


Partnership and Industry Leadership

Partnership Approach
St Andrews has recently established a new partnership – The St Andrews Partnership - that is undertaking the role of strategy delivery and destination development.  It has been in existence, in a constituted form, for around six months.  It replaced the previous group St Andrew’s World Class (SAWC).  The St Andrews Partnership has a broader remit and membership base thus addressing one of the weaknesses of SAWC.

The new partnership has been created in a manner that encompasses and learns lessons from the earlier organisation. It had as its core starting point the need to engage with the community and bring benefits to those living and working in St Andrews as well as those visiting.

The partnership model is set out below.
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The delivery model comprises 
· The Partnership – an ‘umbrella’ organisation to provide ‘holistic care’ for the town;
· The Partnership Board – membership by main stakeholder organisation, with four seats filled by public election.  At least one Board member participates in and reports back from the sub-groups; 

· Groups – action & project orientated. Short life projects with small teams. Individuals participate in groups which are most meaningful to them/their particular organisation; and 
· Project manager – project manager to support the co-ordination of the Partnership, including monitoring of partnership activity.
The partnership approach is instrumental in ensuring that The St Andrews Partnership does not impinge on the activities of others in the town.  For a small town there is considered to be a large number of special interest groups and organisations with the potential to overlap each other.

Representation

The board consists of 14 members, 10 voted on by businesses/organisations and four selected on merit, co-opted via a public advertising campaign.  The organisation has set up a small number of sub-groups with specific areas of responsibility e.g. funding group, town centre improvement group, tourism group, skills partnership group.

The discussions suggest that the manner in which the organisation came into being was very inclusive.  An invitation to become a board member was advertised publicly and those appointed chosen on the basis of skills gaps acknowledged to be lacking from the executive.

In terms of groups that potentially should be involved in the partnership it was suggested that a representative from the Royal & Ancient would have been good to have given the organisations importance in the town. However, the golf community is represented by the St Andrews Link Trust who are part of the St Andrews Golf Development group.

Active Members

A key point raised was that of patience.  The public, private and third sectors all work at different paces and each must be aware of not being able to move at the speed of the quickest.

Albeit in its infancy this particular partnership appears to be commencing its facilitation and delivery roles strongly and is considered to be vibrant, go ahead and instilling enthusiasm amongst those involved.  

The Partnership Board are active in kick starting projects and initiatives at present. The Partnership is conscious of the need to add value and not simply duplicate the activities of other organisations that pre-existed the Partnership.  There is currently activity underway to establish ‘what is on the ground already’.

Industry-Led

There were mixed views on the extent to which the partnership was industry-led.  Some were of the view that the broader goals and objectives of the partnership means that elements of but not all of their activity is industry-led.  The partnership is not solely tourism-focused but businesses were seen as effective partners in business related activities and it is felt are working together better than in the past.  Others felt that the partnership was not industry-led as such but that the private sector is well represented amongst a partnership that includes public and community organisations.

An industry Chair and Vice-chair are in place who have an understanding of the leadership role required in such an influential group.  The Chair in particular has a very strong tourism and hospitality background.

Sustainability

The current partnership is primarily supported and funded by Scottish Enterprise (although Fife Council are also providing some of the funding) in terms of both its project management (project manager) and project funding for various activities identified in the Action Plan.  
SE also provides the majority of the day-to-day project management and supervisory support for the various paid posts – on behalf of all funding partners and the Board.  The Partnership has funding in place until March 2011. In light of this one of the sub-groups formed is tasked with looking specifically at future funding issues and how to ensure the long term sustainability of the organisation.  A key issue is resolving the issues regarding charitable status for the Partnership which is currently being pursued. Funding has also been secured from the VisitScotland growth fund.
It is considered by some as perhaps unrealistic to expect the business community to fund the organisation in the future given the scale of the business sector.  Other funding possibilities are: visitor levy; student levy; sponsorship model (successful employed by the St Andrews Links Trust); paid parking scheme from ‘adopted road’.

The concern is that the organisation continues to exist in the future but because of poor funding is ineffective in delivering results.

Vision
The vision/mission statement is:

“The people, businesses and organisations of this historic community aspire to make St Andrews the finest place in Scotland to live, work, study and visit”.

A Strategy 2010-2020 and Outline Action Plan 2009-2012 have both been developed.  The three themes in the strategy are Community, Environment and Economy and it is much broader than delivering a destination strategy.  
However, it has excluded a number of community relevant topics where organisations/delivery mechanisms already exist e.g. health, education and housing.

The Vision, Strategy & Action plan are very much owned by the entire Partnership with more than 12 months consultation having taken place in order to reach consensus. This has resulted in a reasonably concise action plan which appropriate partners feel ownership off and are working together to deliver.

Market Research and Branding Approach
Market Research
Specific market research was not undertaken to inform the vision and strategy but each has evolved cognisant of the inherent knowledge of the local organisations and businesses.  There have also been a number of studies undertaken in St Andrews that helped to inform the strategy – including two Destination Audits, a report by Locum on possible structures & governance etc, and experience gained from the delivery of the SAWC project over the previous 4 years.

The Partnership has also been quick to initiate visitor surveying and postcard feedback systems which will be used to inform future strategy and action planning.  This is being run alongside a major Social Media exercise to engage with customers – together these projects are S.A.I.L (St Andrews is Listening). Some degree of visitor consultation had been undertaken in the past but not specifically for the purposes of identifying gaps in the visitor experience.

Branding Approach

The issue of ‘branding’ has not been considered yet by the Partnership. However, consideration will need to be given to this as it is felt that businesses will be looking to the Partnership for guidance on this.  

St Andrews already has strong brand associations with golf and the University.  However, a large proportion of visitors to the town do not come for golf and there are opportunities in history/heritage, food and seaside resort for example.

Consideration has been given to target markets in terms of the domestic and international markets – the Partnership has used VisitScotland’s customer segmentation models, which will be augmented with data from the S.A.I.L. project.
Holistic  

The Partnership has a much broader remit than its predecessor and is considered to be a more holistic approach.
Some people feel that there is too much emphasis on golf and that there are opportunities offered by events, the university and culture/heritage, for example.

