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1
 INTRODUCTION

1.1
GENERAL
This assignment report has been prepared for Scottish Enterprise (SE) Knowledge Management  by Malcolm Watson (the Consultant).  The assignment was commissioned to provide an overview of SE’s involvement in the promotion and funding of visitor attractions and is not intended to be comprehensive or exhaustive. Desk research supplemented by selective consultation was undertaken to highlight issues and identify areas for more detailed investigation through evaluation of specific interventions to support visitor attractions.
1.2
BACKGROUND

Over the past five years the availability of Millennium Commission and other funding distributed by the National Lottery has brought forward the development of a number of significant visitor attractions within the SE operating area. 

SE and its predecessors have a history of involvement in visitor attractions and the Network has been a significant player in both the promotion and funding of some of the most significant projects delivered recently.  These include Lomond Shores, the Glasgow Science Centre and Dynamic Earth – projects with a combined cost of almost £150m and an SE contribution of in excess of £40m.

There are, however, many other projects of a much smaller scale where the Network has provided support. An initial review of papers submitted to PAG since 1991 suggested the existence of over 25 papers where visitor attractions were the core or a significant component.

This review is not intended to provide an exhaustive evaluation of SE experience in promoting and contributing to visitor attractions.  Rather it will seek to identify trends and experiences, highlighting learning for future appraisal implementation management and evaluation of projects with visitor attraction components. 

1.3
ASSIGNMENT PURPOSE AND METHOD
This consultancy assignment provides a high level review of SE’s involvement in the promotion and funding of Visitor Attractions.  The objectives of the assignment were to:


identify the extent of SE involvement and contribution to VA projects (in excess of £250,000 delegated authority limit);


review and log visitor attraction capital costs, revenue and visitor projections;


assess actual performance against projections; and


provide findings and learning for an information paper to be submitted to PAG on levels of SE contribution, future commitment and appraisal of future VA projects.

The method used to conduct the assignment involved:


initial consultation with SE Knowledge Management and Finance Executives and provision of relevant information;


research and review of available information; and


consultations with a number of project executives involved in the evolution and implementation of a cross-section of VA projects.

1.4
REPORT STRUCTURE

The remainder of this report is structured as follows:


Chapter 2 presents an analysis of SE involvement in Visitor Attraction projects;

Chapter 3 provides a typology of attractions and categorises the attractions SE has been involved in by scale and market focus, location and extent of SE involvement;

Chapter 4 considers the projected outputs in the context of the VA market in Scotland; and

Chapter 5 highlights learning based on the analysis and discussions with implementation executives.
2
 SE ASSISTED VISITOR ATTRACTIONS

2.1
INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents a review, based on available data, of the scale and extent of SE involvement in the development and funding of visitor attractions. 

2.2
METHOD

The review is based primarily on information extracted from SE approval papers for relevant projects. Data on projected total spend, SE contribution, visitor numbers and visitor spend were extracted from papers.  Where possible this was updated through discussions with project sponsors. Actual data on admissions and charges were taken from the Scottish Visitor Attraction Monitor 2000 (Glasgow Caledonian University and STB).

2.3
PROJECTS PROFILE

From the information available a total of 12 projects were identified where sufficient data existed to conduct analysis. The projects were approved between 1990 and 1997 and are listed in Appendix A.  It should be noted that these figures do not include the Millennium Link.  Summary projected data on the projects is presented in Table 2.1.

	Table 2.1: Project Sample Summary Data (Projected)

	
	Total Cost (£000)
	SE Contribution(£000)
	SE Proportion (%)
	Visitor Numbers

	All Projects
	152,901
	44,040
	28.8
	2,565,970

	Average
	12,742
	3,670
	27.9
	213,831


Sample = 12 Projects

Individual levels of contribution to projects reviewed varied from £16.5m (Glasgow Science Centre) to £400,000 (Scottish Seabird Centre).  Generally, SE contributions tend to be for 20-30% of total project costs although two of the larger projects reviewed had SE contributions of over 50% of total cost.

