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ENTERPRISE AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
 

2nd Meeting, 2005 (Session 2) 
  

Tuesday, 25th January 2005 
 
The Committee will meet at 2 pm in Committee Room 5.  
 
1. Items in private: the Committee will consider whether to take agenda items 4, 5 

and 6 in private.  

2. National Lottery Bill – UK Legislation: the Committee will take evidence from: 

Patricia Ferguson MSP, Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport; 
 

 Gavin Barrie, Head of Lottery and Sponsorship Unit, Scottish Executive 
Education Department;   

on the National Lottery Bill.  

3. Area Tourist Board Review: the Committee will take evidence from: 

 Patricia Ferguson MSP, Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport; 
  

John Brown, Head of Tourism and Architectural Policy Division, Scottish 
Executive Education Department; 
 
David Noble, Director of Network Operations, VisitScotland; 

on the Area Tourist Board review.   

4. Transport (Scotland) Bill: the Committee will consider a draft report to the Local 
Government and Transport Committee on its Stage 1 consideration of the 
Transport (Scotland) Bill. 

5. Arts in the Community inquiry: the Committee will consider a revised draft 
report on its Arts in the Community inquiry.  

6. Area Tourist Board Review: the Committee will review progress to date on its 
scrutiny of the Area Tourist Board review.   

Stephen Imrie  
Clerk to the Committee  

Ext. 0131 348 5207 
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The following meeting papers are enclosed: 
 
 Agenda Item 2 
 
National Lottery Bill and explainatory notes (hard copy only) 
 
Scottish Executive memorandum on the National Lottery Bill 
 
Submission from the Big Lottery Fund 
 
Submission from the Heritage Lottery Fund 
 
Agenda Item 3 
 
Submission from VisitScotland on the Area Tourist Board review 
 
Follow up submission from the Chairs of the Scottish Area 
Tourist Board Network 
 
Area Tourist Board review summary paper 
 
Agenda Item 4 
 
Transport (Scotland) Bill draft report – private paper  
 
Agenda Item 5 
 
Arts in the Community inquiry draft report – private paper  
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Enterprise and Culture Committee 
 

Meeting 25 January 2005 
 

National Lottery Bill 
 
 
Introduction 
 
This paper sets out the arrangements for the Committee’s consideration of devolved 
matters which are contained within a UK Bill – the National Lottery Bill. 
 
Parliament is due to debate the following ‘Sewel Motion’ (S2M-2255), Patricia 
Ferguson: National Lottery Bill - UK Legislation - ‘That the Parliament agrees that the 
provisions in the National Lottery Bill that relate to the executive competence of the 
Scottish Ministers should be considered by the UK Parliament.’ 
 
Patricia Ferguson MSP, Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport will appear before 
the Committee at this meeting to answer any queries members may have on the 
Motion, in advance of the debate in the Parliament.  This debate will take place on 
27 January 2005. 
 
Sewel Motions 
 
A Sewel Motion is a device by which the Executive invites the Scottish Parliament to 
agree to allow the UK Parliament to legislate on relevant devolved matters. The 
motion is a matter of convention rather than law, and the decision of the Scottish 
Parliament therefore has no legal effect. Instead, in agreeing or disagreeing to the 
motion, the Scottish Parliament will be expressing a view on the matters referred to 
in the motion. 
 
Executive Memorandum 
 
The Executive has prepared a memorandum – attached at Annex A – which outlines 
the terms of the National Lottery Bill and highlights the provisions which relate to 
devolved matters. 
 
For members’ information the Bill is enclosed, together with the UK government’s 
Explanatory Note. 
 
The Bill received its first reading in the House of Commons 25 November 2005 and 
was expected to have had its second reading on 6 December 2004. According to 
information from the Executive, the last revising stage for the Bill in the Commons is 
the end of January 2005.  
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Procedure 
 
As there are no formal procedures for the consideration of Sewel Motions set out in 
Standing Orders, there is no formal requirement for the Committee to report to the 
Parliament. 
 
 
Stephen Imrie 
Clerk to the Committee  
20 January 2005  
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 Minister for Tourism, Culture & Sport 
 Patricia Ferguson MSP 
 
 
Alex Neil MSP 
Convener 
Enterprise and Culture Committee 
The Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 

Victoria Quay 
Edinburgh EH6 6QQ 
 
 
Telephone: 0131-556 8400 
scottish.ministers@scotland.gsi.gov.uk 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk 
 
 
Our ref: JUC/3/95/3 
 
 December 2004 

 
 
 
 
 
NATIONAL LOTTERY BILL 
 
In the Queen’s Speech on Tuesday 23 November, reference was made to the introduction 
of legislation at Westminster to consolidate the distribution of Lottery money to good 
causes. The Bill was introduced to the House of Lords on 25 November. 
 
The purpose of the Bill is to amend existing legislation – the National Lottery etc Act 1993 
(as amended by the National Lottery Act 1998) – to give legal effect to the establishment of 
the Big Lottery Fund (a merger of the New Opportunities Fund and Community Fund) which 
will distribute half of all Lottery funds and act as a centre for Lottery coordination and 
reform. 
 
My purpose in writing is to draw this legislation to your attention and to advise that the Bill 
includes a number of provisions that relate to funding in devolved areas. It is our intention to 
seek the consent of the Parliament by way of a Sewel Motion to the provisions being 
considered by the UK Parliament. These include a number of new functions and powers for 
Scottish Ministers in relation to the Big Lottery Fund in Scotland. The enclosed 
Memorandum sets out the detailed position. 
 
For the Committee’s information, I have set out the terms of the Motion, which the 
Executive intends to lodge for consideration by the Scottish Parliament. I look forward to 
assisting the Committee and the Parliament in their scrutiny of the proposals. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

PATRICIA FERGUSON 
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SEWEL MEMORANDUM 
 

NATIONAL LOTTERY BILL 
 

Motion 
 
1. The motion to be put to the Parliament is: 
 

National Lottery Bill: That the Parliament agrees that the provisions in the National 
Lottery Bill that relate to the executive competence of the Scottish Ministers should 
be considered by the UK Parliament. 

 
Purpose 
 
2. The UK Government aims to make the National Lottery more responsive to the 
needs of communities. 
 
3. The purpose of the National Lottery Bill is to amend existing legislation - the National 
Lottery Act etc. Act 1993 (as amended by the National Lottery Act 1998) - to give legal 
effect to the establishment of the Big Lottery Fund (a merger of the New Opportunities fund 
and Community Fund) which will distribute half of all Lottery funds and act as a centre for 
Lottery co-ordination and reform. 
 
4. While the National Lottery is a reserved matter by virtue of section B9 of Part II of 
Schedule 5 to the Scotland Act 1998, the UK Government has agreed that the Devolved 
Administrations should have more influence in setting priorities for the National Lottery and 
in programme development, and that more decision-making should be devolved unless 
there is a clear need for a UK approach.  The Bill therefore provides new functions and 
powers for the Scottish Ministers in relation to the Big Lottery Fund in Scotland.  The 
Scottish Ministers will be consulted on Scotland’s share of funding i.e. its “devolved 
expenditure” (previously Scotland’s share was determined by the New Opportunities Fund 
and Community Fund themselves); the Scottish Ministers will be consulted on the 
appointment of a Scottish Member to the UK Board and their agreement will be required to 
the appointment of a Scottish Committee; the Scottish Ministers will issue policy directions 
to the Fund in relation to all “devolved expenditure” in Scotland; and Scottish Ministers will 
receive the Annual Accounts of the Fund which will enable them to be provided to the 
Scottish Parliament.  Within a UK framework, the Bill gives the Big Lottery Fund the 
required level of operational devolution and provides the Scottish Ministers with powers 
over all the key controls of the new Lottery Distributor’s Scottish operations. 
 
5. Extending the executive competence of the Scottish Ministers as proposed will 
provide for the delivery of the Executive's Partnership commitment to “work with the UK 
Government to secure a Scottish Opportunities Fund to provide sustainable core funding to 
relevant voluntary organisations.” 
 
Summary of National Lottery Bill Provisions 
 
6. 50% of Lottery Funds will be for expenditure that is charitable, or connected with 
health, education, or the environment.  (The Bill removes the Millennium as a Lottery good 
cause but does not otherwise change the shares for the good causes which the UK 
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Government has guaranteed until the end of the current Lottery licence period in January 
2009). 
 
7. These funds will be distributed by the Big Lottery Fund, a merger of the New 
Opportunities Fund and Community Fund (the National Lottery Charities Board). 
 
8. The Big Lottery Fund will have a UK Board of 12 Members appointed by the 
Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport.  The Scottish Ministers will be consulted on 
any changes to the size of the UK Board. 
 
9. 1 Member of the UK Board will be appointed to represent the interests of Scotland, 
subject to the agreement of the Scottish Ministers. 
 
10. The Big Lottery Fund will establish Committees for each Home Country, with the 
Scottish Committee chaired by the Scottish Member and appointments to the Scottish 
Committee subject to the consent of Scottish Ministers. 
 
11. The Scottish Committee will exercise all of the Big Lottery Fund’s functions in 
relation to Scottish devolved expenditure.  (The Big Lottery Fund is expected to distribute 
most of its funds through its devolved committees.  A programme of Large Transformational 
Grants will be administered on a UK basis). 
 
12. The devolved expenditure share for each Home Country will be prescribed by Order 
by the Secretary of State after consultation with the Scottish Ministers.  (The UK 
Government is not expected to change Scotland’s Lottery share for the new good cause.  
Scotland’s share of funding from the New Opportunities Fund and Community Fund is 
11.5% of the UK total, based on population and deprivation). 
 
13. The Scottish Ministers will direct the Big Lottery Fund in relation to Scottish devolved 
expenditure, having consulted the Fund and obtained the consent of the Secretary of State. 
 
14. Directions by the Secretary of State to the Big Lottery Fund, for instance on UK 
programmes, will be subject to consultation with the Scottish Ministers, expect directions 
which relate to financial accountability or the employment of staff. 
 
15. The operating name of the Scottish Committee shall be subject to the consent of the 
Secretary of State and the Scottish Ministers. 
 
16. The Big Lottery Fund shall send a copy of its Annual Accounts to the Scottish 
Ministers, to enable the Scottish Ministers to provide the accounts to the Scottish 
Parliament. 
 
17. The Big Lottery Fund will be empowered to make grants or loans, to distribute non-
Lottery funds (for instance to enable the Fund to operate programmes funded from Lottery 
or non-Lottery sources), and to invite applications and give advice to applicants 
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Background 
 
18. The National Lottery has brought £1.4 billion to 23,000 Scottish projects in the 10 
years since its launch in 1994.  The Big Lottery Fund is expected to bring £60-70 million per 
year to Scotland between 2006 and 2009. 
 
19. The National Lottery is reserved to Westminster under the general reservation of 
gambling matters.  The Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport has the policy lead.  
There are, however, extensive arrangements for executive devolution.  In particular the 
Scottish Arts Council, Scottish Screen, and Sportscotland are Scottish Lottery Distributors 
and receive Directions from the Scottish Ministers.  Scotland’s share of Lottery funding for 
arts and sport is based on population: 8.9% for Scottish Arts Council and 8.1% for 
Sportscotland (some sport funding is directed through UK Sport).  Scotland’s share of 
Lottery funding for the New Opportunities Fund’s projects on health, education, and 
environment and for the Community Fund’s charitable projects is 11.5% based on 
population and deprivation. 
 
20. The UK Government’s Consultation Paper on Lottery distribution policy in July 2002 
set out some key thinking for the future: 
• The Lottery needs to be more responsive to needs and priorities of communities; 
• Lottery distribution must be more effective – avoiding overlap, streamlining delivery, 

achieving synergies and cross-cutting; 
• There is a need for fair distribution and targeting of funding; 
• There is value in the strategic use of Lottery funds, in partnership with local, regional 

and national stakeholders, for instance along the example the 3-way agreement 
between the Community Fund, the Voluntary Sector and COSLA in Scotland. 

 
21. The UK Government aims to make the National Lottery more responsive to the 
needs of communities.  The UK Government has established the Big Lottery Fund as a new 
community Lottery Distributor by an administrative merger of the New Opportunities Fund 
and the Community Fund (The National Lottery Charities Board).  The aim of the merger is 
to provide streamlined and accessible funding for communities.  The Big Lottery Fund will 
distribute half of all Lottery funds and will act as a centre for co-ordination of the National 
Lottery as well as leading on the Lottery reform agenda.  The Big Lottery Fund will pilot 
innovative approaches to programme delivery and take the lead in pioneering new ways of 
involving the public in priority setting and decision-taking.  It will provide funding in areas 
that complement wider government priorities, but it will not substitute for funding that would 
otherwise fall to mainstream government expenditure. 
 
Contents of the Bill 
 
22. The National Lottery Bill is intended to be introduced on 23 November 2004. 
 
23. The Bill provides for a significant increase in devolved controls over the Big Lottery 
Fund in Scotland.  This will ensure that the Fund is able to operate effectively in the 
devolved environment.  The Bill introduces new functions and powers for the Scottish 
Ministers in relation to the Big Lottery Fund.  In particular, the appointment of the Scottish 
Member for the UK Board of the Big Lottery Fund will be subject to the agreement of the 
Scottish Ministers and the appointment of the Scottish Committee of the Fund will be 



EC/S2/05/02/1A 
 

ANNEX A 

 7

subject to the consent of the Scottish Ministers.  The Scottish Ministers will direct the Fund 
on Scottish devolved expenditure.  (Currently, the Scottish Ministers are only able to direct 
the New Opportunities Fund on Scotland-only programmes and cannot direct the 
Community Fund at all, although the Scottish Ministers are consulted on policy directions to 
the UK Lottery Distributors). 
 
24. The major proposals in the introductory print of the Bill are arranged under twenty-
two sections and two schedules.  Five sections of the Bill relate to the functions and powers 
of the Scottish Ministers under the National Lottery etc. Act 1993: 
 
Section 6 – National Lottery Distribution Fund: Apportionment; 
Section 7 – Reallocation of Funds; 
Section 12 – Establishment; 
Section 13 – Functions; 
Section 14 – Dissolution. 
 
25. In addition, Schedule 2 introduces a new Schedule 4A to the National Lottery etc. 
Act 1993 which provides for the establishment of the Big Lottery Fund, including functions 
and powers for the Scottish Ministers. 
 
Commentary on Sections Relating to Scotland 
 
Section 6 – National Lottery Distribution Fund: apportionment 
 
26. Section 22 of the National Lottery etc. Act 1993 sets out the existing Lottery good 
causes: expenditure on or connected with the arts, sport, national heritage, charitable 
expenditure, projects to mark the Millennium, and (as added by the 1998 Act) expenditure 
on or connected with health, education or the environment.  Section 6 of the Bill amends 
Section 22 of the 1993 Act by providing that 50% of Lottery funds shall be allocated for 
expenditure that is charitable, connected with health, education or the environment.  This 
amendment removes the Millennium as a Lottery Good Cause and brings together in a 
single statement the existing good causes of charities, health, education and the 
environment which are to be within the remit of the Big Lottery Fund.  The good cause will 
have the same overall scope in respect of charities, health, education and environment as 
currently applies - the good cause is simply expressed in terms of purposes instead of the 
1993 definition of recipients.  The definition of charitable expenditure has been modernised 
to reflect the latest thinking and in anticipation of new legislation on charities but the scope 
of the definition has not been reduced.  The Bill does not change the shares for the good 
causes which the UK Government has guaranteed until the end of the current Lottery 
licence period in January 2009. 
 
27. Section 6 also gives the Secretary of State the power for the first time to prescribe 
“devolved expenditure” for England, Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland (previously 
these Lottery shares were determined by the New Opportunities Fund and Community 
Fund themselves).  Although the Big Lottery Fund is a UK body, the UK Government has 
agreed that most of its funding will be delivered through Committees serving each Home 
Country and this provision permits the Secretary of State to set the funding available for 
each Committee.  Scotland’s share of the Big Lottery Fund is expected to be the same as 
for the New Opportunities Fund and Community Fund - i.e. 11.5% based on population and 
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deprivation - although a modernisation at some future date of the formula that determines 
each Home Country’s share cannot be ruled out.   
 
28. Section 6 also introduces a new provision obliging the Secretary of State to consult 
the Scottish Ministers before making an Order prescribing expenditure for the Big Lottery 
Fund, ensuring that Scottish Ministers will be consulted about the level of “devolved 
expenditure”. 
 
Section 7 – Reallocation of funds 
 
29. Section 7 provides that, subject to consultation with the Scottish Ministers, the 
Secretary of State may reallocate funds among Lottery Good Causes or Lottery Distributors 
for instance to deal with the situation where a Distributor is running up a large balance of 
unspent Lottery funds which might be better employed elsewhere. 
 
Section 12 – Establishment 
 
30. Section 12 provides a new Section 36A to the 1993 Act which establishes a new 
body corporate to be known as the Big Lottery Fund and states that Schedule 4A to the Act 
(which will make provision in relation to the Fund) shall have effect. 
 
Section 13 – Functions 
 
31. Section 13 of the Bill introduces the main functions of the Big Lottery Fund.  The Big 
Lottery Fund is empowered to distribute National Lottery Funds which have been allocated 
by the Secretary of State for prescribed expenditure that is charitable or connected with 
health, education or the environment i.e. the funding formerly available to the New 
Opportunities Fund and Community Fund.  Subject to consultation with the Scottish 
Ministers, the Secretary of State may by Order limit the amounts which may be distributed 
by the Fund. 
 
32. Section 13 also empowers the Big Lottery Fund to make grants or loans, to distribute 
non-Lottery funds (for instance to enable the Fund to operate programmes funded from 
Lottery or non-Lottery sources), and to invite applications and give advice. 
 
33. Section 13 also introduces a new Section 36E into the 1993 Act which empowers the 
Secretary of State to issue Directions to the Big Lottery Fund.  Subsection (4)(b), provides 
that Directions in relation to Scottish devolved expenditure will be issued by the Scottish 
Ministers rather than the Secretary of State.  Scottish Ministers must consult the Fund and 
obtain the consent of the Secretary of State before issuing Directions to the Fund.  This 
ensures that the Directions are practical and deliverable and that there will be sufficient 
funds available.  Directions by the Secretary of State to the Big Lottery Fund, for instance 
on UK programmes, will be subject to consultation with the Scottish Ministers, except 
directions which relate to financial accountability or the employment of staff which are 
matters for the Department for Culture, Media and Sport and Westminster as the Fund is a 
UK body. Further, devolved administrations will not be consulted with regard to expenditure 
only for England. 
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Section 14 – Dissolution 
 
34. The Big Lottery is formed through a merger of the Community Fund and the New 
Opportunities Fund. It will also administer the residual functions of the Millennium 
Commission.  Section 14(1) of the Bill provides for the dissolution of the National Lottery 
Charities Board, the Millennium Commission and the New Opportunities Fund. 
 
Schedule 2: New Schedule 4A to the 1993 Act 
 
Section 1 – Membership 
 
35. Membership of the Big Lottery Fund’s UK Board shall consist of 12 Members 
appointed by the Secretary of State.  One of the Members is to be appointed to represent 
the interests of Scotland with the agreement of the Scottish Ministers.  The Secretary of 
State may vary the number of members of the Fund but only following consultation with the 
Devolved Administrations. 
 
Section 7 – Committees 
 
36. Section 7 allows for the Big Lottery Fund to establish a Committee, chaired by the 
Scottish Member to the Big Lottery Fund, for the purpose of exercising the Fund’s functions 
in relation to Scottish devolved expenditure. Before appointing the Committee, the Big 
Lottery Fund must obtain the consent of the Scottish Ministers. 
 
37. Section 7 allows for the Scottish Committee to carry out its activities under a specific 
Scottish operating name, to be determined by the Committee with the consent of both the 
Secretary of State and the Scottish Ministers. 
 
Section 21 – Accounts 
 
38. Section 21 specifies that the Big Lottery Fund must send a copy of a statement of 
accounts in respect of each financial year to the Scottish Ministers.  Scottish Ministers will 
therefore be in a position to provide the accounts to the Scottish Parliament. 
 
Implementation 
 
39. The UK Government has decided on a less prescriptive approach to direction of the 
Big Lottery Fund than was formerly the case for New Opportunity Fund programmes.  This 
less prescriptive approach will apply across the UK.   
 
40. Broad themes, outcomes and priorities for the Big Lottery Fund will be expressed by 
Order in very general terms.  The intention is to give the Big Lottery Fund some shape and 
focus, within what would otherwise be an exceptionally broad remit, without fettering its 
discretion or excluding a wide range of applicants.  There is no question of old-style 
Directions to the new Opportunities Fund which set out specific amounts of funding to be 
spent on specific purposes with detailed instructions on delivery and timing of programmes.  
There will therefore be much less Government control of who can access funds and for 
what purpose, and much more flexibility for the Big Lottery Fund to respond to local 
circumstances and new ideas.   
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41. The Secretary of State is expected to use the powers under the Bill to prescribe by 
Order a limited number of broad overarching themes for the Big Lottery Fund which will 
apply across the UK.  These will be developed in consultation with Devolved 
Administrations, the Big Lottery Fund, and the public.  The current proposals are for 3 broad 
overaching themes: Community Learning and Creating Opportunity; Promoting Community 
Safety and Cohesion; and Promoting Well-Being.  Within these 3 UK themes, each Home 
Country will determine its own framework of outcomes and priorities. 
 
42. Scottish Ministers will therefore set a framework of outcomes and priorities for the 
Fund in Scotland to be set out in Directions to the Fund for delivery by the Scottish 
Committee. 
 
43. The Big Lottery Fund aims to develop a framework within which local communities 
can determine their own priorities.  The Big Lottery Fund will be responsible for 
development of programmes to meet these Scottish outcomes and priorities.  Making final 
decisions on programmes, choosing delivery mechanisms and partners and selecting 
projects will be the responsibility of the Big Lottery Fund, informed by intensive public 
consultation. 
 