Projects and Private Sector Investment

Projects
The Partnerships Action Plan has set out a number of actions that it plans to take forward.  As the partnership has only been formally been in existence for the last six months it is too early to demonstrate delivery success surrounding a number of the projects identified in the Action Plan.
· The Partnership has adopted the St Andrews Skills Academy which has had success in innovatively bringing customers and suppliers for hospitality and retail training together. The Academy has recently launched the business led St Andrews Standard a training programme from frontline teams – which has the joint goal of improving staff skills & customer experience;

· SA.I.L. – St Andrews is Listening – a complete range of visitor intelligence gathering activity;

· The Partnership has launched a customer facing web portal (with full Social Media capabilities); 

· a B2B website – this shares with and informs locals & businesses on all of the Partnership activity;

· Delivery of support package for St Andrews in Bloom – environmental project;

· Initiation of a range of product development activities – around food tourism and golf;

· Business Development activity around practical applications of social media; sustainability/environmental practices; and

· Delivery of a town centre visitor signposting project.

The Partnership sees itself primarily as facilitating/signposting rather than delivering/funding.  It sees its role for example as raising money for projects to be delivered by others.

However, it recognises the need to deliver a number of early wins to demonstrate that it is an effective organisation.  This will both engender confidence in the organisation, and hopefully allow them to address larger, longer term projects.

A key point raised here was about not trying to do too many things.  Prioritisation is considered important with a few delivered successes being better than a range of projects in progress. Also not all projects will be a success.

Private Sector Investment

The Partnership is looking at potential sources of private sector investment to support the organisation (discussed earlier under sustainability).  However, beyond this they see their role as a facilitator by providing businesses with research and evidence of opportunities, branding unification, signposting to grant assistance, encouraging them to invest in skills, etc.

Linkages

The new Partnership’s approach to its own creation has been instrumental in gaining Community and more industry buy-in through openness and inclusivity.  This in turn has led to stronger linkages between and within the public and private sectors.  For example the Partnership has seen involvement of St Andrews Councillors on the Board which was not the case with SAWC and the participation in training & business development workshops by over 200 individuals since Autumn 2009 – many of whom had not previously engaged with collaborative initiatives.

One area where the Partnership is keen to strengthen its links is with VisitScotland and the Fife Tourism Partnership, which although still in its infancy offers a good opportunity to collaborate with other areas of Fife around key strategic issues.

Monitoring and Reporting

The Partnership’s project manager reports back at board meetings on progress against action plan targets and their specific objectives.

The SE Executive, in turn, reports internally to SE on monthly budgets and progress made on projects.

The Black Book/Toolkit has been referred to in the past as a tool but its use is considered to have raised more questions than it answered for many involved in its use.  When used it was felt that businesses were uncomfortable with the terminology and failed to engage with the concept.  There would seem little point in returning to it in its current format.

No formal process has been evolved to measure movement towards a competent destination.  It was suggested that the best way to do this may be through a mystery audit of the destination a good baseline of information exists to support this with the 2006 & 2009 Destination Audits.
Strengths, Weaknesses, Suggested Improvements and Lessons
Strengths 
The key strengths of the approach are:

· the current Partnership has drawn together a wider audience and collective enthusiasm to move the town forward;

· they are able to draw on a wider wealth of experience and knowledge;

· the strategy and action plan have been formulated by the people of the town and therefore the community has taken ownership of it;

· the business community has been heavily involved in developing the strategy so they are more likely to take forward the actions identified;
· it will allow them to rationalise and start to remove duplication e.g. there are eight St Andrews destination/visitor maps;
· the Action Plan is true to its name and not simply a list of activities which the public sector wants to deliver; and

· the public sector have a role to play, however they are not driving the entire Partnership agenda.

Weaknesses and Suggested Improvements

In many ways those interviewed considered potential weaknesses and couched them in terms of ways to ensure they didn’t arise including:

· there is need for better communication on how the approach fits with wider SE strategies;

· managing expectations so that people are clear that SE is a partner in the approach and not simply a source of funding for projects;

· there is a potential for the Partnerships and SE’s aims and objectives to diverge and it is not clear how this would be addressed;

· the Partnerships aims are wider than economic so there is a balancing act required to maintain a consensus across the different groups;

· the Partnership needs to distance itself from SAWC to which it is being compared with; and

· some board members see the Partnership as a ‘doing’ organisation rather than what it is - a facilitating/signposting organisation. However, having said that there will be activities that will be undertaken by the Partnership but this will not be things which are the role of others.
Lessons
There are lessons that have been reflected in this section but some others were also identified including:

· involvement of the wider community is important at the earliest stage to achieve buy-in from relevant businesses, organisations and individuals;

· the Partnership is led by local leaders/champions; and
· the organisation is trying to make itself open to public scrutiny to the extent of offering information about its activities, etc not just reacting to requests for information e.g. development of the business 2 business website.
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Appendix C: Growth Forecasts Factors
Introduction

This Appendix provides further detail of the various factors that influenced the forecast.  The first part of the appendix provides a description of the factors used and the actual numbers are provided later.
Domestic Tourism
Leisure/Holiday

The report prepared for VisitBritain by Deloitte (June 2010) The Economic Contribution of the Visitor Economy: UK and the nations provided forecasts for growth in tourism expenditure.  The estimate for Scotland was a real growth of 2.9% per annum between 2010 and 2020.  This gives a compound growth rate of 15% by 2015 and 33% by 2020.  This provided an underlying growth forecast.  The consultants then considered the developments proposed for each of the destinations and made a judgement on the extent to which each destination would or would not exceed this underlying forecast.
VFR

A direct link is considered to exist between size of population and the scale of VFR demand.  General Register Office for Scotland (GROS) population forecasts have been used to inform the growth factors in each destination.  The GROS forecasts provide population growth estimates for 2013, 2018 and 2023
.  To provide estimates for 2015 and 2020 we have estimated what the growth rate was likely to be at that point by assumed it is pro rata in the intervening years.  The population forecasts are at the Local Authority level but as data is not available at a lower geographic level we have assumed this growth rate for the six key destinations.  The growth rates are set out in the Table below.  Loch Lomond is the most difficult area to assess as it cuts across three different local authority areas.  Depending on the local authority area the trend may be up or down.  Summing each of the areas gives a small decline but this includes all of Argyll & Bute, where large parts are quite distant from Loch Lomond.  
For the other two areas roughly balance each other out, so we have assumed that for the Loch Lomond area it is static.
	Area
	2008-2015
	2015-2020

	Glasgow

	Glasgow
	1.4%
	0.4%

	Edinburgh

	Edinburgh
	5.2%
	3.5%

	St Andrews

	Fife
	3.3%
	2.2%

	Cairngorms/Deeside

	Aberdeenshire
	6.6%
	4.3%

	Loch Lomond

	Stirling
	1.9%
	1.5%

	West Dunbartonshire
	-1.5%
	-1.3%

	Argyll and Bute
	-1.7%
	-0.8%

	Sub total
	-0.4%
	-0.2%

	Perthshire

	Perth & Kinross
	7.6%
	4.9%


Discretionary Business Tourism
Industry reports from various bodies e.g. ACE, ICCA, MIA, etc all suggest renewed growth in the sector nationally and internationally as the world economy returns to growth.