2.4 PROJECTED AND OUT-TURN PERFORMANCE

Out-turn data for the projects was not available in the majority of cases as projects were only recently completed or were due for completion in the next year.  However comparison of current and projected visitor admissions and charges data for those attractions operating for at least a year was possible. This is presented in Table 2.2. 

	Table 2.2: Projected and Actual Performance (Average)

	
	Visitor Numbers1
	Adult Admission2

	Projected
	209,126
	£4.92

	Actual
	174,059
	£6.88

	Variance (%)
	-20.2
	+39.8


1. Sample = 5 Projects. * Adjusted to August 2001 prices,  Sample = 9 Projects 

The sample averages indicate a tendency for actual visitor numbers to be over estimated by around 20% and for admission charges to increase around 40% on projections.  However, the averages mask some extremities within the data with some projects over projecting visitor numbers by almost 70%, others under projecting by over 100%. 

There is less, but still significant, variation in projected admission prices (which have been adjusted to 2001 prices). The trend is for these to increase from the figures used in appraisal by anything from 29% to 132%.  Those projects with admissions well below projections tend to increase admission charges most, perhaps in an attempt to recoup overhead costs. However, the effects of such a policy may be to further depress admission numbers.

The foregoing demonstrates the difficulties in estimating the markets for what are essentially unique projects in largely untested markets.  There is often little or no comparable evidence for a similar attraction in a similar location and often market evidence from another location (with different demographics, income levels, tastes and sophistication) needs to be adjusted to arrive at tentative estimates. There are also issues relating to ability and willingness to pay and the capacity of local markets to sustain an additional attraction or attractions. We return to these in the concluding chapter.  

2.5
FINDINGS

The principal findings from the analysis conducted in this Chapter are:


high levels of activity and investment in the VA market over the past 8 years encouraged by the availability of new sources of public funding;


average levels of SE contribution of c. 25% of total project costs;


a tendency for the proportion of SE contribution to increase to over 50% of total cost  in larger projects;


evidence of over-projection of visitor numbers by c. 20%;


a tendency for admission charges to increase by an average of 40% in real terms, over figures used in appraisals; and


demonstration of real difficulties in estimating market size, penetration and adjustment given the unique nature of the projects involved.

3
 A TYPOLOGY OF ATTRACTIONS

3.1
INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents a typology of SE involvement in Visitor Attractions with a view to categorising future proposed interventions and applying relevant learning from previous similar interventions. The categorisation reflects:


project scale and location;


market focus; and


SE role and objectives.

3.2
SCALE AND LOCATION

The sample of projects reflected a cross-section of new attractions with total costs ranging from £2.5m to £75m. In addition there were two smaller projects involving the expansion of existing visitor attractions ranging in cost from £1.7m to £3.7m. As was noted in Chapter 2, the proportion of total costs funded by SE tended to increase as the project scale also increased.

The majority of the largest projects (over £10m) were sited in city centres and conceived as destination attractions requiring a dwell time of at least two hours.  The exceptions were Lomond Shores, conceived as a national visitor attraction based on a natural asset in a rural location, and the Big Idea a themed destination attraction based in Irvine, outside the major conurbations.

Smaller attractions (total costs up to £10m) tended to be located in rural areas or the cities outside the central belt.  

3.3
MARKET FOCUS

By implication the larger projects tended to have a focus which envisaged the attraction of visitors from throughout Scotland, the rest of the UK and overseas.  However it is unlikely that any of the projects assisted are of a scale, or have a suitably unique theme to act in themselves as an attraction to visitors from overseas (in the way that Euro Disney or the Eden Project might). The larger projects are aimed at improving, enhancing and diversifying the existing tourism product mix at the national level. This has to be with a view to extending visits, increasing spend and encouraging additional or repeat visits through direct and reported experiences. 