44. The Big Lottery Fund’s own consultation document from July 2004 sets out that they 
want to achieve more than simply adding the 2 existing Lottery bodies together, improving 
and developing distribution, removing the barriers between funding steams and 
streamlining funding routes, bringing the funding together to ensure that the new 
programmes fit together and work flexibly together, and so make funding more open and 
accessible.  The expectation is that this new approach will provide cohesion and synergy, 
do away with funding “silos” and allow the Big Lottery Fund to act as an intelligent funder by 
offering a continuum of small, medium and large grants.  The Fund will be able to respond 
flexibly to the needs of its main client groups.  This funding approach is expected to apply 
across the UK although the split in funding between small, medium and large might be 
different for each Home Country.  A light touch approach might apply to small grants and 
some medium grants.  There would be some open grants but, where possible, Big Lottery 
Fund would work in strategic partnership at local, regional and national level to make their 
funding more effective.  The amounts for Awards for All in England will double, allowing 
easy access to grants up to £10,000.  The expectation is that there will be new 
opportunities for the voluntary sector to get involved. The Big Lottery Fund will look at a 
variety of ways of distributing funding via the voluntary and community sector, taking full 
account of capacity-building, infrastructure, social enterprise, and the voluntary sector’s role 
in delivering public services.  The Big Lottery Fund will set up a cross-sectional stakeholder 
group in Scotland. 
 
Financial Implications 
 
45. Likely expenditure by the Big Lottery Fund across the UK will be £2.41 billion 
between 2005-Jan 2009.  Scotland’s share is expected to be in the region of £60-70 million 
per annum. 
 
46. There are no costs for the Scottish Executive associated with the introduction of the 
legislation. 
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47. The main client groups for the Big Lottery fund will be voluntary and community 
groups and local authorities.  The UK Government is proposing to guarantee a minimum 
share of funding for the voluntary sector, perhaps as high as 75%.  The Scottish Ministers 
have emphasised the importance of the Community Planning process to Lottery distribution 
in Scotland. 
 
 
SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE 
November 2004 
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Background 

The Big Lottery Fund is the joint operating name of the New 
Opportunities Fund and the National Lottery Charities Board (which 
made grants under the name of the Community Fund). The Big Lottery 
Fund, launched in June 2004, is responsible for distributing half of all 
National Lottery good cause funding across the UK. The National Lottery 
Bill will give legal effect to the establishment of the Big Lottery Fund. 
 
The Big Lottery Fund aims to build on the experience and best practice 
of the merged bodies to simplify funding and to ensure Lottery funding 
provides the best possible value for money. It will also act as a centre for 
National Lottery reform and co-ordination.  
 
To date, the two merged Funds have committed more than £500 million 
to initiatives in Scotland tackling disadvantage, working with partners 
from the public, voluntary, charity and private sectors. 
 
National Lottery Bill 
 
Corporately, the Big Lottery Fund welcomes the vision for the National 
Lottery that shapes the National Lottery Bill and which sets an exciting 
and challenging agenda for the Fund. 
 
The proposals represent a positive development in the relationship 
between Government and the Big Lottery Fund. We are particularly 
pleased that Government is planning to direct the Fund at a very high 
level only. We believe that this relationship will provide the Fund with 
sufficient shape and focus, while allowing us the flexibility to respond to 
local circumstances and new ideas, and involve communities in 
decisions and delivery in a more meaningful way.  
 

Provisions of the Bill relating specifically to Scotland 

The Big Lottery Fund welcomes the specific provisions of the Bill relating 
to the executive competencies of Scottish Ministers.  
 
The provision of power for Scottish Ministers to issue directions to the 
Fund in relation to devolved expenditure is to be welcomed.  
 
We hope that the ability of Scottish Ministers to direct the Fund will 
generate greater ownership of the Big Lottery Fund, and its potential 
impact in Scotland, by the Scottish Parliament, thereby encouraging 
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Scottish Ministers to consider strategically the Fund’s contribution to 
Scottish priorities.   

 
This greater degree of devolution will enable the Fund to develop grant 
programmes and strategic approaches to funding that respond to, and 
address specifically, the needs and priorities identified with our 
stakeholders in Scotland. Working to a framework of outcomes and 
priorities set entirely in Scotland will give the Fund greater credibility 
among stakeholders and applicants. While guided by this closer 
relationship to Scottish priorities the Fund will, as a UK body, retain the 
ability to learn from relevant developments and activities in England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland. 
 
The provisions for the Fund to appoint (with the consent of Scottish 
ministers) a Scottish Committee to exercise the Fund’s functions in 
relation to Scottish devolved expenditure, and to report to the Scottish 
Parliament via annual accounts, are also welcomed.  
 
This will allow the Fund to be directly responsible and answerable to 
Scottish ministers, the Scottish Parliament and the Scottish people for 
funding programmes, policies and spending decisions taken in Scotland.  
 
A Scottish Committee will guide the strategic direction to the Fund in 
Scotland. Committee members will be drawn from a broad range of 
interests and geographic areas, bringing local and specialised 
knowledge as well as wider experience. This will be valuable both in 
formulating policy and in taking spending decisions.  
 

Conclusion 

The Fund welcomes the overall direction of the National Lottery Bill. It 
will allow us to become a more responsive, effective funder. It will enable 
us to make a more substantial contribution to improving quality of life for 
communities in Scotland by facilitating a relationship with ministers, 
stakeholders and the public that allows us to align our direction and 
investment with Scottish needs and priorities. 
 
 



EC/S2/05/02/3 

 1

December 3rd 2004 
 
The Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 
 
 
National Lottery Bill – Impact on the Heritage Lottery Fund’s ability to fund 
Scotland’s heritage 
 
As you will know, the Westminster Government has now published the National 
Lottery Bill. The main provisions of the Bill will set up the Big Lottery Fund and 
establish the framework for its operation.  
 
Whilst this will not have a direct impact on the Heritage Lottery Fund, there are two 
other clauses that give us cause for very serious concern and that we fear will have a 
major impact on our ability to fund Scotland’s, and indeed the UK’s, heritage.  
 
The first would reduce HLF’s income by around £15million each year, the amount 
that we expect to award this year to Scottish applications seeking up to £2m – 
applications decided here in Scotland to reflect Scottish needs. Many of these are 
applications for projects put together by small community organisations and by young 
people’s groups.  
 
The second clause creates a power that would, if used, force us either to tell projects 
that have already been awarded grants that they cannot now claim that money or 
even to close our doors to new applications altogether for a number of years.  
 
I have enclosed a brief on the two clauses, which I hope you will find helpful. 
 
As you know, the Heritage Lottery Fund is doing a lot of good work across Scotland, 
investing in projects large and small. To mark the recent 10th birthday of the National 
Lottery, we sent you a copy of our brochure highlighting ten years of Heritage Lottery 
finding in Scotland. This showed that - 
• Since 1994 we have given over 1,690 grants worth £333m to projects in 

Scotland 
• We have given £304m to projects that are contributing to regeneration in 

Scotland 
• Every £1m from HLF attracts £700,000 from other sources, making a total of 

£566m invested in Scotland’s heritage. 
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Already there are too many projects that we cannot fund, and the competition is 
increasing. Now is not the time to reduce available funds further.  
 
If you would like to discuss this further in the meantime, I would be very happy to do 
so. Please don’t hesitate to contact me on 0131 240 1574 or colinm@hlf.org.uk. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
 
Colin McLean 
Manager for Scotland 
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National Lottery Bill – clauses which would affect the Heritage 
Lottery Fund  
 
 
The Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) has expressed concern about 
the funds held by lottery distributors in the National Lottery Distribution Fund and has 
stated its desire to see Lottery money passed quickly to projects. This is an aim 
shared by all distributors.  
 
The National Audit Office and the Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee 
examined the issue this year and found that: 
 

• ‘the build up of balances at the start of the National Lottery reflected the 
inevitable time lag between money being paid into the National Lottery 
Distribution Fund and it being awarded and drawn down by grant 
recipients…large projects can take a long time to complete and involve the 
payment of grants over a number of years. [As a result] there can be 
considerable time lags between distributors making commitments to pay 
grants and grants actually being paid.’ [NAO] 

• every single penny held by the Heritage Lottery Fund in its account has 
already been committed to projects and is simply awaiting requests for 
payment, once projects are ready to do so 

• action had already been taken by distributors to reduce balances, both by 
over-committing available funds to ensure they are being paid to projects 
quickly (HLF has commitments of 119%) and by speeding up payments when 
grantees request them (now made by HLF on average within six days). Since 
March 2002, balances have been reduced by distributors by 24%  

• action can be taken to reduce balances further but ‘distributors face a range 
of uncertainties and risks in managing their National Lottery Distribution Fund 
balances’ that makes this difficult. [NAO]. Bluntly, until we have certainty 
about our share of good cause money after 2009, we can go no further.  

 
Despite these findings that the balances exist for good reason, that they have already 
been reduced and that distributors are taking action to reduce them further, we are 
concerned that there are two clauses in the Lottery Bill which would significantly alter 
HLF’s funding.  
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Investment income 
Clause 8 of the National Lottery Bill would take the interest that distributors currently 
earn on their balances, and redistribute this to all distributors according to the original 
distribution formula.  
 
If this had been in force this year, the NAO estimates that ‘the largest impact would 
have been on the Heritage Lottery Fund, whose investment income would have been 
£15.7million (53 per cent) less under the new proposals. [UK Sport’s] investment 
income in 2003-04 would have been 1,847 per cent more’. [NAO, p30] 
 
Power to reallocate funds 
Clause 7 would confer on the Secretary of State for Culture, Media and Sport the 
power to reallocate part or all of a distributor’s balance to another distributor. This 
would allow a Secretary of State to take the money raised by the Lottery, for heritage 
for example, and to reallocate it to another distributor, for another purpose altogether. 
The heritage share of the lottery could be diverted to health, education and the 
environment; the arts; or sport.  
 
All of the money held by the Heritage Lottery Fund has already been awarded to 
projects and is waiting to be drawn down, for example as different stages of 
construction work are started. To reallocate these funds would mean that either 
projects that have been awarded grants, but not yet drawn down their funding, would 
have to have grants withdrawn, or that HLF would have to stop accepting new 
applications, in order to pay for existing commitments from new income. Either option 
would see a drastic reduction in funding for the UK’s heritage.  
 
Need  
There is considerable need for funding for the UK’s heritage.  
 

• £800million is needed to improve museums and galleries 
• £1.2billion is needed just to conserve identified priority species at risk 
• £400million  is needed to repair Grade I and II* buildings at risk [in England 

alone]  
• £1bn is required to restore the rest of our historic parks. 

 
 
For more information, please contact Joshua Peck, Head of Public Affairs on 020 
7591 6129, or Colin McLean, Manager for Scotland on 0131 240 1574. 
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The Heritage Lottery Fund and the National Lottery Bill 
 
 

1. The Heritage Lottery Fund has one of the biggest balances because the 
majority of the projects that it funds are large-scale capital projects, often 
contributing to area regeneration schemes. These large projects take on 
average over four years from start of construction to completion and they draw 
down their money over this period. Knowing that their money is in the bank 
gives projects the certainty they need to secure partnership funding and 
commence complex planning. Many projects would never happen without HLF 
funding. HLF currently pays on average within six days of a payment request 
being received from a project.  

 
2. Since 1994 when it was established, the Heritage Lottery Fund has awarded 

grants worth over £334million to 935 projects in Scotland. Of this, over 
£87million (more than a quarter) has yet to be drawn down by projects, and is 
held in the National Lottery Distribution Fund until they are ready to do so.  

 
3. Clause 7 of the National Lottery Bill confers on the Secretary of State for 

Culture, Media and Sport the power to reallocate part or all of a distributors’ 
balance held in the National Lottery Distribution Fund to another distributor. 
HLF has concerns about this clause. All of the money held in its balance is 
already committed to named projects and is simply awaiting drawdown by 
those projects, as they complete work. Reallocating any money from HLF's 
balances could jeopardise our ability to pay grants already committed to 
projects.   

 
4. In a letter to Members of Parliament on 14 December, the Rt Hon Estelle 

Morris MP, Minister for Arts, stated that money would not be reallocated in a 
way that would endanger projects and that any money reallocated would still 
go to heritage projects.  

 
5. This could mean either, that commitments to existing projects would be 

transferred to another distributor alongside any money transferred, or that 
money could be transferred to another distributor to allocate to new heritage 
applications, leaving HLF to pay existing commitments from on-going income.  

 
6. Under the first scenario, the only way to speed up the process is for the new 

distributor to pay against requests more quickly than HLF’s current six day 
average. This is not realistic and the impact on balance reduction would be 
minimal.  
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7. Under the second scenario, HLF would have to rely on future (and therefore 

uncertain) income to meet existing commitments. The National Audit Office 
report into the balances identified that distributors face a number of 
uncertainties (ticket sales, impact of the Olympic lottery should the London 
2012 bid be successful, share of income post 2009 etc) that mean that they 
cannot know with absolute certainty what future income will be. It is possible 
that requests for payment from grantees could exceed income in any given 
future year, forcing HLF to renege on commitments already made.  

 
8. Furthermore, another distributor – with no experience of assessing heritage 

applications, of awarding heritage grants or monitoring heritage projects – 
would, under either scenario, be responsible for distributing funds to heritage 
projects. HLF’s ten-year experience – experience recognised across the 
sector - of funding the heritage would also be lost.   

 
• Clause 8 would, automatically and on a regular basis, re-distribute the 

interest on balances to all distributors according to the distribution formula 
(instead of it going to the distributor on whose balance it was earned, as is 
currently the case). The National Audit Office has calculated that this would 
have reduced HLF's income by £15.7million in 2003-04. The UK's heritage 
can ill afford this reduction in funding – for example, £1 billion is needed to 
restore historic parks, £800million to improve museums and galleries, £400 
million to repair Grade I and II* listed buildings (in England alone). 

 
9. The House of Commons Culture, Media and Sport Select Committee report, 

Reform of the National Lottery (Fifth Report 2003-04, HC196) said ‘We believe 
that NLDF balances should not be reduced just for the sake of it. If funds need 
to be held for legitimate reasons then they should certainly be held in the 
NLDF where they earn higher interest, tax free, than in the accounts of 
individual distributors or projects’.  

 
10. Sir Nicholas Goodison, in his report in 2004 to HM Treasury on funding for 

museums recommended that ‘the Department for Culture, Media and Sport 
should make it clear that it has no intention, following the Lottery Review, of 
removing interest on the Heritage Lottery Fund’s outstanding balances for the 
benefit of other Lottery distributors’.  
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11. When the Department for Culture, Media and Sport consulted in 2003 on the 
two proposals now included in the National Lottery Bill as Clauses 7 and 8, 
88% of respondents disagreed with the proposal to redistribute an 'excessive' 
balance (Clause 7). Many respondents took the opportunity to explain to 
DCMS why money had to be held in the NLDF and could not be redistributed. 
69% of respondents disagreed with the proposal to change the way that 
interest is paid (Clause 8). 

 
 
 



EC/S2/05/02/4 

Enterprise and Culture Committee 
Area Tourist Board Review 

Submission from VisitScotland 
21 January 2005 

 

 

Alex Neil MSP 

Convener 

Enterprise and Culture Committee 

The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh 

EH99 1SP 

 

 

Dear Convener 

Area Tourist Boards Review  
We would like to thank you for the opportunity to give evidence on the above to the 
Enterprise and Culture Committee on Tuesday 7 December and for affording us the 
opportunity to explain the significant progress we have made towards creating an integrated 
Scottish tourism network.   

You kindly invited us to follow up with a written response relating to the comments made in 
the paper submitted to the Committee by Mr Shedden. We have now had the chance to 
review this paper in some detail and our comments are contained in Attachment One. 

In reviewing the paper we have come to the conclusion that many of the concerns expressed 
relate to different interpretations of the role of Project Teams. We recognise we must be 
clearer about the basis on which we seek input in future. 

As requested, Attachments Two and Three contain the responses to the research project 
undertaken by the Project Office in September on the process.  The results were discussed at 
a meeting with Project Team Leaders in November.   

Our aim is to integrate 15 tourist boards into one by April 2005.  This is an ambitious target, 
giving us just a year to design and agree the set-up and transition to a new organisation of 
approximately 1100 staff.  Owing to the general industry frustrations around the relatively 
lengthy consultation period prior to the Ministerial announcement, expectations surrounding 
the speed of delivery are high.   

The Scottish Executive and VisitScotland are both committed to ensuring the process is 
participative and we have achieved this by seeking input from over 120 people from over 25 
organisations.  This is a Project of considerable scale and complexity and, accordingly, there 
are key milestones with over 80 outputs to be delivered.  We are pleased to say that the 
Project remains on track for delivery. 



EC/S2/05/02/4 

Overall we believe the Project Office and the Project Teams have been working to the best of 
their abilities, showing incredible commitment and putting in exceptional hours to effect this 
complex reorganisation under the very open scrutiny of a wide variety of stakeholders. As 
mentioned, this project has involved well over 120 people, 9 Project Teams, numerous 
proposal papers, meetings, presentations and discussions. To reach the stage it has is already 
a considerable achievement. 

There are, however, aspects of the project management which could have been done better.  
We have learned a great deal and are ensuring new processes improve on these earlier phases.  
We accept that there have been occasions when feedback to working groups has not been as 
good as it should have been. We believe that this has been very much the exception rather 
than the rule and it has not been biased in favour of VisitScotland staff as opposed to ATB 
staff. We also recognise that there are lessons to be learned in relation to briefing Teams as to 
their remit and we are already taking steps to improve on this. 

We remain convinced that an integrated tourism support network is an essential component 
for future industry growth and that the Project to deliver this network is generally working in 
the most effective and fair way possible. The challenges over the next few months will be 
greater than ever and it is very important that the Project maintains its momentum to deliver 
the kind of integrated network and vision that Scotland needs for the 21st century.  We are 
confident we are well placed to achieve this. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

   

Peter Lederer       Philip Riddle   

Chairman        Chief Executive 
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ATTACHMENT ONE TO VISITSCOTLAND SUBMISSION TO 
ENTERPRISE AND CULTURE COMMITTEE, 18 JANUARY 2005 

 
VisitScotland’s Response to Robin Shedden’s written evidence to the Enterprise and 
Culture Committee of 1 December 2004    

Introduction 
We have noted Mr Shedden’s statement to the Committee (EC/S2/04/28/4) and we are happy 
to comment on the main points made as follows.  We would, however, like to emphasise 
straight away, however, that we have at all times, tried to strike a balance between both 
inclusivity and participation, and delivering on the integration project.  An initiative of this 
scale and complexity has required a determined focus and pace.   

In this context, the effort and input to the project from a wide range of Area Tourist Board 
(ATB) staff has been most impressive and is a testament to the commitment of all.  
Inevitably, a major organisational change affecting job roles and security will give concerns 
and impact on morale.  Managers and staff have generally coped very well in a difficult 
environment and we are confident that the new network will settle rapidly once the staff 
structure is finalised and posts are filled.      

The section numberings in this paper correspond to those in Mr Shedden’s statement.  We 
commence with a glossary of terms used within the project to clarify differences between the 
groups. 

 

Glossary of Terms  

Project Advisory Board 
The Project Advisory Board has representatives from the Scottish Executive, industry, 
VisitScotland, Area Tourist Boards, COSLA, Federation of Small Businesses, Highland and 
Islands Enterprise, Scottish Enterprise and the STUC.  Its main role is to maintain a strategic 
overview of the project and the group is chaired by the Minister for Culture, Tourism and 
Sport. 

Project Progress Group 
The Project Progress Group has representatives from the Area Tourist Boards (ATBs), 
Scottish Executive, COSLA, Highland and Islands Enterprise, Scottish Enterprise and 
Scottish Tourism Forum.  Its main responsibility is to review project progress against plan.   

Project Office 

The Project Office has responsibility for the delivery of the integration project.  It manages 
the work of the nine Project Teams and reports to the Project Advisory Board. 

Project Teams 
Nine teams were established to work on different aspects of the integration process for phases 
one and two.  (Please note the current project management consists of 22 project areas for the 
next phase). 

ATB(s) – abbreviation for Area Tourist Board(s) 

TNS – abbreviation for Tourism Network Scotland 
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Section 1  
Mr Shedden has captured some genuine concerns from a number of ATBs but it is important 
to be aware that these were not the views at the time of all ATBs.  

 

Section 2 – Financial Viability and ATB Involvement 
Securing the financial viability of the planned new tourism network is a major challenge and 
the project team is working hard on a Business Plan which will identify how we can address 
this.  A first draft of this plan is now being reviewed by the Scottish Executive and the Board 
of VisitScotland. 

It is important to reiterate that one of the principal reasons for this restructuring is the lack of 
overall, long term financial viability in the current network.  The status quo is not an option; 
change is necessary.   

The main criticism raised in Mr Shedden’s statement is that “ATBs have effectively been 
excluded from the key planning and decision-making process within the TNS Project, since 
its inception in Spring 2004”.  We do not accept this criticism and have responded in some 
detail below. 

In general we believe ATB views have been well represented in the planning and decision 
making process to date.  The list below gives details of ATB involvement in the process. 

The appointment of a highly experienced ATB CEO, David Noble, to take charge as Project 
Director has brought an ATB perspective from the start. This appointee also sits on the 
VisitScotland Management Team and attends VisitScotland Board meetings.  A second ATB 
CEO, Norma Hart, has been seconded full time to the Project Office. 

Four out of nine of the Project Teams have been led by ATB Chief Executives; (the 
remaining five had four leaders from VisitScotland and a leader from the Scottish Executive). 
The nine Project Team leaders meet with the Project Office fortnightly to discuss key issues. 