The Glasgow City Marketing Bureau and Edinburgh Convention Bureau both estimated growth at 2% per annum.  This formed our underlying growth factor.  The consultants then reviewed this against the developments in each of the six key destinations to assess the extent to which they were likely to achieve this level or be above/below it.
Non-Discretionary Business Tourism

Non-discretionary business visits are directly linked to the economy of each destination.  
The forecasts for non-discretionary business growth have been based on the GVA growth estimates provided to SE by SLIMS and Oxford Economics (they prepared forecasts for Aberdeen City and Shire, Dundee City Region, East Region and West Region
). The growth factors are set out in the table below.
	Area
	2010-2015
	2015-2020

	Glasgow

	West Region
	3.1%
	2.7%

	Edinburgh

	East Region
	3.1%
	2.8%

	St Andrews

	Dundee City Region
	2.7%
	2.6%

	Cairngorms/Deeside

	Aberdeen City and Shire
	2.7%
	2.0%

	Loch Lomond

	West Region
	3.1%
	2.7%

	Perthshire

	Dundee City region
	2.7%
	2.6%


Other
Other tourism demand includes a wide range of other reasons for visits.  In absence of detailed growth data for this sector future growth has been assumed to mirror those for general holiday/leisure tourism.

Overseas Tourism

Leisure/Holiday
VisitBritain have estimated the number of overseas arrivals for the period from 2010-2020.  This equates to approximately 4% per annum.  This has formed the underlying growth forecast.  The consultants then considered the developments proposed for each of the destinations and made a judgement on the extent to which each destination would or would not exceed this underlying forecast.

VFR

As above we have linked this growth to that of the population growth forecast for each area as set out earlier.
Business Tourism

IPS figures do not provide a split between discretionary and non-discretionary business visitors.  Thus we cannot forecast separate growth factors for these sectors.  Rather we applied a weighted average from those identified at destination level for domestic tourism (discretionary and non-discretionary).
Other

As per domestic tourism, the general growth levels for leisure/holiday tourism have been applied.

Growth by Sector
The tables below show the values that have been applied across each of the sector in the each of the six destinations.
	Summary of Bednight  Low Growth - Edinburgh

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	3,402
	12%
	3,812
	24%
	4,229
	15%
	3,925
	33%
	4,528

	VFR
	1,399
	5%
	1,472
	9%
	1,523
	5%
	1,472
	9%
	1,523

	Business Non-discretionary
	1,083
	16%
	1,262
	34%
	1,449
	16%
	1,262
	34%
	1,449

	Business Discretionary
	85
	10%
	94
	21%
	103
	10%
	94
	22%
	104

	Other
	357
	12%
	399
	24%
	443
	15%
	411
	33%
	475

	Total  Domestic 
	6,326
	11%
	7,039
	22%
	7,748
	13%
	7,164
	28%
	8,079

	Holiday
	2,559
	22%
	3,113
	48%
	3,788
	22%
	3,113
	48%
	3,788

	VFR
	1,415
	5%
	1,489
	9%
	1,541
	5%
	1,489
	9%
	1,541

	Business
	612
	10%
	672
	21%
	742
	16%
	710
	33%
	813

	Other
	193
	22%
	235
	48%
	286
	22%
	235
	48%
	286

	Study
	702
	22%
	854
	48%
	1,039
	22%
	854
	48%
	1,039

	Total Overseas 
	5,481
	16%
	6,363
	35%
	7,396
	17%
	6,401
	36%
	7,467

	Total Visitors
	11,807
	14%
	13,402
	28%
	15,144
	15%
	13,565
	32%
	15,546


	Summary of  Low Value - Edinburgh

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£           88.54
	301
	£             90.75
	346
	15%
	£             93.02
	393
	31%

	VFR
	£           59.78
	84
	£             61.28
	90
	8%
	£             62.81
	96
	14%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£         100.82
	109
	£          103.34
	130
	19%
	£          105.93
	153
	41%

	Business Discretionary
	£           63.26
	5
	£             64.84
	6
	13%
	£             66.46
	7
	27%

	Other
	£              5.40
	2
	£               5.53
	2
	15%
	£               5.67
	3
	31%

	Total  Domestic
	£           79.26
	501
	£             81.66
	575
	15%
	£             84.14
	652
	30%

	Holiday
	£           78.27
	200
	£             80.23
	250
	25%
	£             82.23
	311
	56%

	VFR
	£           39.74
	56
	£             40.73
	61
	8%
	£             41.75
	64
	14%

	Business
	£           99.40
	61
	£          101.89
	69
	13%
	£          104.44
	78
	27%

	Other
	£           50.05
	10
	£             51.30
	12
	25%
	£             52.58
	15
	56%

	Study
	£           25.74
	18
	£             26.38
	23
	25%
	£             27.04
	28
	56%

	Total Overseas 
	£           62.96
	345
	£             64.98
	414
	20%
	£             67.13
	496
	44%

	Total Visitors 
	£           71.69
	846
	£             73.74
	988
	17%
	£             75.83
	1,148
	36%


	Summary of Bednight  High Growth - Edinburgh

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	3,402
	12%
	3,812
	24%
	4,229
	15%
	3,925
	33%
	4,528

	VFR
	1,399
	5%
	1,472
	9%
	1,523
	5%
	1,472
	9%
	1,523

	Business Non-discretionary
	1,083
	16%
	1,262
	34%
	1,449
	16%
	1,262
	34%
	1,449