However, even the largest products suggest in their appraisals high levels of visitation and expenditure by residents of their regions and Scotland.  This may raise issues of displacement of existing expenditure and even competition between attractions with similar themes (such as the Big Idea, Dynamic Earth, Dundee and Glasgow Science Centres). High levels of dependence on a regional catchment population may also raise increase requirements for repeat visitation and attractions will need to reflect this in their plans for and investment in updating the attraction.

Smaller attractions tend to focus on generating additional expenditure and significantly enhancing the local tourism asset base.  These have often been justified through the need to provide 

focus for the tourism sector in a town or area or to stimulate wider economic regeneration where an economy has suffered structural problems.

Such projects can and will attract visitors from outwith their region and Scotland, and may increase visit duration and expenditure levels.  However, ultimately their success, in national economic development terms, will depend upon a growing Scottish tourism market with increasing numbers of visitors choosing to stay longer or come more often. If this national trend is not established it is likely that these attractions will have a largely displacing effect diverting existing expenditure from within their regions or elsewhere in Scotland. 

3.4
SE ROLE AND OBJECTIVES

SE has performed a series of very different roles within the sample of attractions and these can be categorised as 


Project Instigator and Director


Project Supporter and Funder


Project Saviour

PROJECT INSTIGATOR AND DIRECTOR

In this role SE has been in the lead since project conception and senior SE Executives will have been instrumental in generating the attraction theme and shaping the objectives from the earliest 

stages.  Projects in the sample where SE has adopted this role include:


Lomond Shores


Our Dynamic Earth; and


Glasgow Science Centre

In each case the projects are large scale with national market focus and relatively high proportions of SE contributions to their capital funding. Given the scale of SE investment their tends to be a pro-active and ongoing interest in the management and performance of the attraction.

The scale and market focus of these attractions tends to increase levels of specific risk attributable to them (from cost over-runs or shortfalls in visitor numbers) and their higher levels of dependence on visitors from outwith Scotland may increase their exposure to generic risk factors (economic downturn, international events etc.).

PROJECT SUPPORTER AND FUNDER

In this role SE becomes involved as a result of an approach or proposal from a partner or other third party organisation.  Involvement may come at an early stage and SE may have a significant role in shaping the project or contributing to feasibility studies.  However SE is not the majority funder and tends not to have an ongoing active role in the management of the completed facility.

Projects in the sample where SE has adopted this role include:


Scottish Seabird Centre


Archaeolink

PROJECT SAVIOUR

In this role SE comes to the project during implementation, having been approached to provide top-up funding to address a cost over-run.  In these circumstances SE may choose to provide funding to ensure that a project is not aborted at a late stage and has an opportunity to prove itself in the market.  However, SE will often seek to actively distance itself from the ongoing management or running of the facility by attaching conditions to the funding which exclude further contributions or revenue support to the project.

One project in the sample, the Big Idea, fell clearly into this category, although there is a possibility that some provision of assistance to extend or improve existing attractions may also place SE in the role of project saviour.

INTERVENTION MATRIX

The roles, characteristics, risks and additionality of SE intervention can be classified into a matrix of intervention activity.  This is presented below.   

	Table 3.1: Intervention Matrix

	Role
	Scale
	Investment
	Risk
	Additionality1

	Instigator
	Large
	High
	High
	High

	Supporter
	Med/Small
	Medium
	Med
	Low/Med

	Saviour
	Medium
	Low
	Low
	Low*


1. Additionality refers to the role of SE funding in securing the delivery of the project but does not imply that the eventual economic outputs are additional at the local or Scottish level. * The project has started and therefore SE funding is not additional in bringing it about.  It might be argued that SE funding is highly additional in securing completion of the project, but this is as a result of a failure in implementation.

This categorisation may be of assistance to executives in the future in appraising projects they are requested to assist. The matrix might also be further developed and refined as projects are evaluated.  This might then allow displacement and value for money measures to be incorporated in the matrix.