55 out of the total 128 team members came from the ATB network.  The majority of these 
members were nominated by the ATB Chief Executives.  

The Project’s two overseeing bodies, the Project Advisory Board and the Project Progress 
Group both have ATB representation with Jack Munro, CEO of Edinburgh and Lothians 
Tourist Board and Robin Shedden, Chair of Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board, respectively. 

Representatives from the Project Office and/or VisitScotland senior management have 
attended ATB CEOs meetings and ATB AGMs to talk about progress and collect feedback.  
In particular there have been two meetings which provided opportunities for representatives 
to contribute and discuss ongoing plans.  These meetings were 10 September 2004 in 
Edinburgh and 27/28 October 2004 in Stornoway. 

Representatives from the Project Office and/or VisitScotland senior management have 
attended 13 meetings of ATB staff in Glasgow, Perthshire, Shetland, the Highlands, Fife, 
Angus, Ayrshire, Aberdeen, Edinburgh, the Borders, the Western Isles, Dumfries and Orkney 
to talk about progress and collect feedback. 

From the outset we have acknowledged the importance of communications and participation 
and we have involved and informed people in a number of ways, including: 
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• A dedicated project extranet has been set up as a central resource for project 
information for all team members, including minutes of project meetings and 
significant documents like Ministerial statements and key announcements 

• An intranet site (OneteamScotland) for VisitScotland and ATB staff has been 
developed to share information and give help and advice   

• Fortnightly progress reports issued to Project Teams  

• Fortnightly project progress bulletins issued to staff and industry 

• A Frequently Asked Questions document, on the industry website, scotexchange.net, 
formally answering 101 questions from staff and stakeholders  

• 33 audits on operational subjects such as IT and Finance were sent to each of the 14 
ATBs to gain an understanding of their activities 

• Over 100 presentations on the Project between October and December 2004 

• Project monitoring under the Scottish Executive’s ‘Gateway Review’ process which 
has provided a regular and independent assessment at critical points during the Project 
lifecycle  

• A short survey initiated by the Project Office among team members on 16 September 
2004 to gain feedback on the process among the nine teams 

• Two workshops (24/25 June and 11 November) run by the Project Office and 
attended by Team Leaders, to review the process, key issues and plan for forthcoming 
phases.  At the 11 November workshop a summary of the survey results (referred to 
above) was shared with Project Team Leaders and the teams agreed process 
improvements for the next phase 

• A dedicated Project mail-box, established to deal with enquiries (which are responded 
to daily).  The Project Office receives numerous enquiries from team members about 
the process and project progress. 

• A Virtual Communications Team formed with representatives from every Area 
Tourist Board.  The team members had the dual responsibility of feeding project 
information to their ATB and taking comments back.  

 

Section 3 – Merger not Takeover 

The new integrated network is a merger not a takeover.  The new network is designed to 
combine best practice at local, regional and national level to create one dynamic and 
integrated tourism organisation.  This will increase efficiency, effectiveness and ultimately 
enhance the visitor experience. 

The clear aim of the project teams is to deliver the structure within the agreed timescale and 
within budget.    

Individuals and teams throughout the network and our stakeholders were asked to give input 
to the design of the network.  This valuable expertise has been critical to ensuring the 
structures and composition of the new network are relevant and workable.   The underlying 
principle of this process has been to ensure that the broad experience and the ideas of 
representatives around the network were fed into the change process. 
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The process was comprehensive, inclusive and designed to incorporate as many diverse 
views as possible.  While all these views were considered, not all were adopted.  It is also 
important to emphasise that, throughout the process, we worked with 25 different, 
independent organisations (examples include COSLA, the Local Authorities, Tourism 
Businesses, Highlands  and Islands Enterprise, Scottish Enterprise, the Scottish Tourism 
Forum).    

While there was never the expectation that we would reach one, collective view on every 
issue there are examples where we did arrive at a consensus.  Many excellent pieces of work 
were produced by many teams.  For example in the development of the strategic document 
which sets out the vision, purpose and values of the new organisation, views were taken from 
a wide range of stakeholders.  Two workshops were held with staff (VisitScotland and ATBs) 
and three workshops with tourism businesses.     

The Project Office was responsible for making recommendations to the Project Advisory 
Board (Chaired by the Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport).  The Project Office assesses 
which documents need to be signed-off and by whom and takes responsibility for ensuring 
that this is completed. 

We recognise that, in some cases, we did not explain the roles of team members clearly 
enough and we are ensuring this is rectified for future teams.  As a result some team members 
thought that they had responsibility for signing off and producing “agreed solutions”.  This 
was never the intention and we accept that this should have been made clarified from the 
start.  We are ensuring that clearer terms of reference are used for those team members 
involved in the next implementation phase.    

 

Section 4 – Engagement with Local Authorities 
We agree that it is crucial for the Tourism Network to develop solid partnerships with Local 
Authorities. To this end, staff from the Project Office, ATB network, Scottish Executive and 
VisitScotland have met at least once with every Local Authority in the country.  There have 
also been very constructive meetings with COSLA and SLAED. Considerable progress has 
been made in addressing concerns and developing ways to meet the common objectives for 
industry growth. 

Mr Shedden refers to a paper in this section on ‘various scenarios for local engagement’.  We 
assume this refers to a paper produced by Project Team 2 entitled “Options for Local 
Authority partnership with the Hubs”. 

This paper indeed provided valuable input to the Project Office but it was not issued to the 
VisitScotland Board.  However, much of the work was included in a second paper, prepared 
by the Project Office, for the VisitScotland Board.  This second paper was entitled “Options 
for Local Authority Representation in the New Structure” and was referred to the Minister 
and COSLA.  It was never suggested that this paper, had been “signed off” by the team 
members as their paper. The paper that went to the Board has since been passed to the Team 
Leader. 

At the time of consideration it was not the practice to publish VisitScotland Board papers.  
We decided, at our last Board Meeting on 3 December, that Board Papers in 2005 would be 
published once approved at the subsequent Board Meeting.  
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Mr Shedden refers in this section to another paper on ‘Partnership Agreements’.  An 
important contribution from Project Team 2 was the drafting of a framework “Partnership 
Agreement” between Local Authorities and VisitScotland.  

The Team was asked to build on current good practice and Service Level Agreements which 
exist between the Local Authorities and the ATBs.  They developed a template to support 
more detailed discussions and negotiations.  It was always acknowledged that this template 
would be a helpful starting point for discussions but the final legal document would take time 
to prepare and sign-off.   

We also knew we would be unable to enter into negotiations with the Local Authorities until 
the formal announcement about the new network in November 2004.  The fact that the 
template did not appear as a final document until November did not have any impact on the 
timetable for delivery of the Project.  

While the work and advice of this Team has been very useful, it was never suggested that 
Team members should take sole responsibility for progressing ideas and discussions in this 
area.  Based on the original “Options” paper referred to above, various proposals were taken 
forward through several channels with COSLA and Local Authorities which have proved to 
be effective in building the basis for future partnership.  These have included: 

The Chair’s Committee 
The idea for the creation of a Chair’s Committee came from the VisitScotland Chair 
following the Ministerial proposal to increase the VisitScotland Board and a recognition that 
this could not be done immediately.  Team 2 did input ideas to the development of the remit 
for the Chair’s Committee.  The latter is due to meet at the end of January/beginning of 
February 2005. 

The National Tourism Convention 
This idea emerged from the “Options for Local Authority Partnership with Hubs” but it has 
not been fully developed and requires more discussion with all partners concerned.   

Area Tourism Partnership Plans   
The recommendations for these were developed by Project Team 1 (not Team 2) as this task 
was more in line with the latter’s remit.  Team 1 is led by an ATB Chief Executive, Riddell 
Graham, and includes representatives from two other ATBs, the industry-led Pride and 
Passion group,  SLAED and the Enterprise Networks. 

Special Purpose Vehicles  The proposal for a separate entity to handle business tourism in 
Glasgow was developed very early on in the Project as a result of discussions with Glasgow 
City Council.  Taking the idea forward has been more a question of negotiation than proposal 
development.  As a result, the Team has had no formal role in this but members have been 
kept informed of progress.  This has been taken forward by the Project Director. 

Point to Note 
On reviewing the transcripts of the oral evidence given on 7 December (Col 1406-1407), it 
appears that there may have been some misunderstanding in relation to questions about the 
work of this Project Team.  The Convener started by asking about the “scenarios” paper 
(presumably meaning the “Options” paper as described above) but, as the subject was 
engagement with Local Authorities, Philip Riddle went on to talk about the “Partnership 
Agreement”.  In talking about referral back to the team, it was this latter document that Philip 
Riddle was referring to.  We trust the information above clarifies the position in relation to 
both documents and the issues raised.   
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Section 5 – Finance 
The Project team looking at Finance processes met twice (5 and 26 August), not once.  In 
addition, there was a financial audit round each of the 15 organisations which fed into the 
Project Team 4, finance sub-stream. 

The Team Leader noted the concerns expressed by some of the team and fed these into a 
proposal document.  This is an area of the new network where there will be substantial 
consolidation.  It became clear that the proposals would contain sensitive and specific job-
related information about the team members themselves and it was decided not to share the 
initial documentation. 

This document has never been presented as a final report “signed off” by Team members. 

After further discussion, however, this document went on the Project Extranet for members to 
see on 3 December. 

We fully accept that there could have been more discussion with Team members about the 
reasons for the first decision.  We have made changes since 3 December.  There is now 
involvement by ATB and VS staff in two related project areas, e.g. the development of a 
specification for the new finance system and the resolution of finance issues. 

Point to Note: A draft overall organisational structures were presented to all staff on 7 
January. 

 

Section 6 – Marketing 
The UK and Ireland marketing proposals were presented with the two options that were the 
preferences of Project Team 4, (Sub-Stream UK and Ireland Marketing).  The suggestion that 
“certain niche marketing activities could be devolved with “hub” staff having an important 
role” has never been dropped.  There has been no final report submitted in the names of the 
team members.  

A presentation was made to ATB Chief Executives soon after the Project Office received 
these proposals to ensure they were kept fully informed of progress. 

The proposal document on UK and Ireland marketing options was posted on the Project 
Extranet on 28 November. 

Point to Note 
Marketing in the network remains a complex and important subject.  Further proposals were 
outlined in the context of the presentation on organisational structure on 7 January which 
went to all staff.  The aim is to get the best of local, regional, national and international 
expertise but discussions remain ongoing as to the best way to affect this.    

 

Section 7 - Tourist Information Centres (TICs) 

Two teams, both led by ATB staff, were looking at the future of TICs.  One team considered 
the re-engineering of sales and information services (which includes TICs).  Three meetings 
were held during July and August.  

The following actions took place: 

• the working papers for the first two meetings were circulated to all the groups 
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• eight options were considered; five were rejected whilst three were written up and 
submitted as part of a draft proposal 

• this work was fed into the second team looking specifically at TIC operations 

• A combined proposal from both teams was presented to the meeting of the Visitor 
Services Group (this group has representatives from every ATB and VisitScotland) 
on 17 and 24 November.  Comment and discussion have been invited.   

No decision has been made on the re-engineering of TICs and the most likely way forward is 
that the current proposals will form the basis of a major exercise in year two of the project.  
There has been no final decision made and this is not a “fait accompli”. 

 

Section 8 – Area Convention Bureaux 
In relation to Area Convention Bureaux, it is quite true that, due to time pressures arising for 
various reasons, the VisitScotland Team  Leader did present proposals to the Team to focus 
and aid initial discussions.   

Comments were invited from the Convention Business Managers by the Team Leader but 
none was received.  There were opportunities to engage in the process but we do 
acknowledge that there were time pressures to deliver recommendations.  We also realise that 
communications could have been clearer on this subject.   

As regards the ‘chart featuring staff posts’, this type of staff chart was a core element of all 
the documents provided to all teams.  Teams were asked to provide ideas around initial 
staffing structures. 

Team members were not asked to keep this information from their Chief Executives. 

 

Section 9 – Lack of Sharing Information Between Groups 
This subject has been addressed in our answers in other sections.  

We have been aware that Mr Shedden has had concerns about the process for some time. He 
telephoned the Project Office in September and was invited to meet with the staff and to view 
any documentation that he had concerns about.  The VisitScotland Chief Executive also 
contacted him to discuss his concerns, to supply background information and to invite him to 
a meeting on the subject.  The offer to visit the Project Office and to meet to discuss any 
outstanding issues remains open.  

Several of the issues identified have also been raised by others with the Project Office and 
these queries have been dealt with on an individual basis.  We regret that we did not have the 
opportunity to respond on all the points raised in Mr Shedden’s document before it was 
submitted to the Enterprise and Culture Committee.  

 

Section 10 – Research Survey 

By way of good practice, and because of our awareness of concerns previously mentioned, 
the Project Office initiated a short research survey. A total of 128 people took part in the 
planning process – with 55 people from ATBs, 53 from VisitScotland and 20 from local 
authorities and other agencies.  We requested responses from the 128 and received 50 
responses.  The survey (together with verbatim comments) is enclosed as Attachment 2. 
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NB This information was supplied to VisitScotland by team members on a confidential basis 
and we would ask that the Committee observes this caveat.  

High Level Summary   
88 per cent of team members said they were given ample opportunity to contribute views and 
information 
70 per cent thought that pre-briefing was good 
80 per cent thought that the team objectives were understood 
More than 70 per cent of team leaders and team members felt that feedback on progress was 
adequate 
A minority of respondents thought that there had been adequate feedback from the Project 
Board and Project Progress Group    
Over two thirds of team members who responded felt they had confidence that the teamwork 
process will deliver useful results 
There were some criticisms around the process with one in ten people making some critical 
reference to feedback 
One in ten also raised doubts about whether expectations will be met 
Other comments were around the effectiveness, transparency and communication from the 
groups. 
 
Section 11 – Excellent Collaboration 
We agree wholeheartedly that there has been much good work done by the Project Teams and 
by a great many staff throughout the network.  A great deal has been achieved in the teams in 
a tight timescale while most of those involved have also been getting on with the “day job”.  
There is absolutely no evidence to suggest that this good work has been confined to teams led 
by ATB staff.   

  

Section 12 – Decisions Behind Closed Doors 

We have addressed this issue at several points in this submission.  We believe that this 
process has been as participative as possible and there has been wide representation on 
project teams by people across the network and from external stakeholders. 

We have learned lessons from team members’ feedback and have made changes to our 
processes for the next phase.   

If we genuinely want to make significant changes for the benefit of one of Scotland’s most 
important industries, then it is obviously impossible to keep everyone happy all of the time.  
Morale will inevitably be affected in some areas.  It is important for the future of all 
concerned, therefore, that we move on from the transition phase to the implementation phase 
with as much speed and energy as possible.  There is much to be done.  

 

VisitScotland  

18 January 2005 
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ATTACHMENT TWO TO VISITSCOTLAND SUBMISSION TO ENTERPRISE AND 
CULTURE COMMITTEE, 18 JANUARY 2005 

 
TNS Team Survey 

Summary of Key Findings 
 
This document summarises the key findings from 50 responses to the TNS Team 
Survey (16 responses from VisitScotland, 24 from ATBs and 10 from other 
organisations).  
 

• On average respondents estimate that TNS takes up just under 1&½ hours of their time 
each week.  The time taken up by TNS appears to be greater for VisitScotland staff 
than ATBs or representatives of other organisations (around 1&¾ hours per week 
compared with around 1&¼ hours per week and around 1&½ hours per week 
respectively) 

 
 

ESTIMATED TIME TAKEN UP BY TNS PER WEEK 
 

 Total VS ATB Other 
Base (50) (16) (24) (10) 
 % % % % 
     
Less than ½ an hour 20 19 17 30 
Less than an hour 22 19 21 30 
1- 2 hours 36 38 46 10 
3 - 4 hours  14 13 8 30 
More than 4 hours 4 13 - - 
(Other) 4 - 8 - 

AVERAGE HOURS PER 
WEEK

1.45 1.77 1.23 1.43 

 
 

• There is widespread agreement that pre-briefing for team members was good (70% 
agreement), that team objectives were understood (80% agreement) and that team 
members were given ample opportunity to contribute views and information (88% 
agreement).   A slightly smaller proportion, albeit a majority (58%) agree that team 
members acted as “experts” rather than representatives of their employer or group. 
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LEVEL OF AGREEMENT WITH STATEMENTS  
 

 Str 
Agree

Agree Nei/Nor Dis-
agree 

Str 
Dis 

 
Mean

Base:  All respondents (50) % % % % % Score
       
Pre-briefing for team members 
was good 

22 48 14 10 6 0.7 

       
I understood the team 
objectives 

34 46 14 2 4 1.0 

       
Team Members were given 
ample opportunity to 
contribute views and 
information 

40 48 6 2 4 1.2 

      
Team members acted as 
“experts” rather than 
representatives of their 
employer or group 

20 38 24 12 6 0.5 

    
 
• Feedback on progress from Team Leaders and Team Members appears to have been 

largely adequate, as has feedback from Chief Executives in VisitScotland/ATBs.  In 
contrast, only a minority of respondents agree that there has been adequate feedback 
from the Project Board and Project Progress Group. 

 
 

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT THAT THERE WAS ADEQUATE FEEDBACK 
FROM:  

 
 Str 

Agree
Agree Nei/Nor Dis-

agree 
Str 
Dis 

 
Mean

Base:  All answering % % % % % Score
       
Team Leaders 30 42 6 8 10 0.8 
       
My Chief Executive 30 26 16 4 2 1.0 
       
The Project Progress Group 4 24 28 28 10 -0.2 

      
The Project Board 2 20 30 24 18 -0.4 
       
Other Team Members 10 62 14 6 6 0.7 
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• Over two in three respondents agree that they have confidence that the teamwork 
process will deliver useful results.  

 
 

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT THAT:  
 

 Str 
Agree

Agree Nei/Nor Dis-
agree 

Str 
Dis 

 
Mean

Base:  All respondents (50) % % % % % Score
       
I have confidence that the 
teamwork process will 
deliver useful results 

 
22 

 
46 

 
14 

 
10 

 
4 

 
0.8 

    
 

• Only around one in four respondents agree that they found the Ambitions Extranet a 
useful way to obtain information. 

  
 

LEVEL OF AGREEMENT THAT:  
 

 Str 
Agree

Agree Nei/Nor Dis-
agree 

Str 
Dis 

 
Mean

Base:  All respondents (50) % % % % % Score
       
I found the Ambitions 
Extranet was a useful way to 
obtain information 

 
- 

 
24 

 
30 

 
22 

 
16 

 
-0.3 

    
 
• Respondents were asked to detail any points or issues that they would like to have 

taken into account when the team proposals are being reviewed. Overall, just less than 
one in two respondents wrote in additional comments.  The nature of the issues raised 
was varied and there was a mixture of some positive and rather more negative 
comments.  

 
• The most frequently raised criticisms relate to the Groups / Team and a perceived lack 

of effectiveness, transparency or effective communication (mentioned by 18% of 
respondents overall and particularly widely mentioned by ATB members).  Next most 
widely mentioned as issues were a perceived lack of understanding of the process and 
the need for more engagement with industry / organisations (each cited by 14% of 
respondents).  
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• One in ten respondents made some critical reference to feedback (either the amount of 
feedback or lack of clarity on how it will be provided) and the same proportion raised 
doubts about whether expectations will be met/ recommendations taken on board. 

 
• A full list of verbatim comments is appended on attachment three. 
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ATTACHMENT FOUR TO VISITSCOTLAND SUBMISSION TO 
ENTERPRISE AND CULTURE COMMITTEE, 18 JANUARY 2005 
 
Tourism Network Scotland Project Advisory Board (PAB) 
 
 
Role and Remit 
 

1. The role of the Project Advisory Board is to maintain a strategic overview of 
the progress of the project.  It will do this by considering and reviewing high-
level progress reports from the Project. 

 
2. Its remit is to ensure that satisfactory delivery of the project is achieved. 

 
3. It will meet approximately 4 times a year during the project life cycle, until at 

least June 2005. 
 
List of Members 
 

• Patricia Ferguson, Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport (chair) 

• John Mason, Head of Group Tourism, Culture and Sport, Scottish Executive 

• Peter Taylor, Chairman, The Townhouse Company 

• Philip Riddle, Chief Executive, VisitScotland   

• Robin Shedden, Chairman, Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board   

• Bill Spiers, General Secretary, STUC  

• John Downie, Scottish Parliamentary Officer, FSB  

• Cllr. Willie Dunn, COSLA  

• Sandy Brady, Director of Strategy, HIE 

• Graham McKee, Senior Director of Operations, SEN 
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Tourism Network Scotland Progress Group  
 
Role and Remit 
 
The role of the Progress Group is to provide project assurance by means of the 
following activities:- 
 

• agree the overall project structure / timetable / plan; 
• review resource allocation; 
• review project progress against plan; 
• check that effective risk strategies are in place; and 
• act as an arbiter on project issues escalated from the project team.. 

 
The remit of the Progress Group is to monitor progress with delivery and budget 
performance for the project , under the overall remit of the Project Board.  
 
It will meet every 2 weeks or as required 
 
List of Members 
 
• John Brown, Tourism and Architecture Policy Division Scottish Executive (chair) 
• Jack Munro Chief Executive ELTB 
• Alan Rankin Chief Executive Scottish Tourism Forum 
• James Fowlie COSLA 
• Eddie Brogan Scottish Enterprise Tourism team 
• John Ward Highlands and Islands Enterprise 
 
 
Project Team Structure 
 
Project Streams as referred to in the submissions.  Please note that the project 
structure is changing for the next phase (implementation phase) of the project. 
 