	Business Discretionary
	85
	10%
	94
	21%
	103
	10%
	94
	22%
	104

	Other
	357
	12%
	399
	24%
	443
	15%
	411
	33%
	475

	Total  Domestic 
	6,326
	11%
	7,039
	22%
	7,748
	13%
	7,164
	28%
	8,079

	Holiday
	2,559
	22%
	3,113
	55%
	3,974
	22%
	3,113
	48%
	3,788

	VFR
	1,415
	5%
	1,489
	9%
	1,541
	5%
	1,489
	9%
	1,541

	Business
	612
	10%
	672
	21%
	742
	16%
	710
	33%
	813

	Other
	193
	22%
	235
	55%
	300
	22%
	235
	48%
	286

	Study
	702
	22%
	854
	55%
	1,090
	22%
	854
	48%
	1,039

	Total Overseas 
	5,481
	16%
	6,363
	40%
	7,647
	17%
	6,401
	36%
	7,467

	Total Visitors
	11,807
	14%
	13,402
	30%
	15,394
	15%
	13,565
	32%
	15,546


	Summary of  High Value - Edinburgh

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£           88.54
	301
	£             92.96
	354
	18%
	£             97.61
	413
	37%

	VFR
	£           59.78
	84
	£             62.77
	92
	10%
	£             65.91
	100
	20%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£         100.82
	109
	£          105.86
	134
	22%
	£          111.16
	161
	47%

	Business Discretionary
	£           63.26
	5
	£             66.42
	6
	15%
	£             69.74
	7
	34%

	Other
	£              5.40
	2
	£               5.67
	2
	18%
	£               5.95
	3
	37%

	Total  Domestic
	£           79.26
	501
	£             83.66
	589
	17%
	£             88.30
	684
	36%

	Holiday
	£           78.27
	200
	£             82.18
	256
	28%
	£             86.29
	343
	71%

	VFR
	£           39.74
	56
	£             41.72
	62
	10%
	£             43.81
	68
	20%

	Business
	£           99.40
	61
	£          104.37
	70
	15%
	£          109.59
	81
	34%

	Other
	£           50.05
	10
	£             52.55
	12
	28%
	£             55.18
	17
	71%

	Study
	£           25.74
	18
	£             27.03
	23
	28%
	£             28.38
	31
	71%

	Total Overseas
	£           62.96
	345
	£             66.57
	424
	23%
	£             70.52
	539
	56%

	Total Visitors
	£           71.69
	846
	£             75.54
	1,012
	20%
	£             79.47
	1,223
	45%


	Summary of Bednight  Low Growth - Glasgow

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	1,636
	19%
	1,952
	33%
	2,176
	15%
	1,887
	33%
	2,177

	VFR
	1,390
	1%
	1,409
	2%
	1,415
	1%
	1,409
	2%
	1,415

	Business Non-discretionary
	443
	16%
	516
	33%
	589
	16%
	516
	33%
	589

	Business Discretionary
	95
	14%
	108
	33%
	127
	10%
	105
	22%
	116

	Other
	12
	19%
	14
	33%
	16
	15%
	14
	33%
	16

	Total  Domestic 
	3,576
	12%
	3,999
	21%
	4,323
	10%
	3,931
	21%
	4,313

	Holiday
	1,195
	22%
	1,461
	46%
	1,743
	22%
	1,454
	48%
	1,769

	VFR
	1,240
	1%
	1,257
	2%
	1,262
	1%
	1,257
	2%
	1,262

	Business
	276
	16%
	320
	34%
	371
	15%
	319
	31%
	362

	Other
	324
	22%
	395
	46%
	472
	22%
	394
	48%
	479

	Study
	635
	22%
	776
	46%
	926
	22%
	772
	48%
	940

	Total Overseas 
	3,669
	15%
	4,209
	30%
	4,773
	14%
	4,195
	31%
	4,811

	Total Visitors
	7,244
	13%
	8,208
	26%
	9,096
	12%
	8,126
	26%
	9,125


	Summary of  Low Value - Glasgow

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£        102.56
	168
	£          105.12
	205
	22%
	£          110.38
	240
	43%

	VFR
	£           49.11
	68
	£            50.34
	71
	4%
	£            52.86
	75
	10%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£        201.79
	89
	£          206.83
	107
	19%
	£          217.17
	128
	43%

	Business Discretionary
	£        171.08
	16
	£          175.36
	19
	17%
	£          184.13
	23
	43%

	Other
	£        239.99
	3
	£          245.99
	4
	22%
	£          258.29
	4
	43%

	Total  Domestic
	£           96.36
	345
	£          101.35
	405
	18%
	£          108.82
	470
	37%

	Holiday
	£           58.10
	69
	£            59.55
	87
	25%
	£            62.53
	109
	57%

	VFR
	£           43.32
	54
	£            44.40
	56
	4%
	£            46.62
	59
	10%

	Business
	£        102.68
	28
	£          105.25
	34
	19%
	£          110.51
	41
	45%

	Other
	£           54.39
	18
	£            55.75
	22
	25%
	£            58.54
	28
	57%

	Study
	£           30.87
	20
	£            31.64
	25
	25%
	£            33.22
	31
	57%

	Total Overseas 
	£           51.42
	189
	£            53.00
	223
	18%
	£            55.97
	267
	42%

	Total Visitors 
	£           73.60
	533
	£            76.55
	628
	18%
	£            81.09
	738
	38%


	Summary of Bednight  High Growth - Glasgow

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	1,636
	19%
	1,952
	34%
	2,197
	15%
	1,887
	33%
	2,177

	VFR
	1,390
	1%
	1,409
	2%
	1,415
	1%
	1,409
	2%
	1,415

	Business Non-discretionary
	443
	16%
	516
	33%
	589
	16%
	516
	33%
	589

	Business Discretionary
	95
	14%
	108
	33%
	127
	10%
	105
	22%
	116

	Other
	12
	19%
	14
	34%
	16
	15%
	14
	33%
	16

	Total  Domestic 
	3,576
	12%
	3,999
	22%
	4,344
	10%
	3,931
	21%
	4,313

	Holiday
	1,195
	22%
	1,461
	47%
	1,752
	22%
	1,454
	48%
	1,769

	VFR
	1,240
	1%
	1,257
	2%
	1,262
	1%
	1,257
	2%
	1,262

	Business
	276
	16%
	320
	34%
	371
	15%
	319
	31%
	362

	Other
	324
	22%
	395
	47%
	474
	22%
	394
	48%
	479

	Study
	635
	22%
	776
	47%
	930
	22%
	772
	48%
	940

	Total Overseas 
	3,669
	15%
	4,209
	31%
	4,789
	14%
	4,195
	31%
	4,811

	Total Visitors
	7,244
	13%
	8,208
	26%
	9,133
	12%
	8,126
	26%
	9,125


	Summary of  High Value - Glasgow

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£        102.56
	168
	£          107.69
	210
	25%
	£          113.07
	248
	48%