3.5
FINDINGS

The principal findings from the analysis conducted in this Chapter are:


evidence of larger project scale and SE investment where SE is the project instigator;


potential for significant levels of displacement where attractions adopt similar themes and retain dependence on domestic/regional customer bases;


implications for renewal and updating of attraction assets where there are high proportions of regional visits and, by inference, repeat vistiation;


a suggestion that even the largest attractions are unlikely, in themselves, to generate new or additional visits from outside Scotland; and


an expectation that additional economic benefits from projects are likely to require a growing base of visitors from outside Scotland to patronise the new facilities and counter displacement effects where new facilities compete with existing attractions or each other.

Ongoing monitoring and future evaluation activity should concentrate on providing detailed assessments of visitor origin, motivations, expenditure and likely behaviour and expenditure in the absence of the attraction.  Visitor monitoring activity at the national level should also assess the importance of certain key attractions in stimulating a visit to Scotland and patronage of attractions by visitors not domiciled in Scotland.

4
SCOTTISH VISITOR ATTRACTION MARKET

4.1
INTRODUCTION
This chapter sets the VA development activity in the context of the wider VA market in Scotland, drawing on the research presented in the VA monitor.  Further contextual evidence is provided through STB data on visitor numbers and expenditure within Scotland.  

4.2
MARKET CONTEXT

Visits to Attractions

Results of comparative research by the Moffat Centre for 618 paid and free admission attractions reporting attendance in 1999 and 2000 are presented in Table 4.1. 

	Table 4.1: Visitor Numbers and Visits to Attractions 

	
	Visits to Attractions

	1999
	35,873,609

	2000
	34,672,182

	Change
	-3.3%


Data from the Moffat Centre for a common base of 669 attractions reporting data for 1998 and 1999 showed a 1% decline in visitor numbers from 39.07m to 38.65m.  When combined with the 

analysis in Table 4.1 the data suggests a trend of gradual decline in the numbers attending attractions. 

Trends over a longer term can be assessed by comparing the number of visits to those attractions in the top ten free and paid attractions which have remained open over a four year period between 1997 and 2000. This provides a longer term assessment of the  propensity for people to attend the largest VAs. This analysis is presented in Table 4.2.

	Table 4.2: Visits to Most Popular Attractions 1997-2000

	
	Paid
	Free
	Both

	1997
	3,970,547
	4,296,663
	8,267,210

	1998
	3,798,948
	4,588,403
	8,387,351

	1999
	4,161,393
	4,464,488
	8,625,881

	2000
	3,875,004
	4,058,014
	7,933,018

	Change 97-00
	-2.4%
	-5.6%
	-4.0%

	Change 99-00
	-7.4%
	-10.0%
	-8.7%


It is clear from the above that the market share of the established larger attractions has fallen since 1999 after a period of gradual increase. This may in part be due to the introduction of new attractions (such as Dynamic Earth, the Big Idea and Britannia) over the period, although the trends in visitor numbers since 1999 suggests that the attractions may be suffering form the overall decline in visitor numbers recorded since that period.

Perhaps surprisingly visits to free attractions have fallen more sharply than those to paid attractions.  It is also interesting to note 

that in the year to 2000 visits to the top ten paid and free attractions fell by 8.7% compared to a decrease in visits to all attractions of 3.3%.  This would suggest that the market share of the largest attractions has declined over this period.

Visitor numbers for the top ten paid attractions in 1999 and 2000 are detailed in Table 4.3.

	Table 4.3: Top Ten Paid Attractions 2000

	
	1999
	2000
	Change (%)

	Edinburgh Castle
	1,219,720
	1,204,285
	-1

	Museum of Scotland
	759,579
	599,337
	-21

	Edinburgh Zoo
	526,000
	522,279
	-1

	Stirling Castle
	416,070
	430,362
	-3

	Our Dynamic Earth
	295,959*
	398,790
	n/a

	Royal Yacht Britannia
	415,297
	304,395
	-27

	Burns Heritage Park
	343,660
	285,000
	-17

	Holyroodhouse
	294,500
	254,721
	-13

	Urquhart Castle
	232,924
	202,020
	-13

	L Ness Monster Ex.1
	80,000
	200,000
	11

	Scotch Whisky Centre
	189,000
	177,000
	-6

	Total 
	4,772,709
	4,578,189
	-4

	Average
	433,883
	416,199
	-4


Source: 2000 Visitor Attraction Monitor

* Open Part Year Only.  1. All figures for this attraction are estimates

It is difficult to comment conclusively on this performance particularly since it has occurred over one year and data is not yet available on overall tourism trips to Scotland for 2000 (see below).