Project Team 1:  
Project: Vision, Strategies and Plans  
Project Leader: Riddell Graham (Chief Executive, Scottish Borders Tourist Board)  
Objective: To devise a vision, strategy and plan for the new network. 
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Project Team 2:  
Project: Partnerships: Public Sector  
Project Leader: James Fraser (Chief Executive, Argyll, the Isles, Loch Lomond, 
Stirling & Trossachs Tourist Board)  
Objective: To help deliver a smooth transition to the new network by creating an 
effective framework to enable public sector partners to engage with the new 
integrated network.    
 
Project Team 3:  
Project: Partnerships: Tourism Businesses 
Project Leader: Ian Dunlop (Chief Executive, Aberdeen & Grampian Tourist Board)  
Objective: To help deliver a smooth transition by enabling tourism businesses to 
continue/increase their engagement with the support network 
 
Project Team 4:  
Project: Redesign and Integration of Existing In-line Processes  
Project Leader: Alistair Gronbach (Head of Brand Marketing, VisitScotland)  
Objective: To increase the effectiveness of the new network by integrating existing 
processes 
 
Project Team 5:  
Project: Re-engineering of Core Processes   
Project Leader: Lynda Johnston (Head of Industry Relations, VisitScotland)  
Objective: To reengineer processes related to our engagement with business 
customers and consumers to deliver radical improvement on our customer focus and 
commercial imperatives.      
 
Project Team 6:  
Project: Legal, Financial and Contractual  
Project Leader: David Noble (Chief Executive, Highlands of Scotland Tourist Board)  
Objective: To achieve a smooth transition to the new network by providing effective 
management of the legal, financial and contractual risks associated with the change.  
 
Project Team 7:  
Project: Human Resources and Organisational Development  
Project Leader: Alex Brogan (Head of HR, VisitScotland)  
Objective: To ensure HR systems / processes are in place to support the transition to 
the new network. 
 
Project Team 8: 
Project: Communications  
Project Leader: Barbara Clark (Head of Communications, VisitScotland)  
Objective: To create an informed and supportive climate of opinion to help the 
transition to the new network. 
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Project Team 9:  
Project: Parliamentary Issues  
Project Leader: Lesley Fraser (Head of Tourism Unit, Scottish Executive)  
Objective:  To secure the successful passage of a Statutory Instrument that will wind 
up the ATBs, create two new ATBs to replace them which will be integrated with 
VisitScotland and transfer staff assets and liabilities smoothly into a new structure of 
14 VisitScotland hubs by 1 April 2005.     
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ATTACHMENT FIVE TO VISITSCOTLAND SUBMISSION OF 18 JANUARY 2005 
TO ENTERPRISE AND CULTURE COMMITTEE EC/S2/04/28/4 
 
SCOTTISH AREA TOURIST BOARD NETWORK 
FOLLOW-UP STATEMENT TO THE ENTERPRISE AND CULTURE 
COMMITTEE 
 
1.Area Tourist Boards thank the Enterprise and Culture Committee for being given the 
opportunity to give evidence on 22 November. During the evidence session, Committee 
members  requested specific information about shortcomings in the planning and  delivery of 
Tourism Network Scotland Project. Although (as we said  during the evidence session) ATBs 
would rather now look ahead than  consider events which have now passed, we also 
understand that the Committee’s role is to scrutinise matters past as well as present, and so  in 
that context we are willing to provide the information which follows.  
 
2. The Committee will recall that, alongside our strong and continuing doubts about the 
financial viability of the planned new  Scottish Tourism Network, and our resultant fears for 
the future of  services offered to visitors and businesses, we expressed our  displeasure at the 
manner in which ATBs have effectively been  excluded from the key planning and decision-
making process within  the TNS Project since it was set up in Spring 2004.  
 
3. The “official” line given by VisitScotland and the Scottish Executive is that the Project has 
been driven by consensus and participation and is based on the principles of merger, not 
takeover. A  large number of ATB staff have been members of the various Project working 
groups and therefore have, in theory, been able to influence the outcomes. Unfortunately, as 
the specific examples below will  demonstrate, the theory does not equate with what is 
actually happening in reality. We have to say, with regret, that these are only some examples.  
 
4. Engagement of the new Tourism Network with local authorities This topic has been 
identified by all concerned as of fundamental importance to the future viability of the new 
Network. Representatives from both local authorities and ATBs have been frustrated with the 
processes involved.  In July, the relevant TNS working group drew up a paper articulating  
various scenarios for local engagement and submitted it to the TNS  Office. They were 
advised that a revised version had been submitted to the VisitScotland Board, but nobody in 
the group ever saw this and the  subject was not progressed in the group.  
 
The group then spent much time considering the content of the vital “Partnership 
Agreements” to be drawn up between local authorities  and VisitScotland. This work was 
more or less complete by mid  August, yet the TNS Office and VisitScotland took until late 
November to issue this to local authorities and ATBs. It appears likely that Partnership 
Agreements will not now been in place in most LA areas  for 2005-06.  
 
Finally, it is worth noting that the TNS working group dealing with partner engagement did 
not meet at all during October and November. And yet in these months, plans for the 
VisitScotland Chairman’s Committee, the National Tourism Convention, the Special Purpose  
Vehicles for city convention bureaux, and “Area Tourism  Partnerships” were all developed 
and announced by VisitScotland and  the Scottish Executive, leaving this working group 
(ostensibly set up precisely to consider such matters) wondering just what their role  really 
was.  
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5.  Finance 
 
The TNS working group looking at finance issues, chaired by VisitScotland, met only once. 
The Chair then contacted the group’s  members to advise that he had written the report 
describing the group’s findings. The ATB Finance Directors on the group asked for  sight of 
the report before it was submitted but this request was  declined. The group members 
concerned are very concerned that a report that they have not been allowed to see has been 
“signed off” with their names affixed – the obvious implication being that it has  been 
endorsed by them, when this is clearly not the case.  
 
6. Marketing 
 
UK and Ireland tourism marketing is an area in which ATBs have particular expertise, but 
similar circumstances prevailed in the TNS working group examining this topic. The group 
members from ATBs  did not have the opportunity of seeing the finished report before it was 
submitted in their name. The group members are very “suspicious” (their word) and unhappy 
about the process. To provide a detailed  example of why “suspicion” has been generated: the 
group above had  ten members, five from VS and five from ATBs. They were considering  a 
suggestion that certain niche marketing activities could be devolved,  with “hub” staff having 
an important role. Eight of the group agreed with this suggestion, two (the two most senior 
VS members) favoured  a more centralised approach. It comes as no surprise to discover 
which argument appears to have won the day.  
 
7.Tourist Information Centres 
 
On 24 November, VisitScotland presented ATB staff with a presentation about the future of 
TICs and information provision, and  were advised that the preferred option was a “re-
engineering” of the TIC Network. This recommendation was going forward to the  
VisitScotland Board for approval on 3 December.  Leaving aside the detail of this proposal 
(which as an aside, we  envisage will cause some difficulty), none of the ATB or local 
authority  staff who participated in the various TNS information services working groups 
throughout the summer were privy to it, nor were they even given sight of the working papers 
which might have led to such recommendations being made.  
 
The provision of TICs is of vital importance for visitors and local  economies, and the subject 
large political implications for local  authorities and others. Yet these “re-engineering” plans, 
like so many others in the TNS Project, appear to have been developed under wraps  within 
VisitScotland/TNS Office and presented as a fait accompli.  
 
8.Area Convention Bureaux 
 
The manner in which ATB Convention Bureau managers were briefed in late August about 
the future structure of business tourism was  wholly unacceptable. These managers were 
effectively summoned, in  separate small groups, to meetings hosted by VisitScotland. They  
expected to participate in a broad discussion about ideas for the future, but instead were 
presented with a future structure for business tourism in Scotland. This included a chart 
featuring staff posts – none of which were “Area Convention Bureau managers” or 
equivalent. The  clear impression given at each of the meetings was that this  organisation 
and staff structure had been decided, and there was little  or no opportunity provided at the 
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time for the area bureau managers to react or ask questions. They were then despatched with 
the injunction “don’t tell your Chief Executives about this”.  
 
This all caused considerable concern and some personal distress: (a)  the structure was not 
(allegedly) determined at that stage and should not have been presented as such; (b) in any 
event, it should not have been presented to these individuals without prior warning; (c) it  was 
supposed to be a “given” of the TNS Project that staff structures should not be included at the 
first stage of reorganisation suggestions; and (d) it was adding insult to injury to then ask  
those involved to keep the proposals secret.  
 
9.ATBs could perhaps be criticised for not having brought these concerns to wider attention 
earlier in the day. However, whilst individual concerns were occasionally raised, the “silo” 
nature of each of the project working groups meant that the group members rarely if  ever 
shared notes, and it was not until autumn that we began to become aware of how much 
dissatisfaction existed. Even then, most of the ATB staff concerned, with understandable 
concerns about their  future jobs within the new structure, felt unable to raise their concerns 
on the record. Comments such as “I don’t want to be seen as a troublemaker”, “I’ve got a 
mortgage to pay” and “I don’t want to rock the boat” continue to be made.  
 
10.One aspect that Committee members might like to investigate is that in late September, the 
TNS Project carried out a survey of its working group members, to ascertain their level of 
satisfaction with the  processes. We believe that (largely because individuals’ confidentiality  
was assured) a large number of critical remarks were made by team  members. However, the 
survey results have not been published and it might be instructive (albeit belatedly) if this did 
now happen. Many  working group members have commented privately on the apparent 
preoccupation with process, with hours of meetings spent ticking boxes and drawing up “risk 
registers” rather than actually addressing the issues and delivering solutions.  
 
11.The TNS project has not been all bad! Some of the working groups have adopted an 
excellent collaborative, information-sharing  and consensus-driven approach, whereby ideas 
and documents have been drafted in an iterative process which involves everyone at each 
step. Nobody expects to win every argument, but members of these  groups believe that at 
least their views were listened to and afforded  respect. We cannot help but note that the 
Chairs of these groups were ATB rather than VisitScotland officials, perhaps underlining the 
gulf in corporate culture and ethos which exists between ATBs and VS.  
 
12. In brief summary, it is our firm opinion that despite the outward  appearance that over 
120 people from ATBs, local authorities and the enterprise networks were involved in 
planning the new Scottish Tourism Network, and despite VisitScotland’s and the Scottish 
Executive’s stated commitment to openness and collaboration, in  practice the key decisions 
have been - and continue to be – taken by a few key individuals behind closed doors, and all 
too often “on the  hoof” rather than in a considered manner. It is this secrecy and apparent 
lack of trust in ATBs more than anything else which has  fuelled the persisting belief around 
the country amongst ATBs, local  authorities and tourism businesses that – despite claims to 
the contrary  – this is indeed “takeover” and not “merger”.  
 
13. Thank you for providing ATBs with this further opportunity to  comment, and we 
apologise if some of the foregoing is – of necessity –  rather detailed. We hope it will prove 
helpful.  
ROBIN SHEDDEN, CHAIR, SCOTTISH AREA TOURIST BOARD NETWORK , 1 December 2004 
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Scotland’s Area Tourist Board Network 
c/o Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board, Haig House, Balgonie Road, Markinch, Fife, KY7 6AQ 

T: 01592 750066  F: 01592 611180  E: fife.tourism@kftb.ossian.net 
 
Alex Neil Esq, MSP 
Convener 
Enterprise and Culture Committee 
The Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
EH99 1SP 
 
15 December 2004 
 
Dear Convener 

Enterprise and Culture Committee – Area Tourist Boards Review 
 

Thank you again to you and your Committee for inviting Area Tourist Boards to give evidence to 
your inquiry into the ATB Review. 
 
We noted that partly in response to our submissions, you invited representatives from 
VisitScotland and Scottish Executive to give evidence to the Committee on 7 December. I have 
just seen the Official Report of that session and, to be frank, am astounded by some of the 
statements that were made by these witnesses. 
 
As I said on several occasions whilst giving evidence myself, ATBs are now very keen to look 
forwards rather than back, and I know too that your Committee will be anxious to conclude its 
inquiry; however, I am so concerned about some of the evidence given that I feel compelled to 
write to you further. 
 
A full list of our comments is enclosed; most of this relates to statements made to your 
Committee by VisitScotland’s representatives, who claimed that they were unaware of any 
concerns being expressed by ATBs during recent months. As we show in the attached, this was 
expressly not the case. We also point out some other inaccuracies contained in the evidence 
provided to you. 
 
It is with considerable regret and sadness that I feel I have to send you this letter, which I am 
copying to your Committee colleagues. Area Tourist Boards are perhaps politically naïve and, 
with hindsight, we should have done more, sooner, to voice our worries in a more public manner. 
But we believed the reassurances given to us by the Executive and VisitScotland that our 
concerns would be taken on board. Only now are we seeing how misplaced our trust was. It does 
not augur well for the future. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
ROBIN SHEDDEN 
CHAIR, SCOTLAND’S ATB NETWORK 
 
Enc 
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COMMENTS ON EVIDENCE PROVIDED TO 
ENTERPRISE AND CULTURE COMMITTEE, 7 DEC 2004 

(as recorded in Official Report) 
 

Col 1389 Philip Riddle: “the (ATB) network is already running with a £2 million  
  deficit”. 
 
  ATBs’ Response: This is a distortion of fact. It is true that in 04-05, ATBs  
  have a  collective budgetary deficit, but this is almost entirely due to ATBs 
  consciously deciding to spend some of their financial reserves - which  
  are in some cases over-large. The 2004-05 collective budgetary deficit is a 
  one-off, carefully planned and managed process and should not be   
  presented as ATBs being profligate or financially troubled. 
 
Col 1390 Peter Lederer: “throughout the process I have never received a telephone  
  call from an (ATB) Chairman or a letter from anybody saying they have a  
  problem. It has not happened once” 
AND 
Col 1404 Peter Lederer: “If people really have so many complaints about the new  
  arrangements, I wonder why no one has contacted me to say so ….I am  
  happy to hear it ….my door is open seven days a week ….no one has  
  raised it directly with us.” 
 
  ATBs’ Response: The following is a list of occasions on which concerns  
  were raised with VisitScotland and the Executive: 
 

1. Chair of ATB Network met informally with John Brown (Scottish 
Executive), 6 September 2004. 

2. TNS Project Board, 6 September – quote from minute: “Robin 
Shedden, on behalf of ATBs, expressed strong concern that (lack of 
communication) is becoming a critical issue for many ATB staff up to 
Chief Executive level; and that in the absence of hard fact, speculation 
is beginning to fill the vacuum”.   

                  3.  Meeting of ATB Chief Executives, 10 September (attended by John  
 Brown and David Noble, TNS Project Manager) – quote from  
 minute: “There was unease and uncertainty amongst ATBs about  
 the  ongoing process, and most if not all felt that that they were not as 
 well-informed as they should be. There was some disappointment that 
 ATB Chief  Executives had not been involved in “health checking” the 
 final reports prepared and submitted by the Project’s working 
 groups. There was a growing view that this was increasingly a 
 “takeover” rather than a “merger”. Some of the ATBs’ concerns 
 related to the outputs of Project Team 4 and its various substreams. 
 Warnings had previously been given about   these groups, which it was 
 felt were not proper teams, and it was felt that their centrally-invented 
 proposals were not being properly tested with ATBs. 
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      With specific reference to the manner in which the subject of business  
      tourism/area convention bureaux had been handled, John Brown      
      agreed that mistakes had been made, apologised for these and said that  
      lessons had been learned.” 
 
  4. A four-page letter sent to John Brown on 22 September by the Secretary 
      of the ATB Network, setting out in detail some of the concerns and  
      criticisms expressed by members of the various TNS working groups.  
      The issues raised in this letter have never been replied to and indeed the  
       letter was not even acknowledged until 16 November (after the   
       enabling legislation had passed through Parliament). 
 
                 5. Many concerns raised with John Brown and VisitScotland at the   
                 meeting of ATB Chairs and Chief Executives, 27-28 October. 
 
  6. TNS Project Board, 2 November – concerns were again raised by Robin 
                 Shedden (though minute of meeting has been heavily sanitized). 
  
  

Col 1396 Philip Riddle: “that is not to suggest that (ATB staff) morale is low” 
AND 
Col 1404 Philip Riddle: “Some people are uneasy and uncertain about things, but 

that feeling is not representative” 
AND 
Col 1404 John Brown: “For every person who has real issues with the new 

arrangements, I could show you one or two senior people in the ATB 
Network who are absolutely on-side and raring to go” 

 
 ATBs’ response: The fact is that across the country, the large majority of 

ATB staff - at all levels - are concerned and anxious about their future. 
Whilst staff meetings have certainly been held, and conducted in a 
constructive spirit - they have without exception raised more questions 
than they have answered. Almost every ATB has confirmed that their staff 
morale has deteriorated sharply in recent weeks, partly because of 
conflicting public statements made by VisitScotland about the number of 
anticipated redundancies, and partly because there has still been no 
announcement about the staff structure to be implemented in three 
months’ time. For 95% of staff, the job comparability/matching process 
has not even begun. Staff are now beginning to leave the tourism network. 

 
 
 
Col 1407 The Convener: “Are you saying that it is factually wrong for Robin  
  Shedden to say that that particular working group did not see the report  
  before it was submitted to the VisitScotland Board?” Philip Riddle: “I  
  believe that is the case.” 
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 ATBs’ response: we repeat our statement that in July, the  relevant TNS 
 working group drew up a paper articulating various scenarios for 
 local authority engagement and submitted it to the TNS Office. 
 They were advised that a revised version had been submitted to the 
 VisitScotland Board, but nobody in the group ever saw this and the 
 subject was not progressed in the group.  
 
 Robin Shedden phoned Peter Lederer in October to raise such 
 concerns. Mr Lederer was unavailable but Philip Riddle responded 
 two days later and was made aware of the issues, one of which 
 concerned certain working groups not being given sight of 
 reports submitted in their name. 
 
 Philip Riddle subsequently sent an e-mail to Robin Shedden which 
 acknowledged that this had indeed happened in the specific 
 example given and might  also have happened in other groups. 
 This directly contradicts the evidence provided to the Committee. 
 
 
 
 
Statement prepared by 
Robin Shedden 
Chair, Scottish ATB Network 
15 December 2005 
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Enterprise and Culture Committee 

 
Meeting 25 January 2005  

 
Area Tourist Board Review 

 
 

Introduction 
 
The Enterprise and Culture Committee agreed in September 2003 to scrutinise the 
outcome of the Scottish Executive’s Area Tourist Board Review.  The Committee 
held evidence sessions in May and June 2004, and published an Interim Report in 
June 2004.  The Interim Report is attached at Annex A to this paper. 
 
The Committee agreed to return to the issue six months after publication of its 
Interim Report.  Accordingly the Committee took evidence on 23 November 2004 
from: 
 

• Peter Taylor OBE, Vice Chair, Scottish Tourism Forum;  
• Alan Rankin, Chief Executive, Scottish Tourism Forum;  
• Ian Gardner, Director , Scottish Tourism Forum;  
• Ken Wardrop, Economic Development Manager, City of Edinburgh Council;  
• James Fowlie, Policy Manager, COSLA;  
• Robin Shedden, Chair of the Scottish Area Tourist Board Network and Chair, 

Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board;  
• Carolyn Baird, Chair of Perthshire Tourist Board. 

 
The Committee also took evidence on 7 December 2004 from  

• Philip Riddle, Chief Executive, VisitScotland;  
• Peter Lederer, Chairman, VisitScotland;  
• John Brown, Head of Tourism and Architectural Policy Division, Scottish 

Executive Education Department. 
 
At today’s meeting, the Committee will take evidence from Patricia Ferguson MSP, 
Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport.  She will be accompanied by John Brown of 
the Scottish Executive Education Department and David Noble, Director of Network 
Operations for VisitScotland. 
 
The submissions from 23 November and 7 December 2003, together with follow-up 
information received since, are attached at Annex B to this paper. 
 
Issues 
 
Extracts from the Official Reports for 23 November and 7 December 2004 are 
attached at Annex C to this paper.  Broadly, the issues raised during the first 
evidence sessions may be summarised as follows: 
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• an overall view that the review continues to present a positive opportunity to 
restructure public support for tourism in Scotland; 

• support from local authorities for the VisitScotland ‘chair’s committee’ which 
would include seven local authority places, and for the planned annual 
national convention between the VisitScotland board and local authorities; 

• continuing concerns about the lack of detail about the final structure 
proposals, including potential implications for redundancy; 

• continuing concerns about the lack of detail on the services available via the 
new structure, and purchasing arrangements for businesses; 

• concern about the lack of a business plan to underpin investment decisions by 
local authorities and tourism businesses; 

• concerns about the communication processes and a sense that these 
processes are not fully understood by some of the key stakeholders including 
ATB staff and tourism businesses. 

 
In response to these concerns, VisitScotland and Scottish Executive officials on 7 
December told the Committee that: 

• further detail was imminent in a range of areas; 
• the sense received from VisitScotland and the Executive was that those 

involved in the process were still very positive; 
• they refuted the comments made by the Chair of the ATB Network regarding 

lack of consultation/involvement in the process. 
 
Recommendation 
 
Members are invited to question the Minister on the implementation of the 
Area Tourist Board review and to identify issues for a subsequent discussion 
on the preparation of a final report. 
 