	VFR
	£           49.11
	68
	£            51.57
	73
	6%
	£            54.15
	77
	12%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£        201.79
	89
	£          211.88
	109
	22%
	£          222.47
	131
	47%

	Business Discretionary
	£        171.08
	16
	£          179.64
	19
	19%
	£          188.62
	24
	47%

	Other
	£        239.99
	3
	£          251.99
	4
	25%
	£          264.59
	4
	48%

	Total  Domestic
	£           96.36
	345
	£          103.82
	415
	21%
	£          111.49
	484
	41%

	Holiday
	£           58.10
	69
	£            61.00
	89
	28%
	£            64.05
	112
	62%

	VFR
	£           43.32
	54
	£            45.48
	57
	6%
	£            47.76
	60
	12%

	Business
	£        102.68
	28
	£          107.82
	34
	22%
	£          113.21
	42
	48%

	Other
	£           54.39
	18
	£            57.11
	23
	28%
	£            59.96
	28
	62%

	Study
	£           30.87
	20
	£            32.41
	25
	28%
	£            34.03
	32
	62%

	Total Overseas
	£           51.42
	189
	£            54.29
	228
	21%
	£            57.33
	275
	46%

	Total Visitors
	£           73.60
	533
	£            78.42
	644
	21%
	£            83.09
	759
	42%


	Summary of Bednight  Low Growth – St Andrews

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	360
	13%
	408
	22%
	441
	15%
	416
	33%
	480

	VFR
	187
	3%
	194
	6%
	198
	3%
	194
	6%
	198

	Business Non-discretionary
	50
	14%
	57
	30%
	65
	14%
	57
	30%
	65

	Business Discretionary
	4
	100%
	8
	300%
	16
	10%
	4
	22%
	5

	Other
	61
	13%
	69
	22%
	75
	15%
	71
	33%
	82

	Total  Domestic 
	663
	11%
	736
	20%
	795
	12%
	742
	25%
	829

	Holiday
	256
	16%
	297
	41%
	362
	22%
	312
	48%
	380

	VFR
	222
	3%
	229
	6%
	234
	3%
	229
	6%
	234

	Business
	10
	20%
	12
	48%
	15
	14%
	11
	29%
	13

	Other
	6
	16%
	7
	41%
	9
	22%
	8
	48%
	10

	Study
	13
	16%
	15
	41%
	18
	22%
	16
	48%
	19

	Total Overseas
	507
	10%
	560
	26%
	637
	13%
	575
	29%
	655

	Total Visitors
	1,170
	11%
	1,296
	22%
	1,433
	13%
	1,317
	27%
	1,484


	Summary of  Low Value – St Andrews

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£        116.28
	42
	£          116.28
	47
	13%
	£          116.28
	51
	22%

	VFR
	£           34.20
	6
	£            34.20
	7
	3%
	£            34.20
	7
	6%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£           76.77
	4
	£            76.77
	4
	14%
	£            76.77
	5
	30%

	Business Discretionary
	£           81.57
	0
	£            81.57
	1
	100%
	£            81.57
	1
	300%

	Other
	£           43.31
	3
	£            43.31
	3
	13%
	£            43.31
	3
	22%

	Total  Domestic
	£           83.16
	55
	£            84.37
	62
	13%
	£            85.05
	68
	23%

	Holiday
	£        156.31
	40
	£          156.31
	46
	16%
	£          156.31
	57
	41%

	VFR
	£           51.91
	12
	£            51.91
	12
	3%
	£            51.91
	12
	6%

	Business
	£           99.58
	1
	£            99.58
	1
	20%
	£            99.58
	1
	48%

	Other
	£           75.58
	0
	£            75.58
	1
	16%
	£            75.58
	1
	41%

	Study
	£           37.39
	0
	£            37.39
	1
	16%
	£            37.39
	1
	41%

	Total Overseas 
	£        105.56
	54
	£          108.23
	61
	13%
	£          112.17
	71
	34%

	Total Visitors 
	£           92.86
	109
	£            94.69
	123
	13%
	£            97.12
	139
	28%


	Summary of Bednight  High Growth – St Andrews

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	360
	13%
	408
	22%
	441
	15%
	416
	33%
	480

	VFR
	187
	3%
	194
	6%
	198
	3%
	194
	6%
	198

	Business Non-discretionary
	50
	14%
	57
	30%
	65
	14%
	57
	30%
	65

	Business Discretionary
	4
	100%
	8
	300%
	16
	10%
	4
	22%
	5

	Other
	61
	13%
	69
	22%
	75
	15%
	71
	33%
	82

	Total  Domestic 
	663
	11%
	736
	20%
	795
	12%
	742
	25%
	829

	Holiday
	256
	22%
	312
	55%
	398
	22%
	312
	48%
	380

	VFR
	222
	3%
	229
	6%
	234
	3%
	229
	6%
	234

	Business
	10
	20%
	12
	48%
	15
	14%
	11
	29%
	13

	Other
	6
	22%
	8
	55%
	10
	22%
	8
	48%
	10

	Study
	13
	22%
	16
	55%
	20
	22%
	16
	48%
	19

	Total Overseas
	507
	14%
	576
	33%
	677
	13%
	575
	29%
	655

	Total Visitors
	1,170
	12%
	1,312
	26%
	1,472
	13%
	1,317
	27%
	1,484


	Summary of  High Value – St Andrews

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£        116.28
	42
	£          116.28
	47
	13%
	£          116.28
	51
	22%

	VFR
	£           34.20
	6
	£            34.20
	7
	3%
	£            34.20
	7
	6%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£           76.77
	4
	£            76.77
	4
	14%
	£            76.77
	5
	30%

	Business Discretionary
	£           81.57
	0
	£            81.57
	1
	100%
	£            81.57
	1
	300%

	Other
	£           43.31
	3
	£            43.31
	3
	13%
	£            43.31
	3
	22%

	Total  Domestic
	£           83.16
	55
	£            84.37
	62
	13%
	£            85.05
	68
	23%

	Holiday
	£        156.31
	40
	£          156.31
	49
	22%
	£          156.31
	62
	55%

	VFR
	£           51.91
	12
	£            51.91
	12
	3%
	£            51.91
	12
	6%

	Business
	£           99.58
	1
	£            99.58
	1
	20%
	£            99.58
	1
	48%

	Other
	£           75.58
	0
	£            75.58
	1
	22%
	£            75.58
	1
	55%

	Study
	£           37.39
	0
	£            37.39
	1
	22%
	£            37.39
	1
	55%