However a number of observations can be made.  


As already suggested by the analysis in Table 4.2, visits to the Top 10 paid attractions have fallen by slightly more (4%) than visits to all attractions in the sample (3.3%).


Only one attraction reported an increase in numbers – although this was based on estimated numbers.


Longer-established attractions appear to be best at maintaining visitor numbers (Edinburgh and Stirling Castle and Edinburgh Zoo).


There is some evidence of new or recently extended attractions experiencing declines in visitor numbers after novelty effects have subsided (Britannia, Museum of Scotland)


Despite the addition of Our Dynamic Earth during the period of analysis total visits to the seven Top 10 attractions in Edinburgh fell by 6%.  This may be indicative of a degree of displacement between attractions.

Visits to Scotland

Data for tourism visits to Scotland for the last two available years is presented in Table 4.4.  

	Table 4.4: Tourism Trips to Scotland 

	
	Domestic
	Overseas
	All

	1998
	9,800,000
	2,100,000
	11,900,000

	1999
	10,500,000
	1,900,000
	12,400,000

	Change
	+7.1%
	-9.5%
	+4.2%


Statistics for 2000 are due to be published later this month and the expectation within the industry is that these figures, and those for 2001 are likely to show year on year decreases from the 1999 figures.  It is further anticipated that uncertainty following the WTC attacks will further reduce overseas bookings for 2002.

This is particularly significant for Scotland’s visitor attractions, where survey evidence from the British Tourism Authority suggests an average of 20% of visitors are from overseas. For historic properties this figure rises to 40%, second only to London in the UK. It also has implications for economic impact of VAs since overseas visitors spend most on and off site, require accommodation and bring benefits which are additional at the national level.

4.3
MARKET ALIGNMENT

The placing of the SEVAs within the market can be assessed through comparison of admission charges and visitor numbers with averages produced from research in the Scottish VA Monitor report.

Visitor Numbers

Comparison of the average projected and actual visitor numbers for SE funded VAs with averages for Scottish Attractions is provided in Table 4.5. 

	Table 4.5: VA Visitor Number Averages

	
	SE  Assisted VAs 
	All Scottish Average

	
	 Projected
	Actual 
	

	2000
	209,126
	174,059
	56,103

	% Of Scottish Av.
	372%
	310%
	


Attractions assisted by SE are almost four times larger than the Scottish Average (on projections) and three times larger on actual numbers of visitors secured.  Of the 12 projects in the sample 3 (Dynamic Earth, Glasgow Science Centre and Loch Lomond) would be in the Top 10 attractions on projected visitor numbers.  Dynamic Earth is in the Top 10 (at number 5) on actual numbers of visitors in 2000.  If Glasgow Science Centre meets or exceeds its projection of 625,000 visitors it will become the second most popular attraction in Scotland (on competitor performance in 2000).

All of the attractions in the sample, on opening, are projected to generate over 2,500,000 visitors per annum.  This is equivalent to 7.4% of the 2000 total of visits.  Put another way, the SE funded attractions would need to see a 7.4% increase in the visitor attraction market to accommodate their capacity and have no detrimental effect on existing attractions.  This requirement comes against a backdrop of a 4.3% decrease in visits to attractions since 1998 and continuing concerns over tourist visits to Scotland.

Admission Charges and On-Site Spend

Comparison of the average projected and actual visitor spend for SE funded VAs, with averages for Scottish Attractions (all adjusted to 2001 prices) is provided in Table 4.6.