 
Alex Neil 
Convener 
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Annex B 
 

Submissions from Committee meeting of 23rd November 2004 from: 
 

• Scottish Tourism Forum  
 

• COSLA 
 

• Area Tourist Board Network Chairs 
 
Follow up submissions from:  
 

• Scottish Executive (Meeting 5 October 2004) 
 
Submissions from Committee meeting of 7th December 2004 from: 
 

• Submission from VisitScotland 
 

• Submissions from the Scottish Executive: 
 

 - The Tourism Network Implementation Framework 
 
 - The Tourism Network Scotland Project - Project Advisory Board 

minutes of meeting 1 November 2004 
 

Follow up submissions from:  
 
• Submission for the Area Tourist Board Network Chairs 
 
 - Enterprise and Culture Committee 26th Meeting 2004 – Official Report (link 
attached) http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/enterprise/or-
04/ec04-2601.htm 
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Enterprise and Culture Committee Inquiry 
Evidence given on the Review of Area Tourist Boards 

Submission by the Scottish Tourism Forum on 23 November 2004 
 

 
1.  The Scottish Tourism Forum welcomes the opportunity to give evidence to the Enterprise and 
Culture Committee Inquiry on the Review of Area Tourism Boards 
 
2.  The Scottish Tourism Forum (STF) is the trade representative body for Scottish tourism 
industry.  STF has a broad spectrum of members made up from individual businesses and trade 
associations.  With a membership of 100 organisations STF through its network is in regular 
contact with over 3500 businesses. STF is heavily involved as project managers of the emerging 
Pride and Passion initiative and the influential Tourism Innovation Group. 
 
3.  STF does not intend to go over the reasons why change was considered essential.   
Tourism went through a demoralising protracted period of indecisive debate, and STF welcomes 
the positive proposal now being implemented. 
 
4.  STF supports the establishment of an integrated tourism network, and believes that - if given a 
fair chance by all stakeholders - it can deliver real improvements for Scottish tourism and most 
importantly contribute towards the achievement of the 50% growth targets set to the industry.    
 
5.  Scotland is a small country competing in a global market.  An integrated focused marketing and 
support structure is essential. 
 
6.  STF wants to see several positive results from this major re-organisation:- 
 

 Improved and ongoing meaningful engagement with businesses within the industry 
 

 To undertake a continual plan of meaningful engagement with non-mainstream 
tourism businesses 

 
 Improved levels of consultation with industry groups to enshrine the principle of 

Visitscotland being a support body for the tourism industry 
 

 Effective and sustainable partnerships with local authorities 
 

 A sustained, improved relationship between VisitScotland and industry bodies and 
organisations, such as STF, People 1st, Pride and Passion and the trade associations 

 
 Engagement and motivation of staff during the transition and ensuring that a ‘one 

team’ culture is established throughout the developing new network 
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 Equality of skills, training and career opportunities for all network staff throughout 

Scotland 
 

 Look to increase the resources allocated to the innovative and much welcomed 
challenge fund initiative 

 
7.  Should these eight policy strands be successfully adopted, STF will wholeheartedly support the 
new tourism structure 
 
8.  STF does consider that there are some serious issues still to be resolved – such as  
 

• How will the new VisitScotland expanded network integrate fully with Scottish 
Enterprise and Highlands and Islands Enterprise at local and regional levels, 

• There is a need to review the geographic spread of tourism business centres (Hubs) as 
they at present do not offer a fair coverage of the country. 

• Maintaining a sustainable financial plan of the new network when considering local 
authority and trade sourced revenue income. 

• Development of a financial plan that will represent absolute best value towards 
marketing and service provision to visitors  

• Delivery of a clear communications plan ensuring decisions during the project 
implementation phase are made available in a regular and accessible manner 

 
9.  The issues specified above highlight what the industry considers essential for tourism growth. 
 
10.  STF is always also very conscious of the consumer.  Ongoing research and surveys are needed 
to identify changes in customer attitudes and expectations.  Resulting reports will assist 
VisitScotland to identify trends and to improve customer engagement.   
 
 
 
Scottish Tourism Forum 
17th November 2004  
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FUTURE OF SCOTLAND’S TOURISM – COSLA COMMENTS 

1. Introduction 

The Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) welcomes this second opportunity to contribute to 
the Enterprise and Culture Committee’s consideration of the Scottish Executive’s proposals for the future of 
tourism in Scotland. 

This written response will be complemented by evidence that will be presented to the Committee by 
COSLA’s delegation, led by our Economic Development and Planning Spokesperson, Councillor Willie 
Dunn on Tuesday 23 November 2004. 

2. Background 

COSLA contributed to the Enterprise and Culture Committee’s previous inquiry in April 2004. 

We would remind the Committee that as well as having the lead role in community planning partnerships, 
Local Government is a major provider of tourism support – for example it is the largest provider of visitor 
attractions nationally, and is responsible for the largest share of visitors to attractions throughout Scotland.  
As well as support for festivals and events, and visitor support infrastructure and regulation. We know from 
first hand experience how much economic benefit and employment tourism can generate locally. 

Add to this the fact that funding from local authorities has been crucial to the operation of Area Tourist 
Boards (ATBs).  33% of ATB funding comes directly from Local Government, and 10 of the ATBs have 
local authorities as their greatest revenue funder, providing up to 60% of revenue funding. 

There can be no doubting that Local Government has been and remains committed to tourism in Scotland. 

The Scottish Executive’s long awaited announcement on the future of tourism in Scotland earlier this year, 
even with its tight timetable for implementation was welcomed by Local Government.  We particularly 
welcome the Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport’s sustained and explicit identification of Local 
Government as a key stakeholder.  However, we noted in April that much remains unclear from the 
Minister’s initial announcement in terms of how the new structure will look and operate across the country.  
Unfortunately, there is still uncertainty, despite the recent publication of the Tourism Network 
Implementation Framework document. 

We are not opposed to change and have long argued for a more ‘joined up’ approach to tourism.  Our belief 
has always been that such an approach relies on local democratic accountability to give it legitimacy.  We 
therefore welcomed the opportunity to be directly involved in some of the project teams charged with 
developing the future structure for the tourism industry across Scotland.  We have undertaken throughout the 
whole process to work in the spirit of constructive partnership with the Executive and VisitScotland.  It has 
not always been easy but we do now believe we have the basis for a structure that can work subject to the 
adequate operational resourcing of the new Integrated Network to take forward the proposals outlined in the 
implementation framework.  Our frustration is that it has taken this long to reach this point and we are still 
not in a position to know for sure what the structure will look like, particularly at the local level. 
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The new organisation still has no business plan, making it very difficult to ascertain what it will and will not 
provide.  Until this business plan is in place it will be very difficult for local authorities to take forward 
meaningfully the development, with VisitScotland and others, of local strategies and activities. 

2.1 National Engagement 

At the national level we are pleased with the Minister’s offer to augment the VisitScotland board to enable a 
member with local authority experience to contribute, in a way that is compatible with the Nolan protocol.  
However it is apparent that this will not be possible until the primary legislation which will set up the Board 
is amended.  The Tourism Network Implementation Framework document states that this is scheduled for 
2006.  We welcome this but have some concerns as to whether, having put VisitScotland and the ATB 
network through considerable reorganisation over the last year, the Scottish Executive will continue to see 
such legislation as a priority only a year or so later. 

We broadly welcome the interim solution of a Chair’s Committee and are delighted to have secured seven 
places for Local Government on it.  However, we must emphasise that this in no way undermines our 
commitment to full augmentation of the VisitScotland Board as soon as possible.  Also, we await details of 
how this Chair’s Committee will operate in practice and what its status will be with reference to the full 
Board.  It is essential that this Chair’s Committee is up and running now at the earliest possible date. 

We also welcome the promise of a National Convention on Tourism to discuss strategic issues, 
which will consist of the VisitScotland Board and representatives from all 32 local authorities.  
Again, we await details of how this will operate and how it will meaningfully contribute to 
addressing strategic issues. 

Local Democratic Accountability 
We indicated to the Committee in April that Local Government was concerned with the apparent lack of 
democratic accountability present in the new network as proposed at that time.  The then Minister, Frank 
McAveety MSP, recognised the validity of our concerns and we are delighted that steps have been taken to 
address them. 

We were presented with three models for engagement at the local level.  These three local options can be 
briefly stated as: 

• Through the existing community planning structure; 
• Through the local economic forum; and 
• Through a local group specifically set up by the appropriate tourism network hub to oversee the 

development of an area tourism strategy, and the associated budgetary considerations. 

COSLA set up a small reference group to consider matters arising with regard to the reorganisation of 
ATBs.  The group considered that the best means to integrate these three options was through engagement 
through all these mechanisms but most specifically through, what is now described in the Framework 
document as, an Area Tourism Partnership.  Local authorities must be the lead agency in this body, given 
that they have local democratic accountability and a responsibility to promote community well being.  
However, the new partnerships must also include other key stakeholders, such as local tourism businesses, 
the local tourism network office, the Enterprise Network, and as appropriate, other public bodies with local 
tourism interests. 
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The remit of Area Tourism Partnerships will include: 

• Drawing up and overseeing the implementation of Area Tourism Partnership Plans; 
• Inputting to the National Tourism Strategy and review of local alignment on an ongoing basis; 
• Securing resources for the Area Tourism Partnership Plan from partners; 
• Monitoring performance of all partners; and 
• Acting, when appropriate, as a lobbying body to further the interests of local tourism, leisure, and 

hospitality industries. 

In addition we believe that it is essential that the Area Tourism Partnerships shape and define the business 
plan for the new Network and monitor performance against this business plan. 

It is welcomed that administrative and secretarial support will be provided by the local Network office.  
Flexibility around the above model will be possible if agreed locally. 

We are pleased with this, and believe it will allow the new network to be more responsive at the local level.  
Work is now required on developing this partnership working. 

Partnership Agreements 
According to the Implementation Framework document; the above is a framework for partnership 
agreements between the Network and Scotland’s 32 local authorities.  These agreements will offer greater 
accountability for the investment local authorities make in the network and will move towards linking 
payments to agreed tangible and measurable deliverables and outcomes.  These deliverables and outcomes 
will be closely related to the area tourism partnership plans and the new national tourism strategy that is 
proposed. 

There has been much work on a template for partnership agreements but this has yet to be finalised.  We 
remain surprised that work on the partnership agreement continues to be formulated prior to the Business 
Plan, as the agreement in it current form does not give local authorities any indication as to what services are 
available to buy into.  While, of course, the whole point of the area tourism partnership framework detailed 
above is to allow local flexibility and partnership working, local authorities need to be aware of what they 
can and can’t expect from what will be a new organisation. 

Special Purpose Vehicles for Business Tourism activity in Aberdeen, Edinburgh and Glasgow 

COSLA welcomes the special provision being made for business tourism or Convention Bureau 
activity in the three major cities which account for 95% of international association business.  In 
addition to the VisitScotland’s 50% voting rights in these new SPVs appropriate financial support 
to their operation is also vitally important.  Clear definition of the role and remit of the Business 
Tourism Unit within VisitScotland and relationship with the 3 new SPVs is also critical.  The 
VisitScotland Business Tourism Unit has a primary role in profiling Scotland as a destination while 
the SPVs will apply their local knowledge and expertise to competitively sell their cities.  For the 
SPVs it is vital that they maintain the existing financial support of their stakeholders and the proven 
added value they currently achieve.  The local authorities have recognised the need to work with 
VisitScotland to get the SPVs up and running as quickly as possible to fit in with the transfer 
timetable of staff and resources to the appropriate new Network Tourist Boards which come into 
existence from 1 December 2004. 

2.1 Funding 

Expecting local authorities to buy into this does not sit easily with Local Government’s commitment to Best 
Value.  We appreciate the difficulties which VisitScotland have in terms of a potential deficit, however 
councils must be able to justify any spending. 
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We feel particularly that the implication that the level of redundancies and the future of TICs within 
the new structure is solely dependent on the maintenance of local government funding is a misleading 
oversimplification.  Whether funded from Local Government or not, it would seem likely that the 
integration of VisitScotland and the existing ATB structure and the move away from ATBs being 
member organisations will result in some loss of jobs.  Additionally, as stated above, it is for the new 
organisation to provide a service that local authorities would wish to purchase or provide financial 
support to.  This is after all the way that the new commercially orientated organisation has been 
portrayed to us from the start. 

Given that area tourism plans are not yet developed, the Minister has proposed that 2005/6 
should be a transitional year and that core level of funding to the network should be 
continued at not less than 2004/5 levels during the coming year. 

Local Government will play its part and is committed to working with VisitScotland at the national 
and local level to develop arrangements that councils can sign up to.  However given the combination 
of local accountability to the electorate, pressures to make efficiency savings and getting best value 
for the public pound, local authorities must be satisfied that the new arrangements and services on 
offer meet local needs, provide quality and value for money. 

2.1 Future Legislation 

Overall we are unclear, given the Minister and wider Cabinet’s clear commitment to 
implementing successfully the integration process why primary legislation is not being 
utilised to take this forward as a priority during the coming parliamentary session.  While we 
realise this takes time, it would demonstrate a clear commitment to a stable, long term 
solution. 

We note the position has been that this will happen “when parliamentary time permits”, and 
more recently, from the Implementation Framework document, “in 2006”.  However, as 
stated above, we are perplexed as to why a Tourism Bill was not introduced in tandem with 
the integration project allowing the industry to undertake the upheaval simultaneously. 

As it stands the new network will have a transient feel to it and lack the stability of 
permanence, which may impact on the lasting success of the reorganisation.  Additionally, it 
should be considered that the longer the two interim Network ATBs remain in existence, the 
more likely they become accepted as part of the new structure – a new structure that is not 
designed to include them. 

3. Conclusion 

COSLA has worked hard over the last few months to deliver arrangements workable at the local level 
and which ensure local democratic accountability.  We believe that we now have the basis for this.  
However the above shows that work is still required.  We are fully committed to working with other 
key stakeholders to address these issues over the next few months.  We believe that outcomes 
acceptable to all can be achieved and, as a result, the tourism product can be improved, visitor 
numbers can increase and even more money can be generated for the Scottish economy.For further 
information please contact: 

James Fowlie Claire Downs 
Team Leader – Environment and Regeneration Policy Officer 
james@cosla.gov.uk claire@cosla.gov.uk 
0131 474 9263 0131 474 9264 

10 November 2004 
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SCOTTISH AREA TOURIST BOARD NETWORK 
STATEMENT TO ENTERPRISE AND CULTURE  
COMMITTEE MEETING, 23 NOVEMBER 2004 

 
 
1. Area Tourist Boards continue to share the ambition for a 50% increase in the 

value of Scottish tourism by 2015. We continue to believe that the ambition is 
achievable and want to make an active contribution towards achieving it. 

 
2. However, at the moment there is still no overall VisitScotland business plan that 

outlines how the new network and the industry will work together to achieve the 
ambition. Remarkably, staff structures are being approved and appointments made 
before the new organisation’s business plan is completed written. Surely the 
business plan must come first and it should drive what the structure looks like – 
not vice versa. 

 
3. We urgently need a business plan that sets out priorities and areas of operation, 

decides what market segments need to be targeted, and outlines the budgets and 
staffing resources that will be needed to deliver the ambition. One specific point 
relates to the city ATBs, who feel that the marketing role for local network offices, 
as laid out in the announcement made on 3 November, was wholly inadequate. The 
city ATBs warn that the private sector in the cities might not respond positively to 
a local marketing role involving nothing more than brochures and websites. A 
specific role for VisitScotland network offices in defining and determining 
marketing campaigns, in partnership with the private sector, is requested by the 
cities. 

 
4. We must insist that ATBs are, from now on, brought into the project on a 

genuinely inclusive basis so that we can feel a real sense of ownership of the new 
structure and “sell” it at local level. To date, that has not happened. Although it is 
history now, there was completely inadequate consultation with ATBs about the 
detailed proposals which were announced on 3 November. No time at all was 
given to us for proper consideration and discussion of proposals and options that 
will affect 14,000 tourism businesses and 1050 tourist board staff. We continue to 
be asked to accept many verbal assurances and commitments on trust without 
being clear on how they will be delivered. 

 
5. Our principal concern, however, relates to funding. One of the major justifications 

for this whole reorganisation was the need to introduce funding stability at local 
level. We do not see how the proposals for the new structure will provide this. 
Indeed, we fear that there is a real risk of things getting worse in the short and 
medium term as membership income ceases with no guarantee that the shortfall 
will be covered through additional commercial income.  

 
 We understand that the marketing opportunities that will be offered to the 
industry in 2005 will be broadly similar to those offered in 2004. Therefore, how 
will they be able to generate  additional income in excess of £2 million to 
cover the loss of  membership income?  
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Furthermore, there are no guarantees that local authority funding will be sustained 
at its current levels, not any indication about how restructuring costs will be 
financed. 

 

 In summary, we fear that sustainable funding at local level is a crisis in waiting 
that is simply not addressed by the current proposals. 

 
6. We have repeatedly raised concerns about the need to address the corporate 

culture of the new organisation. We want a genuine one-team approach.  
 

 However, the existing management style at VisitScotland is centralist and 
hierarchical in nature rather than participative, devolved and lateral-working. We 
are not convinced that the proposed “matrix management” structure that has been 
 presented to us addresses this issue sufficiently. We seek anassurance that 
 ATBs are not simply being grafted on to an existing organisation which has no 
ability to meet local needs. 

 
 If we had a genuinely non-centralist approach, we could, for  example, have 
locally-based marketing teams leading national  initiatives.  
 
 For example, why should Scottish golf tourism not be promoted  by 
 a team of specialists based in Ayrshire, or adventure holidays by a  team based in 
Perthshire? Why can’t the organisation’s staff  training function be handled by our 
existing, highly-successful  Tourist Board Training Ltd company? We see no 
evidence  that such an approach is even being considered.  

 
7. Local authorities have, rightly,  made much of the so-called “democratic deficit” 

inherent in the new structure. But it isn’t just local authorities who will no longer 
be involved in the operations of their local tourism body: there is an equal 
democratic deficit on the business side. A growing number of trade associations 
and private businesses are expressing their concerns about the lack of 
representation, influence and participation they will have in the new system – and 
the corresponding lack of accountability of the new network. They are also very 
unhappy about the lack of involvement in the Project up until now.  

 

 For example, the British Holiday Parks Association – representing the caravan sector, 
which in some parts of  Scotland  accounts for 20% of all tourism – has just 
expressed its dismay  that no-one from the whole caravan sector has been even 
 peripherally involved in the Project planning. Further efforts must be made to ensure 
that formal mechanisms are put in place to  enable the private sector to influence and 
hold to  account the new  network.  

 
8. Finally, there still appears to be lack of clarity about the extent to which the new 

network will be commercially oriented.  There have been conflicting and changing 
messages about the degree to which commercial imperatives will drive the new 
network. Can there be a definitive statement which will recognise that at local 
level, VisitScotland network offices will undertake many valuable, but non 
revenue-earning, tasks, and that, accordingly, performance measurements and 
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targets for the hubs will not be based solely on income generation or similar 
financial indicators? 

 
 
 ROBIN SHEDDEN 
 CHAIR, SCOTTISH AREA TOURIST BOARD NETWORK 
 17 NOVEMBER 2004 
 

The statement above represents the views of Scottish Area Tourist Boards and Tourist Board Training 
Ltd. It should be noted, however, that Highlands of Scotland Tourist Board is not a signatory to this 
statement and Greater Glasgow and Clyde Valley Tourist Board was not present at the meeting at 
which it was drafted. 
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Follow up submission from the Scottish Executive 
 
At the meeting of the Enterprise and Culture Committee on 5 October when the issue of the 
new tourism network for Scotland was discussed with Lesley Fraser, an undertaking was 
given to provide the Committee with additional information.  We have discussed the issues 
raised by the Committee with VisitScotland who are taking forward the implementation of 
the new network on behalf of the Executive.  We hope that the following information will 
assist the Committee in its deliberations:   
 
Issue 1: Staff employed by existing Boards who work on a 6-monthly contract 

from April to September. 
 

• A total of 546 staff are employed by ATBs in TICs.  247 of these (45%) are 
seasonal employees. 

 
• All staff from the ATB network who are in employment of an ATB on the 31st 

March 2005 will transfer to one of the two Network Tourist Boards on the 1st 
April.  The Scottish Statutory Instruments provide that this transfer will be on 
the same terms and conditions as they currently enjoy,  

 
• Seasonal staff of ATBs have continuous employment status (unless they have 

indicated that they do not wish to resume employment). This means that their 
employment is suspended during the closed season, but they continue to have 
an employment contract with the area tourist board. The effect of this is that 
they will transfer and be subject to the same job matching process with the 
same rights as year-round staff.  

 
• TICs provide a valuable service to our visitors and research repeatedly shows 

that they like TICs.  TICs wil ltherefore be operating on a ‘business as usual’ 
basis for the 2005 season while a review of future strategy for information 
provision is carried out. There will be full consultation with the industry, local 
authorities and other stakeholders on this review. 

 
  
 
 
Issue 2: Protection of employees 
 

• On the 3rd November we announced an outline structure for the integrated 
network.  Work is now under way to develop a more detailed staffing 
structure.  This work is due to be complete by the end of December.  By this 
date VisitScotland will have information on each proposed new role within the 
structure and agreement on the affordability of the proposed structure. 

 
• A comparability process has already started to identify which new roles match 

existing staff roles and which of the new roles will be filled by competitive 
recruitment.   

 
• It is expected that, through the process of natural turnover and staff applying 

for new roles, compulsory redundancy will be very much a ‘last-resort’ option.   
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The scale of this eventuality is not clear at this stage until we are further 
through with the job matching process.  However we do expect that any 
redundancy costs will fall into the  budget for 2005-6.(we currently have a 
£2m budget for each of the years 2004/05 and 2005/06).    

 
• Staff transferring to the new Network Boards will retain the terms and 

conditions of employment which applied to their employment with the area 
tourist board.  