	Total Overseas 
	£        105.56
	54
	£          109.35
	63
	18%
	£          114.30
	77
	44%

	Total Visitors 
	£           92.86
	109
	£            95.34
	125
	15%
	£            98.50
	145
	33%


	Summary of Bednight  Low Growth – Loch Lomond

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	1,663
	19%
	1,984
	42%
	2,357
	15%
	1,919
	33%
	2,214

	VFR
	429
	0%
	429
	0%
	429
	0%
	429
	0%
	429

	Business Non-discretionary
	76
	16%
	89
	33%
	102
	16%
	89
	33%
	102

	Business Discretionary
	12
	13%
	13
	31%
	15
	10%
	13
	22%
	14

	Other
	12
	19%
	15
	42%
	18
	15%
	14
	33%
	17

	Total  Domestic 
	2,193
	15%
	2,530
	33%
	2,920
	12%
	2,464
	27%
	2,775

	Holiday
	254
	22%
	310
	47%
	372
	22%
	309
	48%
	376

	VFR
	145
	0%
	145
	0%
	145
	0%
	145
	0%
	145

	Business
	8
	16%
	10
	34%
	11
	16%
	10
	32%
	11

	Other
	3
	22%
	3
	47%
	4
	22%
	3
	48%
	4

	Study
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	22%
	-
	48%
	-

	Total Overseas 
	410
	14%
	469
	30%
	533
	14%
	467
	31%
	536

	Total Visitors
	2,603
	15%
	2,999
	33%
	3,453
	13%
	2,931
	27%
	3,311


	Summary of  Low Value – Loch Lomond

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£           53.05
	88
	£             54.38
	108
	22%
	£             55.74
	131
	49%

	VFR
	£           41.41
	18
	£             42.44
	18
	2%
	£             43.50
	19
	5%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£           47.82
	4
	£             49.02
	4
	19%
	£             50.24
	5
	40%

	Business Discretionary
	£         107.98
	1
	£          110.68
	1
	15%
	£          113.45
	2
	37%

	Other
	£         134.98
	2
	£          138.35
	2
	22%
	£          141.81
	3
	49%

	Total  Domestic
	£           51.35
	113
	£             52.96
	134
	19%
	£             54.57
	159
	42%

	Holiday
	£           99.72
	25
	£          102.22
	32
	25%
	£          104.77
	39
	54%

	VFR
	£           50.09
	7
	£             51.34
	7
	3%
	£             52.62
	8
	5%

	Business
	£           74.61
	1
	£             76.48
	1
	19%
	£             78.39
	1
	41%

	Other
	£         113.49
	0
	£          116.33
	0
	25%
	£          119.24
	0
	54%

	Study
	£                  -
	-
	£                    -
	-
	-
	£                    -
	-
	-

	Total Overseas
	£           81.74
	34
	£             86.02
	40
	20%
	£             90.11
	48
	43%

	Total Visitors
	£           56.14
	146
	£             58.12
	174
	19%
	£             60.06
	207
	42%


	Summary of Bednight  High Growth – Loch Lomond

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	1,663
	19%
	1,984
	44%
	2,402
	15%
	1,919
	33%
	2,214

	VFR
	429
	0%
	429
	0%
	429
	0%
	429
	0%
	429

	Business Non-discretionary
	76
	16%
	89
	33%
	102
	16%
	89
	33%
	102

	Business Discretionary
	12
	13%
	13
	31%
	15
	10%
	13
	22%
	14

	Other
	12
	19%
	15
	44%
	18
	15%
	14
	33%
	17

	Total  Domestic 
	2,193
	15%
	2,530
	35%
	2,966
	12%
	2,464
	27%
	2,775

	Holiday
	254
	22%
	310
	49%
	379
	22%
	309
	48%
	376

	VFR
	145
	0%
	145
	0%
	145
	0%
	145
	0%
	145

	Business
	8
	16%
	10
	34%
	11
	16%
	10
	32%
	11

	Other
	3
	22%
	3
	49%
	4
	22%
	3
	48%
	4

	Study
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	22%
	-
	48%
	-

	Total Overseas 
	410
	14%
	469
	32%
	540
	14%
	467
	31%
	536

	Total Visitors
	2,603
	15%
	2,999
	35%
	3,506
	13%
	2,931
	27%
	3,311


	Summary of  High Value – Loch Lomond

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£           53.05
	88
	£             55.70
	111
	25%
	£             58.49
	141
	59%

	VFR
	£           41.41
	18
	£             43.48
	19
	5%
	£             45.65
	20
	10%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£           47.82
	4
	£             50.21
	4
	22%
	£             52.72
	5
	47%

	Business Discretionary
	£         107.98
	1
	£          113.38
	2
	18%
	£          119.05
	2
	44%

	Other
	£         134.98
	2
	£          141.73
	2
	25%
	£          148.81
	3
	59%

	Total  Domestic
	£           51.35
	113
	£             54.25
	137
	22%
	£             57.30
	170
	51%

	Holiday
	£           99.72
	25
	£          104.71
	32
	28%
	£          109.94
	42
	65%

	VFR
	£           50.09
	7
	£             52.59
	8
	5%
	£             55.22
	8
	10%

	Business
	£           74.61
	1
	£             78.34
	1
	22%
	£             82.26
	1
	48%

	Other
	£         113.49
	0
	£          119.17
	0
	28%
	£          125.13
	1
	65%

	Study
	£                  -
	-
	£                    -
	-
	#DIV/0!
	£                    -
	-
	#DIV/0!

	Total Overseas
	£           81.74
	34
	£             88.12
	41
	23%
	£             94.77
	51
	53%

	Total Visitors
	£           56.14
	146
	£             59.54
	179
	22%
	£             63.07
	221
	51%


	Summary of Bednight  Low Growth – Highland Perthshire

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	762
	15%
	875
	37%
	1,045
	15%
	880
	33%
	1,015