	Table 4.6: VA Visitor Spend Averages 2001 (£)

	
	SE  Assisted VAs 
	All Scottish Average

	
	 Projected
	Actual 
	

	Adult Admission
	4.92
	6.88
	3.21

	On Site Spend
	5.16
	n/a
	6.78

	Total Spend
	10.08
	12.04*
	9.99

	% of Scottish Av.
	101
	121
	


* Calculated using projected figure

The SE funded attractions are on average charging over twice the average adult admission for all Scottish attractions.  Other expenditure on site is, on average, projected at 24% below current Scottish averages. Total actual expenditure on site, combining 

admission and other expenditure, is 21% above current averages at Scottish Visitor Attractions.

4.4 
FINDINGS

The principal findings from the analysis conducted in this Chapter are:


evidence of reductions in numbers visiting attractions over the past two years;


concerns over levels of tourism visits to Scotland, in particular overseas visits which generate greatest additional economic impact;


an indication that the largest attractions are experiencing slightly greater rates of decline in visitor numbers, although more traditional larger attractions tend to be stronger at maintaining visitor numbers;


some evidence that newer attractions can suffer declines in numbers after initial novelty visits subside;


an indication, from analysis of major Edinburgh attractions, that new attractions are displacing visitors;


a requirement for the market for attractions to expand by over 7% to avoid displacement by SE attractions of activity from existing attractions;


evidence that the SE funded attractions in our sample are three times larger and require 20% more visitor expenditure than the average Scottish attraction.

5
LEARNING AND RECOMMENDATIONS

5.1
INTRODUCTION
This chapter draws together the findings of the review and provides a series of recommendations on the future appraisal of proposals and evaluation of completed visitor attractions.  It also incorporates learning identified in consultations with executives involved in funding a number of attractions across the Network 

5.2
FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (R)

Network Engagement

Our review has confirmed high levels of network engagement and funding of large-scale visitor attractions in recent years.  Our categorisation of involvement and the intervention matrix of associated risks and potential benefits (S3.4) may assist executives if, how and when to become involved in investigating the feasibility of future attractions.  

Project Appraisal

The review findings suggest that the appraisal of VAs requires a thorough approach which guards against over optimism and takes full account of the potential of the project to displace activity and economic benefit from existing, or other planned attractions.

There is evidence to suggest that, on average, the ex-ante appraisal of projects often over-estimates the number of visitors to attractions, and further evidence that estimates can over or under estimate visitor numbers to an extent which fundamentally affects the viability of the attraction. This is in part a reflection of the nature of the VA market with facilities putting forward unique concepts in untried markets. 

The availability of new sources of capital funding in recent years (Millennium and Lottery) has improved the “fundability” of these concepts, but also increased pressure on partners (including SE) to sanction the provision of match funding.  The availability of such funding should not detract from the requirement to demonstrate that the underlying business case and revenue stream is sufficient to sustain the attraction.

R1
SE should adopt a rigorous risk-assessment and appraisal approach which identifies both the consequences of and contingencies for variations in visitor numbers.  Where foreseeable variations (such as those identified for the sample in this review) affect the underlying viability (on the downside) of the attraction, or call into question the requirement for SE funding (on the upside) then the appraisal would need to demonstrate an exceptional case for Network support.

There is also evidence that admission prices tend to increase significantly in real terms between initial appraisal and opening.  Whilst such changes may be introduced to underpin cash flow they can also act to reduce visitor numbers and lead to no net increase, 

in revenue or even a decrease as visitor numbers reduce in reaction to pricing. There is little evidence on the price elasticity of demand for such attractions and operators and funders of the most recent attractions need to reflect on the fact that they are increasingly competing with more sophisticated and larger commercial leisure and retail facilities as destinations

R2
Appraisals need to demonstrate the potential effects of real increases in prices and their likely impact on visitor numbers and revenue.  This should be presented in the light of evidence of pricing of competitor leisure and visitor destinations. 