 
I hope that this information is beneficial to the Members of the Committee.  Please let me 
know if the Committee would find any further information useful at this stage ahead of the 
Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport’s appearance beofe the Committee in January. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
STUART AITKEN  
Tourism & Major Events 
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Enterprise and Culture Committee Inquiry 
Evidence given on the Review of Area Tourist Boards 

Submission by VisitScotland 
 
Introduction 
 
The Scottish Executive has commissioned VisitScotland to deliver an integrated tourism 
network from the existing 14 Area Tourist Boards (ATBs), Tourist Board Training and 
VisitScotland that is operational by April 2005.  This is the aim of the Tourism Network 
Scotland project.  We are on target for delivery. 
 

3.1 Progress 
 
Since the committee last discussed the ATB review at their meeting in May, the following 
progress has been made in achieving this aim: 
 
Following the finalisation of the Network Vision document, Proposals were developed, 
outlining the recommended processes, structure and systems which would best deliver this 
vision for the new organisation.  This specific process involved 
  
Input from over 70 members of TNS project teams 

• Commissioning and collating over 30 audits and  
• Designing over 60 new or refreshed business processes 

 
This work was completed on time and has been published internally 

 
• The Scottish Statutory Instruments has completed its progress through the Scottish 

Parliament and came into force on 1 December 
• The VisitScotland Challenge Fund was launched on the 19th November making £1m 

available to groups of tourism businesses   
• The Tourism Network Implementation Document was published on SPICE and on 

our industry website scotexchange.net outlining what the new network will do 
• The Local Authority Partnership Agreement Framework has been agreed and 

circulated to Local Authorities 
• The process of matching people to new posts is underway 

 
 
Project Structure 
 
This project is being led by The Scottish Executive.   The Executive has commissioned 
VisitScotland to deliver the project on their behalf.  The project structure includes a Project 
Advisory Board (PAB), chaired by the Minister and includes representation from our 
partners – Area Tourist Boards, VisitScotland, Scottish Executive, Local Authorities, STUC, 
Scottish Tourism Forum, Scottish Enterprise, Highlands and Islands Enterprise, and the 
Federation of Small Businesses.  Its remit is to maintain a strategic overview of the progress 
of the project and ensure a satisfactory delivery.  Informing the Board is the Project 
Progress Group, whose role is to provide project assurance.  This group has representatives 
from Area Tourist Boards, Highlands and Islands Enterprise, Scottish Enterprise, Scottish 
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Tourism Forum, and the Scottish Executive and is attended by the Project Director and 
Project Manager. 
  
See Appendix 1 and 2 for further details of the Groups’ remits and membership. 
 

3.2 Inclusive Process 
 
• This has been an inclusive process which has involved 9 teams, and input from over 100 

people from VisitScotland, the ATB network, Enterprise Networks, Local Authorities, 
and tourism associations and businesses.    

• Four of our nine team leaders were from the ATB network, including the project director, 
and ATB staff made up roughly 40 per cent of team membership. 

• Our teams have delivered consistently on time and produced excellent work which is a 
credit to the many organisations for which they work. 

• A survey conducted of team members indicates that pre-briefing for team members was 
good and that there is a confidence in the team to deliver.  In general, respondents felt that 
there was adequate feedback from team leaders, team members, and their CEO but the 
feedback was less adequate from the Progress Group and Project Board.  The research 
also demonstrated that we need to improve the project extranet and improve the clarity 
between teams.  These are areas which we will address in the next phase of the project. 

• In addition to the communication outlined below and the regular informal feedback the 
project has received, we have also invited formal feedback from over 100 businesses as 
part of specific initiatives such as the development of the Network Vision and the 
marketing opportunities packages. 

 
3.3 Communication 

 
Previous evidence from others to the committee’s summer session (session 2) suggested there 
were concerns regarding the communication of the project to our stakeholders.  
Communication has since been prioritised by the project team and a large range of activities 
have been undertaken to improve this. 
 
Recognising that our stakeholders have different communication preferences, we have a 
robust communications programme using a number of different channels   

• We have given over 100 presentations to industry organisations and trade bodies 
• We have presented at 12 ATB AGMs  
• We have had input to several team meetings and have given formal presentations at 

13 staff meetings since the beginning of November. 
• Fortnightly staff and industry bulletins are sent out 
• A staff intranet has been set up for everyone in the network to access 
• Meetings have taken place with 40 MSPs over the past few months; a dedicated 

newsletter – Tourism Matters has been issued  
• We have had at least one meeting with all 32 local authorities; the next round or 

meetings is being set up for December and January  
• We are piloting new ways of reaching the industry – with a Sunday tele-conference, a 

live web chat and an outreach programme. 
• Ongoing press activity which resulted in coverage in local and National media. 
• Dedicated area has been developed on our industry website 
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• Creation of virtual communications group (representatives from ATBs, STF, COSLA) 
to ensure regular two-way flow of communication 

 
Where possible we have prioritised talking to people to ensure our communication is 
interactive and two-way.  We have found this extremely useful in refining our plans and 
better understanding the key issues concerning our stakeholders.  We have a Frequently 
Asked Questions document which now has 101 answers on questions raised by our 
stakeholders, published on our industry website.  In addition to this feedback we have regular 
feedback through more formal structures, in particular the Virtual Communications Group 
(which has representatives from each Area Tourist Board, VisitScotland, Scottish Tourism 
Forum and a range of other stakeholders), the Project Progress Group and the Project 
Advisory Board.  
 
We also have received feedback through our email inbox (tns@visitscotland.com) and we 
have a target of turning around enquiries within 48hrs.  On average we receive 2-3 emails a 
week. 
 

3.4 Relationship with Tourism Businesses 
 
As a result of the decision by the Minister to discontinue ATB membership, new 
opportunities are presented in developing our relationships with tourism businesses 
 
During the summer we spoke to a range of businesses – small, large, rural, city-
based, start-ups and long established.  A few examples of what they have requested 
and what we have delivered are below: 

 
• A single point of contact, based as locally as possible, who can give advice and 

information on national and local tourism services, but can also bring in specialist 
support as and when required. Therefore, the new organisation will have local 
contacts based all over Scotland who can deliver this requirement and also signpost to 
other agencies such as the enterprise networks and local authorities for other tourism 
business support. 

 
• A choice of marketing opportunities – some businesses told us they wanted to have 

the opportunity to purchase the marketing opportunities most suited to their needs and 
wanted to see the full range of marketing opportunities – national and local – in order 
to make that decision.  Others told us that the full range of opportunities was too 
overwhelming and preferred an option where they could purchase a package, which 
had a single price tag attached.  Therefore we are developing both options and have 
undertaken further research in November to find out what businesses would value 
most in a package.  
 
Businesses will be invited to purchase these opportunities in late February 2005 for 
2006/07.  Marketing opportunities for 2005-06 are being managed by the current ATB 
network.  

 
• Marketing funding – businesses also told us they wanted access to public sector 

funds to assist them with their marketing and the first phase of the VisitScotland 
Challenge fund was announced in November this year. 
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Relationship with Local Authorities 
 
In recognition of the significant contribution Local Authorities have made and continue to 
make to the development of tourism at a local level, we have worked closely with our 
colleagues at COSLA and within individual Local Authorities.  This has been a particularly 
positive collaboration, leading to the development of the following initiatives: 

 
• Agreement on the extension of the VisitScotland Board, when primary legislation 

permits; 
• Development of a Chair’s Committee, to facilitate a review of strategic tourism 

issues, involving representatives from the VisitScotland Board and councillors;  
• Establishment of a National Convention for Tourism involving representatives 

from all 32 Councils; 
• Development of Area Tourism Partnership Plans, building on the success of the 

existing Area Tourism Strategies; 
• Creation of Area Tourism Partnerships bringing together the key local players to 

agree Area Tourism Partnership Plans; 
• Formation of a Partnership Agreement Framework to facilitate agreement between 

individual Local Authorities and the new network; 
• Development of proposals for separate platforms in the promotion of business 

tourism in the cities of Glasgow, Edinburgh and Aberdeen. 
 
We are well aware of the responsibility and accountability the new network must have 
towards its local partners and are grateful for the support Local Authorities and COSLA have 
shown to the project.   

 
4. Business Plan 
 

• We are close to completing a financial overview which will identify what will be 
required to ensure the viability of the network. This work will be complete at the 
end of December 2004, as scheduled.   

• We have broad support from the Local Authorities and informal indications are 
that their financial contribution can be sustained at least at current levels for the 
first year of operation. 

• In the long term we will maintain and even exceed income to the network through 
revised marketing opportunity packages which have been developed to replace 
membership.  In the short-term there may be some reduction through the 
transition. 

 
4.1 Corporate Culture 

 
• The new integrated network will use the name VisitScotland, and the values of the 

new organisation have already been agreed.  We will be ‘one team for tourism, 
working in partnership, to exceed visitor’s expectations’.  Embedding a new 
culture, new values and new ways of working will be critical to our success.  We 
have piloted a change management workshop in the Borders which was well 
received by staff and we are now considering how to take this forward. 

 
4.1.1 Managing the Transition 
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• It is important where we make changes in the substance of a service that we 

continue to involve and engage our stakeholders. 
• We recognise the need to move at a pace which fits with our stakeholders, in 

particular the industry.   While there are significant changes happening across the 
network our aim will be to ensure our customers experience ‘business as usual’. 

• Our people are our greatest asset and we have an abundance of skills and expertise 
within our organisations that we want to preserve and build upon, developing ‘one 
team’ which can provide meaningful and genuine support to the Scottish Tourism 
Industry in reaching our ambition of 50% growth by 2015. 

 
 
VisitScotland  
1 December 2004 
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Tourism Network Implementation 
Framework Document 
 
3 November 2004 
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TOURISM NETWORK IMPLEMENTATION AT A GLANCE 
 
The attached framework document sets out in summary form the functions and structure of 
the integrated tourism network which the Scottish Executive has commissioned VisitScotland 
to deliver by April 2005.  There is of course much more detail than this available within the 
project team, but the framework covers all the important points. 
 
It is important to remember why the 14 separate area tourist boards and VisitScotland are 
being merged into a single integrated tourism network:- 
 

• The global market is fiercely competitive, with 180 others countries competing 
• The tourism sector must respond quickly to customers’ needs and global trends 
• To help it do that, we need a support network which itself is simpler, more flexible 

and more customer-focused than the present structure 
• The integrated tourism network is needed to underpin our shared ambition to grow 

tourism revenues by 50% by 2015 
 
So what are we creating? 
 

• A single national tourism network developed through the integration of VisitScotland 
and 14 area tourist boards and building on the strengths and expertise of both the 
ATBs and VisitScotland  

• 14 area tourist offices across the network with each functioning as a single point of 
contact for tourism businesses 

• One team for tourism – delivering and implementing a national strategy 
complemented by local tourism action plans 

• Each office will major on tourism business engagement, as well as building 
partnerships with local business groupings and other partners like local authorities 

 
You may well say – that looks pretty familiar, what will be so different between a network 
with 14 offices, and the present structure of 14 ATBs?  Here are the changes that we think 
will make a big difference:- 
 

• Access to all the facilities of a single national organisation, and to expert help and 
advice, all through a single point of contact 

• Businesses will no longer pay membership fees  
• Instead they can buy as many or as few of the commercial packages on offer as they 

think they need to help build their businesses, with transparency of charges for these 
packages 

• The network will make it easier for tourism businesses to work with VisitScotland 
• There will be a big expansion of existing and new quality assurance schemes, and 

there will be QA experts available locally to help businesses with quality issues 
• There will be a new £1m Challenge Fund 
• There will be better integration of services with the enterprise networks 
• There will be partnership agreements with local authorities. 
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We will be reinforcing the links between local authorities in each area and tourism service 
delivery.  To achieve this it is proposed to:- 
 

• Set up Area Tourism Partnerships in each area supported by the tourism network 
office, with strong representation from local authorities and businesses 

• These Partnerships will be responsible for developing area tourism partnership plans 
• The current system of local authority grants to ATBs will be replaced with 

partnership agreements between local authorities and VisitScotland based on the area 
tourism partnership plans. 

• This will enable local authorities to determine exactly what they are receiving for 
their money and also clearly define what they are expected to deliver 

• At national level a Chairman’s Committee of the Board of VisitScotland will be set 
up with business and local authority representation 

• A National Tourism Convention involving all local authorities will also be set up  
 
The Benefits  
 

• For tourism businesses - no membership but buy as much or little as needed, with 
transparency of charges.  A single contact point.  Expansion of existing and new QA 
schemes.  £1m Challenge Funding.     

• For Visitors – common aim to exceed visitors’ expectations.  New, innovative 
products.  Streamlined products and services, pricing structures.  Integrate 
information and sales at Tourist Information Centres. Confusing administrative 
borders removed. 

• For Staff – more and wider career opportunities in tourism support. Access to more 
training.  Working on national and local plans. New retail and information strategies.  
New IT system including state of the art databases.  Integrated procedures, policies, 
procurement and pricing structures.   

• For local authorities – clearer view of what they get for their tourism funding from the 
network.  National Convention.  Partnership Agreements.  

 
So when is all of this going to happen? 
 

• The outline structure was announced on 3 November 
• From November to March the project team will be setting up the network, including 

evaluation of staff roles required 
• The tourism network – called VisitScotland – will be available to businesses from 1 

April 2005.  
 
Any questions?  Email them to tns@visitscotland.com 
 
 
Tourism Network Scotland Project Team 
3 November 2004 
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5. 1 Introduction   
     
 
This paper provides an overview of the proposals developed through the Tourism Network 
Scotland Project for an integrated tourism network for Scotland. The Project was set up to 
deliver the integrated Scottish tourism network announced by the then Minister for Tourism, 
Culture and Sport in March 2004. 
 
It supports a wider and more significant initiative to increase the value of tourism to the 
Scottish economy by 50% by 2015. It is also an element in the Scottish Executive’s wider 
Promotion of Scotland strategy.   
 
6. 2 Background 
 
Business case for change 
 
• A changed tourism environment affecting ATB functions.  This has led to changed 

consumer preferences for planning and buying holidays. 
• The need to focus tourism support and marketing effort to maintain and strengthen 

Scotland’s competitive position. 
• The need for greater clarity of respective national and regional roles and responsibilities. 
• A more flexible approach to area boundaries, which are becoming irrelevant to visitors. 
• Better use of gateway locations to encourage the spread of visitors  
• The need for a sustainable financial base for the structure. 
• The need for stronger integration of tourist support across the Scottish Enterprise, 

Highlands and Islands Enterprise, and VisitScotland networks. 
 

Project Objectives 
 
The Scottish Executive commissioned VisitScotland to: 
 
• Design and agree the business processes necessary to discharge the remit; 
• Design, agree and implement a network structure to implement these processes; 
• Develop a business plan for the network with a sustainable financial position; 
• Ensure a smooth transition to the new network; 
• Identify and manage the risks attached to the project; 
• Deliver the project within agreed timescales and within the project budget. 

6.1.1 Measures of Success agreed with the Executive 
 
• Planning phase complete by end-June 2004 (complete) 
• Statement of network structure/ roles and responsibilities by end-Oct 2004; 
• Content of Marketing Opportunities for 2005/6 agreed by end-October 2004 with 

prospectus document issued in February 2005. 
• Network Business Plan demonstrating financial viability by end December 2004; 
• Negotiations with all local authorities on funding and partnership complete by end-

February 2005; 
• ATB staff in post on 31 March 2005 transferred to Network Tourist Boards on 1 April; 
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• Network in operation April 2005; and 
• Network fully functional by end-March 2006 
 
The role of the local network 
 
An essential feature of the proposals is to provide a network of local offices across Scotland, 
built on the foundation of the current Area Tourist Board offices. These network offices will: 
 

• Act as the main point of contact with industry, local authorities and other partners. 
• Have a major role in industry and partner engagement. The principal officer in each of 

these offices, with the proposed job title of “Area Director” is expected to devote 
around 60% of his or her time to this function, which includes liaising with local 
authorities. The remaining workload will include support for working with other 
stakeholders, marketing, strategy management, TIC operations and corporate services. 

• Lead in developing and managing area tourism partnership plans and the partnership 
agreements with local authorities that will support these plans.  

• Manage local marketing projects. 
 
There will be a local presence from other VisitScotland departments in local offices. This 
will specifically include a representative from Quality and Standards. For some services, 
specialist staff will provide services for a group of offices.  
 
Although network offices are centred on existing ATB offices, the teams will not be rigidly 
tied to geographical boundaries. There will be a flexible approach based on the most 
appropriate use of resources and the needs of customers and stakeholders.  The proposals 
include expanding VisitScotland’s presence in London, to include contact management with 
London based industry and public sector players and a business tourism sales role, as well as 
the established tourist information and promotion activity. 
 
7. 3 Network Vision  
 
The principles and organisational values that underpin the project are: 
 
Principles 
 

• Visitor Focussed 
• Simplicity 
• Customisation to needs 
• Providing Added Value 
• Quality Based 
• Inspiring 
• Social, Cultural and Environmental awareness 
• Commercially efficient  
• Driven by targets and performance 
• Delivery  at the level most appropriate to our customers 
• Acting cohesively as one body 
 

Organisational Values 
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The values proposed for employee behaviours in the network are: 
 
Excellence, Pride, Inclusion, Innovation, Confidence 
 
8. 4 Project Methodology 
 
Involvement and consultation 
 
The project teams were drawn from throughout the ATB network and from VisitScotland, 
bringing a wide range of skills and expertise, as well as people from our stakeholders - Local 
Authorities, the Enterprise Networks and the private sector.  
 
Risks 
 
The project maintains a risk register and there is dedicated risk manager who ensures the 
project adheres to the agreed risk policy. 
 
Assumptions 
 
The proposals were developed within the following planning assumptions: 
 

• Build on existing strengths  and expertise of ATBs and VisitScotland  
• Central funding £3.3 million for the distributed network from VisitScotland will be 

sustained   
• Local authority funding of  at least £8.2 million  will be sustained 
• All of the additional resources from the Scottish Executive will be targeted at 

marketing and quality development 
• Headcount in Edinburgh HQ not to exceed current VisitScotland complement 
• The structure will be a single new organisation – network offices will not  be separate 

entities 
• Continuity in managing European funded projects and drawing down approved 

funding 
• Change is synchronised with business cycles 
• Efficiency savings will be achieved through integration 
• Re-engineering on some services will continue through 2005. 

 
9. 5 Operating environment 
 
Finance and resources 
 
In 2003-4 Area Tourist Boards had an aggregate income of £34 million (based on final 
audited accounts). The estimated income in 2004-5 has reduced to £31.3 million, against 
gross expenditure of £32.4 million, representing an overall operating deficit of £1.1 million. 
This projection is based on financial plans set at the beginning of the year and is subject to 
adjustment as better information on actual spending levels becomes available. 
 
Looking ahead to 2005-6, and assuming that local authority funding is maintained at £8.2 
million, it is estimated that the ATB network, continuing without structural change, but 
without membership subscription revenue,  would have faced an operating shortfall of 
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between £2.3 million and £4.4 million. The range of the shortfall would depend on the extent 
to which the £2.1 million revenue derived from membership subscriptions could be replaced. 
 
Proposals have been developed on the basis that new network costs should not be more than 
current costs, that savings must be identified, and that new revenues need to be maximised. 
The proposals are not yet at a level of detail that allows accurate costing. Work is continuing 
on this with the target of having a fully costed network business plan for 2005-6 completed 
by 31 December 2004. 
 
Partnership approach 
 
Local Authorities 
 
Partnership with local authorities is vital to fulfil our shared ambition of growing tourism in 
every part of Scotland.  Tourism network staff, while developing a commercial relationship 
with businesses, will also be motivated through a range of performance indicators to further 
broader partnership objectives with local authorities. Priorities for this will be to ensure that 
tourism supports the aims of community planning, together with local economic 
development. 
 
We have developed a framework for partnership agreements between the network and 
Scotland’s 32 local authorities.  These agreements will offer greater accountability for the 
investment local authorities make in the network and will move towards linking payments to 
agreed tangible and measurable deliverables and outcomes.  These deliverable and outcomes 
will be closely related to the area tourism partnership plans and the new national tourism 
strategy that we are proposing. Given that these plans are not yet developed, we propose that 
2005-6 should be a transitional year and the Minister, in consultation with COSLA, has urged 
local authorities to maintain their core level of funding to the network at not less than 2004-5 
levels during the coming year, subject to adequate resourcing of services and activities by 
VS, which has yet to be clarified. Individual discussion with each local authority on this 
matter will take place during the budget cycle in November and December. 
 
A major issue for local authorities is the future form of their democratic accountability in the 
tourism structure with the demise of ATB Boards, which included councillor representation. 
Following consultation and discussion, an approach for involving local authorities at elected 
member level in the network has been proposed using the following elements: 
 
• A Chairman’s Committee of the VisitScotland Board, comprising the Chairman and Vice 

Chairman, together with representatives from local authorities and representatives from 
current ATBs.  

• As soon as primary legislation can enable this (scheduled for 2006), an increase in the 
size of the VisitScotland Board to include an additional member with a local authority 
background. 

• A National Convention on Tourism to discuss strategic issues, consisting of the 
VisitScotland Board and representatives from all 32 local authorities. 

• Area tourism planning partnerships at local level to include local authority 
representatives, senior management from the tourism network, representatives from the 
Enterprise Network, and representatives other public bodies with local interests.  It is 
important that tourism businesses play a leading role in these partnerships. 
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The remit of the Area Tourism Partnerships will include: 
 

• Drawing up and overseeing the implementation of Area Tourism Partnership Plans 
• Input to the National Tourism Strategy and review of local alignment on an ongoing 

basis 
• Secure resources for the Area Tourism Partnership Plan from partners 
• Monitoring performance of all partners 
• Act, when appropriate, as a lobbying body to further the interests of local tourism, 

leisure, and hospitality industries. 
 
Administrative and secretarial support will be provided by the local office.  Flexibility around 
the above model will be possible if agreed locally. 
 