	VFR
	402
	8%
	433
	13%
	454
	8%
	433
	13%
	454

	Business Non-discretionary
	163
	14%
	186
	30%
	211
	14%
	186
	30%
	211

	Business Discretionary
	32
	10%
	36
	28%
	41
	10%
	36
	22%
	39

	Other
	152
	15%
	174
	37%
	208
	15%
	175
	33%
	202

	Total  Domestic 
	1,512
	13%
	1,704
	30%
	1,959
	13%
	1,709
	27%
	1,922

	Holiday
	182
	16%
	211
	38%
	252
	22%
	222
	48%
	270

	VFR
	137
	8%
	148
	13%
	155
	8%
	148
	13%
	155

	Business
	11
	16%
	13
	34%
	15
	14%
	13
	29%
	15

	Other
	2
	16%
	2
	38%
	3
	22%
	2
	48%
	3

	Study
	1
	16%
	1
	38%
	2
	22%
	1
	48%
	2

	Total Overseas 
	334
	13%
	375
	28%
	426
	16%
	386
	33%
	444

	Total Visitors
	1,845
	13%
	2,080
	29%
	2,386
	14%
	2,095
	28%
	2,365


	Summary of  Low Value – Highland Perthshire

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£           57.19
	44
	£            57.19
	50
	15%
	£            58.62
	61
	40%

	VFR
	£           30.93
	12
	£            30.93
	13
	8%
	£            31.70
	14
	16%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£           89.53
	15
	£            89.53
	17
	14%
	£            91.77
	19
	33%

	Business Discretionary
	£           78.87
	3
	£            78.87
	3
	10%
	£            80.84
	3
	31%

	Other
	£           42.57
	6
	£            42.57
	7
	15%
	£            43.63
	9
	40%

	Total  Domestic
	£           52.68
	80
	£            53.01
	90
	13%
	£            54.84
	107
	35%

	Holiday
	£        116.29
	21
	£          116.29
	25
	16%
	£          119.19
	30
	42%

	VFR
	£           22.18
	3
	£            22.18
	3
	8%
	£            22.73
	4
	16%

	Business
	£           91.08
	1
	£            91.08
	1
	16%
	£            93.36
	1
	38%

	Other
	£        340.17
	1
	£          340.17
	1
	16%
	£          348.68
	1
	42%

	Study
	£           31.16
	0
	£            31.16
	0
	16%
	£            31.94
	0
	42%

	Total Overseas
	£           77.74
	26
	£            79.43
	30
	15%
	£            84.34
	36
	39%

	Total Visitors
	£           57.21
	106
	£            57.78
	120
	14%
	£            60.11
	143
	36%


	Summary of Bednight  High Growth – Highland Perthshire

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	762
	15%
	875
	40%
	1,070
	15%
	880
	33%
	1,015

	VFR
	402
	8%
	433
	13%
	454
	8%
	433
	13%
	454

	Business Non-discretionary
	163
	14%
	186
	30%
	211
	14%
	186
	30%
	211

	Business Discretionary
	32
	10%
	36
	28%
	41
	10%
	36
	22%
	39

	Other
	152
	15%
	174
	40%
	213
	15%
	175
	33%
	202

	Total  Domestic 
	1,512
	13%
	1,704
	32%
	1,990
	13%
	1,709
	27%
	1,922

	Holiday
	182
	16%
	211
	42%
	258
	22%
	222
	48%
	270

	VFR
	137
	8%
	148
	13%
	155
	8%
	148
	13%
	155

	Business
	11
	16%
	13
	34%
	15
	14%
	13
	29%
	15

	Other
	2
	16%
	2
	42%
	3
	22%
	2
	48%
	3

	Study
	1
	16%
	1
	42%
	2
	22%
	1
	48%
	2

	Total Overseas 
	334
	13%
	375
	30%
	433
	16%
	386
	33%
	444

	Total Visitors
	1,845
	13%
	2,080
	31%
	2,422
	14%
	2,095
	28%
	2,365


	Summary of  High Value – Highland Perthshire

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£           57.19
	44
	£            58.62
	51
	18%
	£            60.09
	64
	47%

	VFR
	£           30.93
	12
	£            31.70
	14
	10%
	£            32.49
	15
	19%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£           89.53
	15
	£            91.77
	17
	17%
	£            94.06
	20
	36%

	Business Discretionary
	£           78.87
	3
	£            80.84
	3
	13%
	£            82.86
	3
	34%

	Other
	£           42.57
	6
	£            43.63
	8
	18%
	£            44.73
	10
	47%

	Total  Domestic
	£           52.68
	80
	£            54.33
	93
	16%
	£            56.23
	112
	41%

	Holiday
	£        116.29
	21
	£          119.19
	25
	19%
	£          122.17
	32
	49%

	VFR
	£           22.18
	3
	£            22.73
	3
	10%
	£            23.30
	4
	19%

	Business
	£           91.08
	1
	£            93.36
	1
	19%
	£            95.70
	1
	41%

	Other
	£        340.17
	1
	£          348.68
	1
	19%
	£          357.39
	1
	49%

	Study
	£           31.16
	0
	£            31.94
	0
	19%
	£            32.74
	0
	49%

	Total Overseas
	£           77.74
	26
	£            81.42
	31
	18%
	£            86.99
	38
	45%

	Total Visitors
	£           57.21
	106
	£            59.22
	123
	17%
	£            61.72
	150
	42%


	Summary of Bednight  Low Growth – Royal Deeside

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	373
	15%
	430
	39%
	518
	15%
	430
	33%
	496

	VFR
	139
	7%
	149
	11%
	155
	7%
	149
	11%
	155

	Business Non-discretionary
	64
	14%
	73
	26%
	81
	14%
	73
	26%
	81

	Business Discretionary
	17
	11%
	19
	29%
	22
	10%
	19
	22%
	21

	Other
	9
	15%
	10
	39%
	12
	15%
	10
	33%
	12

	Total  Domestic 
	602
	13%
	681
	31%
	788
	13%
	681
	27%
	764

	Holiday
	156
	16%
	181
	44%
	225
	22%
	189
	48%
	230

	VFR
	78
	7%
	83
	11%
	86
	7%
	83
	11%
	86

	Business
	18
	16%
	21
	34%
	25
	14%
	21
	26%
	23

	Other
	5
	16%
	6
	44%
	7
	22%
	6
	48%
	7

	Study
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	22%
	-
	48%
	-

	Total Overseas 
	257
	13%
	291
	34%
	343
	17%
	299
	35%
	347

	Total Visitors
	859
	13%
	972
	32%
	1,131
	14%
	980
	29%
	1,112


	Summary of  Low Value – Royal Deeside

	 
	Base
	Low Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£           46.18
	17
	£            47.34
	20
	18%
	£            49.71
	26
	50%

	VFR
	£           37.22
	5
	£            38.15
	6
	9%
	£            40.06
	6
	20%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£           74.03
	5
	£            75.88
	6
	17%
	£            79.67
	6
	36%

	Business Discretionary
	£        197.41
	3
	£          202.35
	4
	14%
	£          212.46
	5
	39%