R3
There should be a presumption against real increases in admission prices and levels of on-site spending as projects move towards implementation.  

There is evidence, given the market focus of attractions, numbers of visits to attractions, and numbers of tourist visits to Scotland, that SE funded attractions are displacing activity from other attractions.  There is also the potential for SE funded attractions adopting similar themes displacing activity between themselves.  Scottish attractions, on average, draw approximately 20% of their 

patronage from overseas visitors.  Not all of their expenditure is likely to be additional given the potential for substitution of expenditure in other businesses and limited individual budgets for holiday expenditure.  There is also likely to be high levels of displacement at the Scottish level for attractions and we would suggest that these will approach the levels for retail uses.  This is even more the case at a time when overall visits to attractions are declining and tourist visits to Scotland are also likely to decline. No attraction funded by SE is likely, in itself, to attract significant numbers of additional visitors. 

R4 
Economic appraisals need to present realistic assumptions on the numbers of additional visitors and genuinely additional expenditure at the Scottish levels.  Gross benefits are likely to be significantly displaced at the national level at rates not dissimilar to those for retail uses.

There is evidence that visitor numbers to attractions go through a cycle, which sees high levels of patronage initially and subsequent decline and levelling as novelty factors wear off.  The exceptions tend to be more traditional heritage attractions.  This phenomenon has been well documented previously and most appraisal models adopt profiling which reflects this. There is also evidence, again well documented previously, that attractions require ongoing investment to sustain visitor numbers and this is reflected in a number of the “extension and enhancement projects” in the sample where SE intervention has been sought to rejuvenate a stalled attraction. This may be even more necessary where attractions have high levels of dependence on regional markets and need to stimulate repeat visits.

Evidence from consultations also suggested that even very recently completed and initially successful attractions needed to invest significantly in the rejuvenation or extension of the exhibits.  

However VAs should also exercise caution in embarking on additional investment to sustain early levels of visitation which are due to novelty factors.

R5
Appraisals should reflect the real-life experience of previously funded attractions by profiling visitor numbers and allowing for regular investment in the facility and exhibits to maintain revenue. Appraisals should demonstrate feasibility at the established (rather than initial) levels of patronage.

Evidence from consultations also suggested that the profile of visitors can vary significantly from assumptions used in the appraisal.  These variations can apply to both seasonality and the visitor mix.  One rurally-based attraction encountered difficulties in sustaining visits during winter months and was actively managing and enhancing its asset base to address this.  Another recently opened attraction had higher than anticipated levels of school visits and lower levels of family and adult visits, with consequences for revenue levels.  It had also experienced variations to on-site expenditure profiles with higher levels of retail expenditure and lower levels of catering expenditure.  As a result it was reviewing the market for its catering provision.

Consultations also suggested that levels of private sponsorship and funding of attractions forecast in appraisals were not being 

achieved with consequences for the underlying viability of attractions and their capacity for future investment in renewal.  Private sponsorship is often presented as a final piece in the funding jigsaw and is used to balance the cost and funding balance.  It is also often identified as a source of future funding for exhibit renewal.  Consistently levels of private sponsorship predicted in appraisals have not been achieved and project appraisors should be wary of any sponsorship funding which has not been irrevocably committed to the project at the time of appraisal.  This is particularly the case where such sponsorship is critical to funding the creation of the attraction or to the renewal of the attraction exhibits.  Where future, uncommitted, sponsorship is required to revenue fund the attraction the appraisor should question the underlying viability of the project.

Generally there is an impression that attractions are appraised up to a level which can support a concept rather than down to a level that can be sustained by the market.  The availability of Millennium Commission and other lottery capital funding has provided an opportunity for projects which were once marginal, or non viable, to be brought forward to implementation.  By implication these projects tend to carry much higher levels of risk and uncertainty than those where commercial partners are willing to shoulder the majority of the risk.