Area Tourism Strategies have proved to be a valuable way of taking national tourism strategy 
forward in a local context and developing tourism plans to co-ordinate public and private 
sector activity.  Building on this approach through Area Tourism Partnership Plans will be a 
priority for the network and will form a constituent part of the VisitScotland Business Plan. 
These plans will be central to how we manage partnerships with the private and public 
sectors and will be developed by Tourism Partnerships in each area. 
 
There is a case for special arrangements in the cities of Glasgow, Edinburgh and Aberdeen to 
manage the city-specific aspects of business tourism promotion and support.  Discussions are 
continuing on this subject and on the possibility of joint companies or “Special Purpose 
Vehicles” (SPVs) for these cities. 
 
Industry-led Organisations 

 
The network will undertake to liaise on a regular basis with industry representative bodies.  
This will be done to: 

• Provide a stable platform to allow regular industry liaison meetings to take place 
• Support ongoing development of better communication channels with industry 
• Assist with product development opportunities when appropriate 
• Undertake periodic testing of industry take-up to Visions, strategy, engagement, and 

new initiative testing. 
• Test the clarity of local and national network delivery mechanisms 
• Undertake joint approaches to the promotion and maximisation of uptake of network 

sales opportunities 
• Undertake joint development of emerging QA initiatives. 
• Gather input to the development of new initiatives and fine tuning of new network 

operating procedures (i.e. Challenge Fund, marketing proposals) 
 
Partnership working with industry-led tourism organisations will be important to the success 
of the network.  At national level, the network will maintain a strong relationship with the 
Scottish Tourism Forum and national industry sector organisations.  This activity will be 
paralleled at area level in contacts with locally based organisations. 
 
Enterprise Networks 
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The tourism network will work in close co-operation with Enterprise Networks.  This will be 
done by:   
  

• Aligning tourism strategy to the Executive’s FEDS strategy 
• Clarifying the role of the network in areas such as product development, business 

advice, skills & training and research  
• Co-ordinating business customer signposting to agencies at a local level 

 
visitscotland.com 
 
visitscotland.com has been fully involved in the project. Important interfaces with 
visitscotland.com are 
 

• Marketing 
• Industry account management (including selling marketing opportunities) 
• Managing the product inventory to support marketing and product development 
• Sales and information services 
• CRM (both consumer and business) 
 

The company structure (TourCo Ltd and ATBCo. (Scotland Ltd) that manages the collective 
tourist boards’ 25% stake in the joint venture will remain in place in the medium term to meet 
the requirements of the primary legislation that the network will continue to work within.  
 
EventScotland 
 
The network will work closely with EventScotland.  As it develops, there is an opportunity 
for the network to provide a local point of access on behalf of EventScotland. Local teams 
will take over the role currently delivered by ATBs providing evaluation input to Regional 
Events Grant Scheme applications.  
 
 
10. 6 What the VisitScotland network will do 
 
The network will work with – and meet the needs of – many different stakeholders. We 
recognise that the needs of three particular groups are paramount – our visitors (sometimes 
referred to as consumers), our industry customers and other partners. The network exists to: 
 

1. Attract visitors and meet their needs 
2. Engage – and work in partnership with – the tourism industry. 
3. Engage and work with other public and private partners. 
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Attracting the Consumer 
 
Research 
 
Research activities for the network will be: 
 

- Data gathering and analysis. 
- Measurement and evaluation. 
- Consumer insights and understanding. 
- Industry insights. 
- Brand planning, strategy, brand equity tracking. 
- Macro and micro trend analysis. 
- Scenario planning. 

 
Marketing  
 
VisitScotland will market Scotland as a “must-visit, must-return, must-enthuse about” 
destination in target markets as follows: 
 
UK and Ireland Markets 
 
• Continued focus on the National Marketing Strategy and product portfolio. 
• Concentration of effort on consumer marketing and management of travel trade 

relationships.  Industry Engagement will lead on trade marketing effort. 
• Working closely with Industry Engagement, the local dimension of marketing will focus 

on brochure development, specialist marketing advice to businesses and marketing 
groups, website content management, and liaison with EventScotland on regional events 
programme. 

• We will support our commitments to ERDF funded marketing projects.  
• Consumer PR, exhibitions and events, new media and Research activities will be aligned 

to support the marketing strategy and priorities. 
• A London office will be part of the national network of sales & information channels 
 
International Markets 

 
International tourism accounts for 8.8% of visits to Scotland, but 19% of tourism expenditure 
in Scotland (£839 million). 
 
In recognition of the very considerable growth prospects of developing markets, (particularly 
in Eastern Europe and in the Far East) and Scotland’s rapidly improving direct access 
network, VisitScotland will: 
• Boost International Marketing efforts with the medium to longer term aim of rolling out 

overseas representation. 
• Continue prioritising of markets and focusing of resources 
• Provide a dedicated resource for managing international travel trade partners and 

consumer marketing. 
• Consolidate websites with international content will transfer this content into gateway 

sites. 
 



EC/S2/05/02/6 

 30

Business Tourism 
 

Business tourism to Scotland accounts for around £1bn expenditure i.e. 22% of total visitor 
expenditure. It is high yield, with business visitors spending 2.3 times more per night than 
leisure visitors. 
 
To capitalise on the business tourism market potential the network will: 
 
• Provide an integrated business tourism service for Scotland, incorporating sales, 

information and marketing activities. 
• Enhanced collaborative working between the network business tourism team and cities of 

Glasgow, Edinburgh and Aberdeen, with joint venture Convention Bureaux for these 
cities being discussed. 

• Have a presence in London. 
 
Engaging the industry  
 
The tourism network will engage with tourism related businesses at all levels as on the 
following principles: 
 

• Each network office will deliver the five principal needs of industry customers and 
stakeholders. (these are Trade Marketing & Promotion, Delivery and Sales, Strategy 
Development, Allocation and Generation of funding) 

• A minimum of 80% of industry engagement will be delivered locally – as close to the 
network’s business customers and stakeholders as possible. 

• The design of products and services offered will be driven by business customer and 
stakeholder needs, and add value to their business. 

• Implementation of an account management approach to build the relationship with 
businesses. 

• The network’s range of targets will be cascaded to network staff and will be linked to 
personal rewards. 

• These processes will be supported by an integrated CRM system. 
 
Account management 
 
A personal account management process will be established to focus relationships with our 
business customers.  Activities will include: 
 
• identifying product and service opportunities for business customers and stakeholders;  
• consistently & actively promoting these products & services;  
• providing system solutions to address campaign assessment etc;  
• securing take up and participation across business customer markets; 
• manage and distribute local funding; 
• working with industry-led sector and area organisations. 
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Products and Services for businesses  
 
Marketing Opportunities 
 
The elements of the network’s marketing opportunities effort will be: 
 
• 2005-6 Marketing Opportunities delivered on a similar basis to 2004-5 (i.e. separate 

national and local opportunities); 
• simplified version of the combined matrix piloted in four ATBs in 2004-5; 
• “Opportunity Packages” to replace membership schemes (developed – ready to be market 

tested and anticipated to include TIC promotional opportunities); 
• QA membership an essential requirement for participating in marketing opportunities 

where an appropriate scheme is available; 
• repeat mailing to maximise take-up; 
• central handling although local look-and-feel retained; 
• substantial reappraisal for 2006 and beyond. 
 
Challenge Funding 
 
The VisitScotland Challenge Fund will provide grants to collaborative groups of businesses 
to help them increase the economic benefits of tourism to their area and thus to Scotland.   
 
It will encourage and support well researched, collaborative marketing activities from 
constituted groups of businesses operating at either a local or national level which will: 
 

• complement national and area marketing strategies and show direct links with the 
national Product Portfolio; 

• encourage businesses to work together;  
• strengthen the collaboration between members of the group;  
• enhance the visitor experience at local level; 
• create all year round tourist activity; 
• take cognisance of environmental impacts; 
• demonstrate clear additional benefits. 
 

Network involvement in product development 
 
Product development relates closely to the work of the two national Enterprise Networks.  
Further work is required to define what the tourism network’s future involvement in this 
activity should be, recognising that there are linkages to Marketing, Industry Engagement and 
Strategic Planning.   
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Adding Value to Visitor Experience 
 
Quality and standards 
 
In recognition of the importance of quality in today’s visitor experience, we will: 
 
• Build on the existing service and expand into new sectors working towards an overall 

subsidy level of 20% by 2008, as proposed in the Quality Expansion Plan. 
• Develop a local quality presence (close to the customer) to support understanding by 

businesses of QA schemes and reach out to businesses not covered by schemes.   
 
Sales and Information Services 
 
A thorough review of sales and information services has been started. This is covering: 
 
• The proposition that, at every point in the visitor experience (before during and after the 

visit), the availability and quality of our information services will stimulate a purchase in 
Scotland. 

• A fully integrated, all-channel approach, incorporating web, contact centre and face to 
face contacts is developed to fulfil this vision.  The approach should be flexible enough to 
fit with alternative methods of delivery. 

• An analysis of the performance and potential of each TIC has been commissioned. 
  
This integrated approach cannot be developed in time for it to be fully implemented by the 
beginning of the 2005 main season. It will therefore be necessary for the network to maintain 
continuity in managing TIC services during 2005-6.  Proposals have been developed to 
support an interim “business as usual” approach for this transitional year.  Although this has 
identified modest operational savings, it does depend on local authorities continuing to 
provide sufficient levels of funding to cover TIC network costs. 
 
Managing the Business 
 
11. Direction, strategy development 
 
VisitScotland will be clear in conveying the direction and strategy of the network to staff, 
stakeholders and customers.  The network will also have an important role to play in shaping 
the industry strategy, evangelising the ambition of growing tourism by 50% by 2015. 
 
Planning 
 
A performance framework will link organisational, team and personal objectives to ensure 
that the network maximises its capacity to deliver against agreed objectives. Effective and 
timely evaluation of our activities will be essential.   Progress towards objectives will be 
regularly communicated to decision makers to help inform business decisions. 
 
Consistent with the Scottish Executive’s requirement for all public bodies to demonstrate best 
value and continuous improvement, the network will establish and implement an ongoing 
programme of activity to embed this approach. 
Communications 
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The communications approach is: 
 
• One communications team for tourism, focused on delivering a supportive and robust 

climate of opinion for the new network. 
• One communications strategy and co-ordinated activity across all audiences.  
• More focus on delivering messages.  
• Flexibility around the network to allow people to work on projects and across borders. 
• Better lateral working between consumer and corporate PR activities. 
• Clear account management/relationship management role, supported by an effective 

CRM system. 
• A common approach to answering press enquiries. 
• A team approach with expertise and knowledge, leading to more creative thinking and 

effective management of PR campaigns. 
• Introduction of a policy unit. 
 
Supporting the business 
 
Human Resources 
 
The network’s human resources activities will concentrate on the following activities: 
 

• Recruitment and selection  
• Managing performance 
• Reward 
• Learning and Development 
• Developing, monitoring and implementing policies and procedures 

 
In the short-term activities will focus primarily on the following: 
 

• Supporting the creation of job descriptions 
• Overseeing the matching process 
• Recruitment and selection 
• Managing redundancy 
• Providing HR advice 
 

Finance 
 
Finance management offers significant potential for streamlining and efficiency savings in 
the long term.  In the short-term it will be important to focus on “business as usual” in the run 
up to the closure of 2004-5 accounts to ensure a smooth transition to the new network. 
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Common services to be consolidated as a single approach include: 
 
• All financial accounting transactions such as supplier and customer invoices, purchase 

orders, payments, receipts, banking, fixed assets, stock recording etc   
• All stock control, retail sales and EPOS activity  
• Payroll  
• Policy decisions and guidance on areas like financial procedures, travel rules, 

procurement advice, accounting treatment, banking arrangements, risk management, 
internal audit, taxation, company secretarial etc.  

• Budgets to be created centrally using ACCPAC, with inputs by area offices and 
departments for detail and phasing 

 
A major dependency for Finance Management is the development of the ACCPAC Finance 
System. This system aims to provide a single, integrated, platform for the management 
information we need to support the tourism network.  The proposed solution is an established 
package and will allow a move away from the current reliance on a multitude of bespoke 
systems and databases, whilst also securing long term support from a single system provider.     
 
There are close ties between the ACCPAC implementation team and those involved in the 
wider TNS project (indeed many of the implementation team sit on one or more of the TNS 
project groups).  
 
Information Technology 
 
IT plans propose: 
 
• A network wide helpdesk system  
• A single network IT resource with a central and local presence 
• E-mail integration to a single (visitscotland.com) domain 
• Replacement of frame relay network structure to improve effectiveness and reduce costs 
• Commitment to provide a stable and secure IT network 
• IT purchases co-ordinated through the IT department to ensure system compatibility, 

product consistency, value for money and control and management of IT budgets. 
 
Office systems, property management and procurement 
 
Proposals cover: 
 
• Common procurement of services e.g. stationery, telephones and mobiles, postage, 

couriers, consumables, copiers, uniforms, cleaning, catering and vending, security, car 
leasing, car hire, travel booking, legal advice - will be co-ordinated for the whole network 
with national agreements and contracts but with call-off from individual offices, using E-
procurement where possible in line with Scottish Executive policy. 

• General administration services will be carried out at each office to continue in line with 
size and requirements at each office, e.g. reception (receiving visitors, handling calls), 
mailroom, filing, archiving, secretarial support, supervision of cleaners, car parking, 
collection and input of time sheets, etc 

• Property management and maintenance through a premises team, employing contracted 
services to handle property sales, lease negotiations, rent reviews, rateable values, sub-
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lets, service charges, office design and layout, major repairs or refurbishments etc (with 
responsibility for minor maintenance carried out locally)  

• Office equipment purchase, disposal, inventory, maintenance and lease negotiations 
support will be provided for the whole network with national agreements and contracts 
but call-off from individual offices. 

• The development of a health & safety policy and procedure will be the domain of the HR 
function, but input will be given from Office Services in terms of day to day H&S issues, 
management, fire regulations, first aid, training and this will be co-ordinated through one 
resource to achieve common standards and a level of competence, while maintaining 
responsibility for applying the policy at an individual property level. 

 
 
12. 7 How the network will be managed 
 
Organisational Structure 
 
Principles 
 

• Designing a structure for the new organisation has been driven by the processes that 
the network will deliver.  Project team work has concentrated on analysing existing 
processes and recommending revised processes.  Structures will be founded on this. 

 
• Direction from Ministers on structure is that the network should be a fully integrated, 

single, organisation able to operate effectively and flexibly at national and local level 
in line with the changing market.  

 
Senior Management Team 

 
• VisitScotland is currently managed by a senior management team of a Chief 

Executive and three executive Directors. The integrated organisation will be some 
three times the size of VisitScotland in terms of employees, and almost double the 
size in terms of operating budget. 

 
• Integration will add tasks to the organisation not currently carried out by 

VisitScotland. These include: 
 

a. An important local management dimension, with the need to manage 
and co-ordinate area teams; 

b. A greatly increased focus on Industry Engagement; 
c. The sales and information activity (primarily through TICs) inherited 

from ATBs; 
d. A stronger element of partnership working with other agencies, 

particularly local authorities, at both local and national levels. 
 

These new tasks will need an enlarged senior management team for the new 
organisation. More detailed proposals will be discussed with stakeholders before 
being finally presented to the Executive.  

 
Structural Options 
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We believe that there are three main options for designing an organisation that will 
manage diverse functions and relationships at national and area levels. These are: 
 

a. A “subsidiary company” model with the local elements managed as autonomous 
business units within a group structure. This model would not be compatible with 
the remit to develop a fully integrated network. 

 
b. A management structure where all functions are managed centrally with local 

delivery entirely under the direction of central managers. This approach does not 
reflect the needs of tourism in Scotland, where partnerships with local public and 
private sector interests are important and depend on co-ordination of effort locally. 

 
c. A combination approach, where local teams work to a national agenda, but where 

the emphasis is on working locally to deliver local priorities, particularly those 
agreed by area tourism partnerships. Local teams will report to their Area Director 
in their role in delivering agreed local priorities, with a secondary reporting line to 
a functional manager for their professional development and to ensure that they 
play their part in delivering national priorities. This is the recommended 
approach.  Again, the detail of how this will work in practice is a matter for 
further discussion.  

 
Building the Structure 
 
Project planning has not yet established a fully detailed staff structure for the network. 
Process team work has described the job roles that will be required to deliver new processes. 
Work is continuing to identify the number and grades of posts and to draft detailed job 
descriptions. The final position on the new structure depends on: 
 

a. Agreement on Senior Management structure – recognising that it would be in the 
interests of the organisation to involve managers who will be responsible for the 
new organisation in the design of the detailed staffing structure; 

b. Continuing work in clarifying processes to be delivered; 
c. The impact of budgets on the affordability of the structure.  

 
The overall project plan is for the structure to be fully detailed by 31 December 2004.  
 
Budgets 
 
Network offices will act as cost and revenue centres within the network. They will work to 
agreed budgets for centrally funded activities, with the budget provision (and, where 
appropriate, revenue targets) clearly identified as applying to each office.  Area Directors  
will control and be accountable for budget funding provided locally, either through fixed and 
cash assets inherited from ATBs (which will be managed for the benefit of the ATB area) or 
from funding provided by local authorities and others specifically for locally-based activity. 
 
Accounts will be managed on a consolidated basis across the network. Network office 
activity will be shown on consolidated accounts.  They will not normally maintain separate 
bank accounts. 
 



EC/S2/05/02/6 

 37

Corporate identity 
 
The recommendation is that the network should be presented under the VisitScotland 
corporate identity and branding.   This will build on the work already done to establish this 
corporate identity, and will emphasise the goal of establishing ‘one team for tourism’.  It 
would minimise confusion to customers by ensuring a clear and co-ordinated identity. 
 
This does not in any way preclude the development of local branding and identity for marketing 
purposes, although this will be consistent with a clearly articulated Network approach.  
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Tourism Network Scotland Project - Meeting of the Project Advisory Board 
1 November 2004, VisitScotland, Ravelston Terrace, Edinburgh 

 
13. NOTES OF MEETING – DRAFT - SUBJECT TO FINAL REVIEW 
 
Present: 
 
Patricia Ferguson MSP, Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport (Chair) 
John Mason, Head of Group Tourism, Culture and Sport, Scottish Executive 
Peter Taylor, Townhouse Group / Scottish Tourism Forum 
Philip Riddle, Chief Executive, VisitScotland 
Robin Shedden, Chairman, Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board 
Cllr Willie Dunn, COSLA 
Sandy Brady, Director of Strategy, Highlands and Islands Enterprise 
Graham McKee, Senior Director of Operations, Scottish Enterprise 
John Downie, Scottish Parliamentary Officer, Federation of Small Businesses 
 
In attendance: 
 
David Noble, TNS Project 
Siubhan Daly, TNS Project 
John Brown, Scottish Executive 
Steven Carmichael, Scottish Executive 
Callum Stanners, Scottish Executive 
 
Apologies:  
Bill Speirs, STUC 
 
 
1. Patricia Ferguson, Minister for Tourism Culture and Sport, welcomed members 
of the Project Advisory Board to the meeting.  The minutes of the previous meeting were 
noted and approved.  She noted that members had been sent a copy of the Tourism Network 
Framework Implementation Document the previous week  
 
2. David Noble, the Director of the Tourism Network Scotland project, gave a 
presentation to the Board outlining the proposals for an integrated network for Scottish 
tourism, as set out in that document. He emphasised that the project to implement the tourism 
network is part of a wider ambition to grow tourism revenues by 50% by 2015.  An inclusive 
approach had been taken to developing proposals, with representation from VisitScotland, 
Area Tourist Boards, Local Authorities, Enterprise networks and tourism businesses on the 
project teams.  An important element of the project has been working with key partners, 
especially local authorities and trade bodies.  At local level throughout the tourism network, 
there would be:- 
 

• a new approach to industry engagement 
• an integrated Sales and Information Service 
• a strengthened marketing and Quality Assurance presence 
• a new approach to packaging marketing and other products 
• Separate platforms for city business tourism in the cities of Glasgow, Edinburgh 

and Aberdeen jointly owned by the Councils and VisitScotland  
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• an integrated approach to the provision of essential common services across the 
network 

 
4. The Minister invited comments on the presentation from the Board. 
 
5. Peter Taylor, Townhouse Group / Scottish Tourism Forum said that:- 

• he was encouraged by the progress so far. 
• he was largely happy with plans and had no major concerns  
• he recognised that the network project is a mammoth piece of work and the “devil 

will be in the detail”.  
• there was a need to move ahead to get to the detail and work on ironing this out.  
• the TNS project team must work as fast as possible.  

 
6. John Downie, Scottish Parliamentary Officer, Federation of Small Businesses, said 
that:- 

• he agreed with the comments made by Peter Taylor 
• the project is heading in the right direction  
• he recognised the difficulty involved in merging fifteen bodies into one  
• key issues lie in the detail. 
• he wanted to know how many hubs there would be, and who the Area Directors will 

be?  
• on industry engagement: we need to reach the parts that we have not reached before.  
• It was crucially important to informing staff effectively and quickly define the role of 

the organisation. 
 
7. Graham McKee, Senior Director of Operations, Scottish Enterprise, said that:- 

• Scottish Enterprise is going through a similar transition and is keen to pass on any 
learning that might be helpful.  

• There is a need to conclude the discussions around clarifying the respective roles of 
the enterprise network and VisitScotland. 

• On the role of the business gateways, we must work with and not try to duplicate the 
services provided by the existing gateways. 

• There are perhaps opportunities for co-location with the enterprise networks which 
can be explored. 