	Other
	£        135.72
	1
	£          139.11
	1
	18%
	£          146.07
	2
	50%

	Total  Domestic
	£           52.63
	32
	£            54.07
	37
	16%
	£            56.90
	45
	42%

	Holiday
	£           72.66
	11
	£            74.47
	14
	19%
	£            78.20
	18
	55%

	VFR
	£           23.24
	2
	£            23.82
	2
	9%
	£            25.02
	2
	20%

	Business
	£           70.44
	1
	£            72.20
	2
	19%
	£            75.81
	2
	45%

	Other
	£           84.76
	0
	£            86.88
	0
	19%
	£            91.22
	1
	55%

	Study
	£           20.39
	-
	£            20.90
	-
	-
	£            21.95
	-
	-

	Total Overseas
	£           57.79
	15
	£            60.17
	18
	18%
	£            64.92
	22
	50%

	Total Visitors
	£           54.17
	47
	£            55.89
	54
	17%
	£            59.33
	67
	44%


	Summary of Bednight  High Growth – Royal Deeside

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model
	Underlying Data Scenario

	 Volume of Bednights 000s 
	2010
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2020
	Growth %
	2015
	Growth %
	2010

	Market Mix

	Holiday/Leisure
	373
	16%
	432
	41%
	525
	15%
	430
	33%
	496

	VFR
	139
	7%
	149
	11%
	155
	7%
	149
	11%
	155

	Business Non-discretionary
	64
	14%
	73
	26%
	81
	14%
	73
	26%
	81

	Business Discretionary
	17
	11%
	19
	29%
	22
	10%
	19
	22%
	21

	Other
	9
	16%
	10
	41%
	13
	15%
	10
	33%
	12

	Total  Domestic 
	602
	13%
	683
	32%
	796
	13%
	681
	27%
	764

	Holiday
	156
	17%
	182
	49%
	231
	22%
	189
	48%
	230

	VFR
	78
	7%
	83
	11%
	86
	7%
	83
	11%
	86

	Business
	18
	16%
	21
	34%
	25
	14%
	21
	26%
	23

	Other
	5
	17%
	6
	49%
	7
	22%
	6
	48%
	7

	Study
	-
	-
	-
	-
	-
	22%
	-
	48%
	-

	Total Overseas 
	257
	14%
	292
	36%
	350
	17%
	299
	35%
	347

	Total Visitors
	859
	14%
	975
	33%
	1,146
	14%
	980
	29%
	1,112


	Summary of  High Value – Royal Deeside

	 
	Base
	High Growth Model

	 
	2010
	2015
	2020

	 
	Av Spend
	Value
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth
	Av. Spend
	Value
	Growth

	Market Mix
	£
	£ Millions
	£
	£ Millions
	%
	£
	£ Millions
	%

	Holiday/Leisure
	£           46.18
	17
	£            48.49
	21
	22%
	£            50.92
	27
	55%

	VFR
	£           37.22
	5
	£            39.09
	6
	12%
	£            41.04
	6
	23%

	Business Non-discretionary
	£           74.03
	5
	£            77.73
	6
	20%
	£            81.62
	7
	39%

	Business Discretionary
	£        197.41
	3
	£          207.28
	4
	17%
	£          217.65
	5
	42%

	Other
	£        135.72
	1
	£          142.51
	1
	22%
	£          149.63
	2
	55%

	Total  Domestic
	£           52.63
	32
	£            55.37
	38
	19%
	£            58.24
	46
	46%

	Holiday
	£           72.66
	11
	£            76.29
	14
	23%
	£            80.11
	19
	64%

	VFR
	£           23.24
	2
	£            24.41
	2
	12%
	£            25.63
	2
	23%

	Business
	£           70.44
	1
	£            73.96
	2
	22%
	£            77.66
	2
	48%

	Other
	£           84.76
	0
	£            89.00
	1
	23%
	£            93.45
	1
	64%

	Study
	£           20.39
	-
	£            21.41
	-
	-
	£            22.48
	-
	-

	Total Overseas
	£           57.79
	15
	£            61.68
	18
	21%
	£            66.78
	23
	58%

	Total Visitors
	£           54.17
	47
	£            57.26
	56
	20%
	£            60.84
	70
	50%
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� Deloitte (2008) The Economic Case for the Visitor Economy


� Edinburgh Tourism Action Group


� Destination Edinburgh Marketing Alliance


� St Andrews is Listening


� Scottish Local Authorities Economic Development Group.


� Locum Consulting (2010) Improving St Andrews as a Place to Live, Work, Visit and Study


� At what level businesses are operating at.


� EKOS (2008) Rural Communities and Economic Development, for Scottish Enterprise; Commission for Rural Communities (2007) A Charter for Rural Communities; Commission for Rural Communities (2007) Planning for Sustainable Rural Communities: A New Agenda; Lowe, P and Ward, N (2007) Sustainable Rural Economies: Some Lessons from the English Experience.


� SRDP – Scottish Rural Development Programme


� UKTS data provided by VisitScotland; IPS from VisitBritain website


� The Economic Contribution of the Visitor Economy (UK and nations) June 2010


� Deloitte (June 2010) The Economic Contribution of the Visitor Economy: UK and the nations


� Based on population forecasts for the Local Authority areas in which the key destinations are located


� IMEX Research - Association Meetings: Forecasts and Trends, November 2009; AMR International - The Global Exhibition Organising Market: Assessment and Forecast to 2013, August 2009; Eventia -UK Events Market Trends Survey 2009, July 2009; Cat publications - British Meetings and Events Industry Survey, October 2009; MIA - Credit Crunch Conference and Events Market Research - Quarterly Survey, Dec 2009; BDRC - UK Meetings Market Survey, Sept 2009








� TRC and EKOS estimates


� A group of stakeholders with an interest in developing air routes to Edinburgh.


� A Fund designed to encourage new route development to Scottish airports.


� A pass providing access to attractions and transport in Edinburgh.


� Delivering and Outstanding Visitors Experience is an initiative to gather feedback from visitors to inform business development.


� www.gro-scotland.gov.uk


� SLIMS and Oxford Economics (2009) Scottish Enterprise Aberdeen City and Shire: Economic Review; SLIMS and Oxford Economics (2009) Scottish Enterprise Dundee City Region; SLIMS and Oxford Economics (2009) Scottish Enterprise East Region: Economic Review; SLIMS and Oxford Economics (2009) Scottish Enterprise West Region: Economic Review
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