This reality places an even greater emphasis on the requirement for attractions to be rigorously appraised to ensure that not only capital

costs can be met but that the facility can be sustained on a revenue basis.  The recommendations above on appraisal methods and 

approach can go some way to managing the risks involved for the Network but cannot eradicate that risk. 

Project Evaluation

Many of the attractions reviewed have only recently opened and will be subject to evaluation in the coming years.  Recommendations from this review, which may inform the method and conduct of such evaluations, are presented below.

R6
There are significant issues over the additionality of the benefits delivered by these attractions.  Evaluations should therefore apply significant resource to establishing the origin, intentions, expenditure, behaviour and alternative actions (in the absence of the attraction) of visitors to these attractions.

R7
Evaluations should detail variations in project objectives, inputs, activities and outcomes from original appraisals.  Where possible the reasons for and implications of changes in objectives and inputs should be explored 

R8
Where projects are completed SE should ensure that robust baseline and regular monitoring data is collected by attraction operators consistent with the project objectives and SE KMIS requirements.

R9
SE needs to ensure that national tourism survey exercises record UK and Overseas patronage of specific attractions and their influence on visit decision, expenditure, impressions and future intentions

 5.3
CONCLUSIONS

SE has invested considerable resources in the funding of VAs throughout its area and many of these have only recently opened.  The recommendations above on appraisal and evaluation have been drawn from a high level review of attractions, few of which have been subject to a prolonged market test.  They should however prove useful to executives contemplating either the initiation of or contribution to feasibility exercises for visitor attractions.

VAs are inherently high risk projects – they tend to be the focus of media and public attention and this visibility lays them open to scrutiny and heightened political interest.  They also test novel concepts in untried markets.

The direct, quantifiable economic benefits of these projects, particularly at the Scottish level has yet to be proven, particularly against trends which show reductions in visits to attractions and, most likely, to Scotland.

Future detailed evaluations of these projects will need to establish what economic benefits are being delivered and the value for money against other Network interventions. In the interim any 

proposals for intervention in this area will require rigorous appraisal and it is questionable whether real benefits can be proven in the absence of evaluation evidence from the projects already completed. There will also be an ongoing requirement for the learning from these evaluations to be disseminated across the Network to ensure any future proposals are not formulated, considered or appraised in isolation. 

Any such interventions will also require to be placed in the context of the Scottish Executive’s New Tourism Strategy and SE’s Tourism Cluster Action Plan. The latter states that support for infrastructure, facility and transport development will in future be driven by the national strategy and made available where this is important for the delivery of experiences in line with the vision for Scotland.  Under the Action Plan, Network spend on new build attractions will be reduced – given the completion of the Lomond Shores and Glasgow Science Centre projects and concerns about over provision of visitor attractions. 

In the final analysis the case for investing in these projects may rest on a requirement to upgrade the national tourism asset base in line with competitors elsewhere, rather than the specific measurable benefits delivered by a single intervention.  However in this scenario the case for intervention has to be founded on national priorities and flow from a thorough analysis of existing market performance and failures at an international level as provided in the Tourism Cluster Action Plan.  The case for national attractions based on local perceptions, market failures and infrastructure would be difficult to make, particularly in light of currently falling visitor numbers.

______________________________________________________________________________

APPENDIX A

SAMPLE PROJECTS

___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Aberdeen Maritime Museum Phase 2

Archaeolink, Grampian

Burns National Heritage Park

Dundee City Arts Centre

Dundee Science Centre

Dynamic Earth

Glasgow Science Centre

Loch Lomond Project

Scottish Maritime Museum, Irvine

Scottish Seabird Centre

The Big Idea, Irvine

Verdant Works, Dundee

� “Visitor attractions increasingly find themselves competing with a new range of leisure products that stretch the traditional visitor attraction definition.  Retail and entertainment operating definitions are increasingly blurred as these sectors merge and shopping becomes a primary activity in leisure time, both for visitors and host communities”.  STB/Moffat Centre 1999 Visitor Attraction Monitor p177.
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