• There is a large amount of work to be done in a short timeframe. 
• The modernising government agenda had to be kept in mind, with the need for 

balance between back-office and front-line staff.   
• Scottish Enterprise are keen to be partners in the development of area tourism 

partnerships. 
• He wondered about the scale of tourism network, and asked why there will be 14 

network offices? 
• It was important to have a strong national brand and being part of a family 
• The role of Dundee in business tourism structure needed to be reconsidered 
• He wondered how matrix management will work? 
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8. Sandy Brady, Director of Strategy, Highlands and Islands Enterprise, agreed with the 
comments from Scottish Enterprise, and asked how:- 
 

• area risks being managed and what are the key risks as the team see them? 
• will the network get information to people at below hub level? 

 
9. Cllr Willie Dunn, COSLA, said that:- 

• The changes made by VisitScotland to the Framework Implementation Document 
after discussion with COSLA were welcome 

• There was a problem in trying to describe the tourism network in a short document 
which needs to be addressed; the language needs to be consistent. 

• He wondered why there had to be 14 hubs? He thought that it would good to have 
more or less than 14. 

• He asked whether there would be 14 or 32  area tourism partnerships? 
• He asked what would happen to deficits or surpluses 
• There is a need to get strong messages out that ‘this is different’. 

 
14. 10. Robin Shedden, Chair, Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board, said that:- 

• The ATBs supported the tourism ambition programme and the principles that lie 
behind it 

• How we move forward to achieve it is important. 
• The ATBs had been promised consultation, but that had not happened, which has left 

a feeling that it was not partnership but a take-over of the ATBs 
• He would have preferred more time to look at the Framework Implementation 

document in more detail. 
• He was concerned about the use of matrix management, and wondered about how it 

would work in practice. 
• Morale is low among some ATB staff 
• Finance for the tourism network is a key concern; there was a need to have a secure 

basis for funding. 
• The network needed to ensure that it didn’t lose its good staff. 
• Overall, the ATB network did not feel it had ownership of the proposals and no trust 

in the process, which would result in lack of buy-in to enable staff to sell it to the 
industry. 

 
15. 11. Philip Riddle, Chief Executive, VisitScotland, said that:- 

• The team have done a good job, working in a difficult environment and within a 
challenging time-scale; 

• concerns about the financial viability of the network are shared by VisitScotland , 
particularly in terms of the likelihood of inheriting a deficit from current ATB 
operations. 

• However, there is a need to press on with it, to get to the detail and resolve the issues. 
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12. In response to the Board’s questions David Noble made the following comments: 
• The project team have put a number of plans in place to ensure there is regular, 

official communication from the project to staff and stakeholders.  For example staff 
and industry bulletins are issued fortnightly; 

• VisitScotland are committed to including an independent element in the process of 
staff matching and comparability; 

• The project team have spoken to colleagues in the Scottish Enterprise Network to 
learn from their restructuring experience; 

• With regards to greater co-operation between Highlands and Islands Enterprise, 
Scottish Enterprise and VisitScotland, the 3 organisations have agreed to take this 
forward in the form of a ‘co-operation agreement’ between them.  The comment was 
made that there is a strong expectation from the industry that the Enterprise Networks 
and VisitScotland will indeed work closer together. 

• One objective as to reduce or remove duplication across the network and the project 
team will be looking at ways of making efficiencies, particularly in the common 
services area of the business.  The comment was made that there is a need to take this 
opportunity to obtain best value from resources; 

• VisitScotland regarded the 14 network offices as the starting point specified by the 
Executive.  The project team is committed to building a flexible network – capable of 
adjusting to future business needs.  The Minister confirmed that guidance on the 
number of network offices was given as a pre-requisite to the project team by the 
Executive; 

• The project team want to communicate clearly that the tourism network will be one 
organisation working together as one team for Scottish tourism.  The name of the new 
organisation will be VisitScotland.  VisitScotland are keen to support local brands 
where they make sense to the consumer, but this is a marketing issue, not a corporate 
identity issue; 

• On business tourism in Dundee, the initial interest in setting up a joint convention 
bureau came from Glasgow and the idea has been developed with Edinburgh and 
Aberdeen which are the two other large business tourism centres in Scotland.  The 
project team are in discussions with Dundee regarding the establishment of a 
convention centre, but the proposal is for a regional spread of the network’s business 
tourism team so areas like Dundee will continue to be promoted; 

• The project has an active approach to risk mitigation and containment; a risk policy 
and a risk register are in place, with a dedicated risk manager; 

• With the abolition of membership and the introduction of account management, the 
tourism network will be less dependent on office locations and geographical 
boundaries and more focused on making the relationship convenient for tourism 
businesses; 

• The project team are reviewing existing area tourism strategies and looking at best 
practice from these in suggesting models for use at a local level; 

• Both the Minister and VisitScotland have made a commitment that local assets will be 
ring fenced for local use; 

• Staff working in network offices with be cohesive teams reporting to their Area 
Director, but will also be part of VisitScotland, and their work will therefore need to 
align to that organisation.  The role of the Area Director is crucial here, and further 
work is needed to clarify relationships. 
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14. The Minister asked whether the Board was agreed that the Framework 
Implementation Document was fit for purpose as a basis for taking the project forward.  
Further concerns were expressed about moving forward because of the lack of detail 
available, particularly the lack of financial detail, but the Board agreed that the 
Framework Implementation Document was fit for purpose. 
 
15. It was suggested and agreed that the document should include an easy to read 
summary of the proposals, and that a few language inconsistencies should be tidied up.  Final 
comments on the document were invited from the group by lunchtime on Tuesday 2nd 
November, and the Board agreed that the Framework Implementation Document should 
be published at the time of the Minister’s statement to Parliament planned for 3 November. 
 
16. The Minister expressed her thanks to the many staff who have been working very 
hard on getting the new tourism network ready for implementation. 
 
17. The date of the next meeting of the Project Board will be 10 January 2004, to be held 
in Meridian Court, Glasgow. 
 
Tourism Network Scotland  
November 2004 
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SCOTTISH AREA TOURIST BOARD NETWORK 

FOLLOW-UP STATEMENT TO  
ENTERPRISE AND CULTURE COMMITTEE  

 
 

1. Area Tourist Boards thank the Enterprise and Culture Committee for being 
given the opportunity to give evidence on 22 November. During the evidence 
session, Committee members requested specific information about 
shortcomings in the planning and delivery of Tourism Network Scotland 
Project. Although (as we said during the evidence session) ATBs would rather 
now look ahead than consider events which have now passed, we also 
understand that the Committee’s role is to scrutinise matters past as well as 
present, and so in that context we are willing to provide the information 
which follows. 

 
2. The Committee will recall that, alongside our strong and continuing doubts 

about the financial viability of the planned new Scottish Tourism Network, 
and our resultant fears for the future of services offered to visitors and 
businesses, we expressed our displeasure at the manner in which ATBs have 
effectively been excluded from the key planning and decision-making process 
within the TNS Project since it was set up in Spring 2004.  

 
3. The “official” line given by VisitScotland and the Scottish Executive is that the 

Project has been driven by consensus and participation and is based on the 
principles of merger, not takeover. A large number of ATB staff have been 
members of the various Project working groups and therefore have, in theory, 
been able to influence the outcomes. Unfortunately, as the specific examples 
below will demonstrate, the theory does not equate with what is actually 
happening in reality. We have to say, with regret, that these are only some 
examples. 

 
4. Engagement of the new Tourism Network with local authorities  

 
This topic has been identified by all concerned as of fundamental importance to 
the future viability of the new Network. Representatives from both local 
authorities and ATBs have been frustrated with the processes involved.  

 
In July, the relevant TNS working group drew up a paper articulating various 
scenarios for local engagement and submitted it to the TNS Office. They were 
advised that a revised version had been submitted to the VisitScotland Board, but 
nobody in the group ever saw this and the subject was not progressed in the 
group.  

 
The group then spent much time considering the content of the vital “Partnership 
Agreements” to be drawn up between local authorities and VisitScotland. This 
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work was more or less complete by mid August, yet the TNS Office and 
VisitScotland took until late November to issue this to local authorities and ATBs. 
It appears likely that Partnership Agreements will not now been in place in most 
LA areas for 2005-06. 

 
Finally, it is worth noting that the TNS working group dealing with partner 
engagement did not meet at all during October and November.  And yet in these 
months, plans for the VisitScotland Chairman’s Committee, the National Tourism 
Convention, the Special Purpose Vehicles for city convention bureaux, and “Area 
Tourism Partnerships” were all developed and announced by VisitScotland and 
the Scottish Executive, leaving this working group (ostensibly set up precisely to 
consider such matters) wondering just what their role really was. 

 
Finance 

 
5. The TNS working group looking at finance issues, chaired by  VisitScotland, 

met only once. The Chair then contacted the group’s members to advise that 
he had written the report describing the group’s findings. The ATB Finance 
Directors on the group asked for sight of the report before it was submitted 
but this request was declined. The group members concerned are very 
concerned that a report that they have not been allowed to see has been 
“signed off” with their names affixed – the obvious implication being that it 
has been endorsed by them, when this is clearly not the case. 
 

Marketing 
 

6. UK and Ireland tourism marketing is an area in which ATBs have particular 
expertise, but similar circumstances prevailed in the TNS working group 
examining this topic. The group members from ATBs did not have the 
opportunity of seeing the finished report before it was submitted in their 
name. The group members are very “suspicious” (their word) and unhappy 
about the process. To provide a detailed example of why “suspicion” has been 
generated: the group above had ten members, five from VS and five from 
ATBs. They were considering a suggestion that certain niche marketing 
activities could be devolved, with “hub” staff having an important role. Eight 
of the group agreed with this suggestion, two (the two most senior VS 
members) favoured a more centralised approach. It comes as no surprise to 
discover which argument appears to have won the day. 
 

Tourist Information Centres 
 

7. On 24 November, VisitScotland presented ATB staff with a presentation about 
the future of TICs and information provision, and were advised that the 
preferred option was a “re-engineering” of the TIC Network. This 
recommendation was going forward to the VisitScotland Board for approval 
on 3 December.  
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Leaving aside the detail of this proposal (which as an aside, we envisage will 
cause some difficulty), none of the ATB or local authority staff who participated 
in the various TNS information services working groups throughout the summer 
were privy to it, nor were they even given sight of the working papers which 
might have led to such recommendations being made.  

 
The provision of TICs is of vital importance for visitors and local economies, and 
the subject large political implications for local authorities and others. Yet these 
“re-engineering” plans, like so many others in the TNS Project, appear to have 
been developed under wraps within VisitScotland/TNS Office and presented as 
a fait accompli. 

 
Area Convention Bureaux 

 
8. The manner in which ATB Convention Bureau managers were briefed in late 

August about the future structure of business tourism was  wholly 
unacceptable. These managers were effectively summoned, in separate small 
groups, to meetings hosted by VisitScotland. They expected to participate in a 
broad discussion about ideas for the future, but instead were presented with a 
future structure for business tourism in Scotland. This included a chart 
featuring staff posts – none of  which were “Area Convention Bureau 
managers” or equivalent. The clear impression given at each of the meetings 
was that this  organisation and staff structure had been decided, and there 
was little  or no opportunity provided at the time for the area bureau 
managers to react or ask questions. They were then despatched with the 
injunction “don’t tell your Chief Executives about this”. 

 
This all caused considerable concern and some  personal distress: (a) the 
structure was not (allegedly) determined at that stage and should not have been 
presented as such; (b) in any event, it should not have been presented to these 
individuals without prior warning; (c) it was supposed to be a “given” of the 
TNS Project that staff structures should not be included at the first stage of 
reorganisation suggestions; and (d) it was adding insult to injury to then ask 
those involved to keep the proposals secret. 

 
9. ATBs could perhaps be criticised for not having brought these concerns to 

wider attention earlier in the day. However, whilst individual concerns were 
occasionally raised, the “silo” nature of each of the project working groups 
meant that the group members rarely if ever shared notes, and it was not until 
autumn that we began to become aware of how much dissatisfaction existed. 
Even then, most of the ATB staff concerned, with understandable concerns 
about their future jobs within the new structure, felt unable to raise their 
concerns on the record. Comments such as “I don’t want to be seen as a 
troublemaker”, “I’ve got a mortgage to pay” and “I don’t want to rock the 
boat” continue to be made. 
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10. One aspect that Committee members might like to investigate is that in late 

September, the TNS Project carried out a survey of its working group 
members, to ascertain their level of satisfaction with the processes. We believe 
that (largely because individuals’ confidentiality was assured) a large number 
of critical remarks were made by team members. However, the survey results 
have not been published and it might be instructive (albeit belatedly) if this 
did now happen. Many working group members have commented privately 
on the apparent preoccupation with process, with hours of meetings spent 
ticking boxes and drawing up “risk registers” rather than actually addressing 
the issues and delivering solutions. 

 
11. The TNS project has not been all bad! Some of the working groups have 

adopted an excellent collaborative, information-sharing and consensus-driven 
approach, whereby ideas and documents have been drafted in an iterative 
process which involves everyone at each step. Nobody expects to win every 
argument, but members of these groups believe that at least their views were 
listened to and afforded respect. We cannot help but note that the Chairs of 
these groups were ATB rather than VisitScotland officials, perhaps 
underlining the gulf in corporate culture and ethos which exists between 
ATBs and VS. 
 

12. In brief summary, it is our firm opinion that despite the outward appearance 
that over 120 people from ATBs, local authorities and the enterprise networks 
were involved in planning the new Scottish Tourism Network, and despite 
VisitScotland’s and the Scottish Executive’s stated commitment to openness 
and collaboration, in practice the key decisions have been - and continue to be 
– taken by a few key individuals behind closed doors, and all too often “on 
the hoof” rather than in a considered manner. It is this secrecy and apparent 
lack of trust in ATBs more than anything else which has fuelled the persisting 
belief around the country amongst ATBs, local authorities and tourism 
businesses that – despite claims to the contrary – this is indeed “takeover” 
and not “merger”. 
 

 
13. Thank you for providing ATBs with this further opportunity to comment, and 

we apologise if some of the foregoing is – of necessity – rather detailed. We 
hope it will prove helpful. 
 

 
 ROBIN SHEDDEN 
 CHAIR, SCOTTISH AREA TOURIST BOARD NETWORK 
 1 DECEMBER 2004 
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Scottish Parliament 

Enterprise and Culture 
Committee 

Tuesday 23 November 2004 

[THE CONVENER opened the meeting at 14:02] 

Area Tourist Boards Review 

The Convener (Alex Neil): It is now after 2 
o’clock. We allowed an extra two minutes to give 
people plenty of time to get here, as there was a 
fire alarm earlier. Welcome to the 26th meeting this 
year of the Enterprise and Culture Committee. I 
ask everybody to switch off their mobile phones—
even if they are on silent mode, they cause a 
problem. I have received apologies from Mike 
Watson and Michael Matheson. I welcome Brian 
Adam to the committee. He is here for the first 
item, on tourism. 

I welcome Alan Rankin, chief executive of the 
Scottish Tourism Forum. I will let Alan do the rest 
of the introductions. 

Alan Rankin (Scottish Tourism Forum): I wish 
first to record the fact that the STF welcomes the 
opportunity to give evidence today. I will introduce 
my colleagues. On my left is Peter Taylor, 
chairman of the Town House Company. He is also 
vice-chair of the Scottish Tourism Forum and chair 
of the pride and passion initiative. On my right is 
Ian Gardner, marketing manager at the National 
Trust for Scotland. He is also the chairman of the 
Association of Scottish Visitor Attractions and an 
STF director. I am chief executive of the Scottish 
Tourism Forum. Our immediate connections with 
the new network and the tourism network 
Scotland—or TNS—project are as follows: Peter 
Taylor sits on the ministerial steering group; Ian 
Gardner is a member of the project 
communications group; and I sit on the project’s 
progress group. 

I will make some comments by way of summing 
up our submission. There is a clear need for 
VisitScotland further to embrace a consultative 
position and to develop further relations with the 
industry. We would like VisitScotland’s role as a 
supporting agency to be developed, given that it is 
the businesses that must sell product to achieve 
the 50 per cent growth targets. We seek clarity for 
businesses in the emerging local relationships 
between the local enterprise network, local 
authorities and VisitScotland, through the new, 
emerging hubs. It is critical for there to be a 
sustainable financial platform on which to base the 
new network.  

One major criticism of the old set-up, which the 
new network replaces, is the poor financial 
positions of the area tourist boards. It would be 
lamentable were such a situation to arise again. 
We seek assurance that there will be best value 
for all expenditure under the business plan with 
respect to marketing and local visitor service 
delivery.  

As the project moves to the implementation 
phase, it is critical that a meaningful 
communication plan is executed and that the 
industry reviews are responded to and taken on 
board. In addition, through our working with the 
project teams, we have been very impressed by 
the dedication and commitment shown by the 
VisitScotland staff and by the quality of their work 
in what has been a huge and complex project. We 
hope that, during the implementation phase, a 
positive work culture is developed throughout the 
network, despite staff going through an uncertain 
period.  

We welcome new initiatives such as the 
challenge fund, which can be accessed by 
businesses. It should strengthen co-ordination 
between the national and local marketing efforts. 
There is, however, a frustration. Here we are, 
many months after the ministerial announcement 
in the early spring, yet businesses, and apparently 
local authorities, to some extent, do not have a 
clear understanding of how local delivery will be 
affected. 

The Convener: Do either of Alan Rankin’s 
colleagues wish to add anything to that at this 
point? 

Ian Gardner (Scottish Tourism Forum): No—I 
would simply endorse the points that Alan has 
made.  

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): I 
will start by picking up one of your later points, Mr 
Rankin. You said that it is critical to have a 
sustainable financial platform for the new 
organisation. In the past, a membership fee was 
paid by private sector members. Now, the 
intention is for private sector suppliers effectively 
to buy services from the new structure. Given that 
you represent those in the private sector, can you 
give us any feedback on your understanding of 
how that will work in practice? What response 
have you picked up among your members as to 
how receptive they will be to the new operation? 
How far down the road have the ideas been 
progressed? How enthusiastic will your members 
be in supporting the new structure? 

Alan Rankin: I refer to my comment that there 
is some frustration in the industry and among our 
members and front-line businesses. It is not as yet 
clearly understood how services will be purchased 
and under what terms. There is a concern about 
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how the membership subscriptions, which we 
understand to be in the region of £2 million, will 
effectively be replaced through buying packages 
of services, the nature of which has not yet been 
clarified. That is the critical stage that we are 
entering now.  

Ian Gardner: The membership subscription 
scenario cannot be ideal. I work for a national 
organisation. Until now, we have had to buy 
membership of 11 out of the 14 area tourist boards 
in those areas where we have properties and want 
to engage with the ATBs. We have found that to 
be a cumbersome and complex process. We see it 
as an advantage to have one national body to 
engage with.  

With the system of membership subscriptions, it 
was a case of buying all the benefits—we could 
not choose which benefits we wanted to buy. 
Some benefits had more meaning to some 
businesses than to others. I hope that, under the 
new set-up, businesses such as ours will be able 
to choose much more carefully what we want to 
buy, based on our own business objectives. That 
will make it clearer what we are spending our 
money on and what we are getting back on our 
investment, rather than just being members of an 
organisation.  

Murdo Fraser: In effect, you are saying that you 
welcome the change in principle, but that you will 
need a lot more detail about how it is going to 
work in practice. 

Ian Gardner: Yes. As of next April the new 
structure will be in place. It might be a year or two 
down the road before we see what impact it is 
having. We certainly welcome the new streamlined 
structure. 

Murdo Fraser: I am concerned about one point. 
Given that organisations such as yours will be 
buying in those packages, and that, at this stage, 
you do not know how it is all going to work, there 
must be an issue about the financial viability of the 
new structure in its early days. 

Alan Rankin: The situation for the 2005 season 
is virtually the same as it is now. The seasonal 
purchasing of marketing opportunities is now 
under way, so we are really talking about the 2006 
season. There is therefore time for those issues to 
be resolved, but many businesses have an 18-
month planning window and will need to find out 
about the new structure now. It will not have a 
major impact on the marketing activities for next 
season. 

Christine May (Central Fife) (Lab): I share 
some of the concerns about marketing planning 
for the following season, but that is not what I want 
to ask about. In your statement earlier, you said 
that you hoped that VisitScotland would adopt a 
more consultative position and be a supporting 

agency for businesses. The fourth bullet point on 
the first page of your submission says that you 
hope that what will come out of that will be 

“Effective and sustainable partnerships with local 
authorities”. 

How do you envisage VisitScotland consulting and 
being a supporting agency for businesses? Will it 
be a facilitator of good working or will it be a 
broker of deals? Talk me through how you see it 
happening. 

Peter Taylor (Scottish Tourism Forum): We 
see VisitScotland as more of a broker.  

Jumping back, the principle of buying packages 
will make sense. We are not quite sure when we 
will know more of the detail on that and I was just 
asking Alan Rankin about that because he has 
had a preview of the possible content of those 
packages. 

The most important thing is that the local 
authorities are right in there at the table with the 
enterprise networks; we should not underestimate 
the value of the enterprise network in the equation. 
Ideally, the team at hub level—or local level—
should all be singing from the same hymn sheet. 
We need to know much more detail and, as we all 
know, the devil is in the detail. As a forum, we are 
trying to do our bit as honest brokers feeding back 
perceptions and concerns from the industry, and 
trying to get as much information as possible. 
However, we are at a difficult stage. 

Christine May: Given what you have said 
before about the necessity for clarity on marketing 
programmes for businesses for the season after 
next, do you think that the delay in getting this 
done will hinder the more essential work that might 
be being done to determine the viability of 
businesses in 2006-07? 

Alan Rankin: There is a real need on both 
sides. It has already been said that an 
understanding of the revenue that will be 
generated from selling the packages is essential to 
the development of a sustainable business plan 
for the new network. The cart is being put before 
the horse; the revenue generation needs to be 
better understood. 

One the other side, if the situation is not clear to 
those businesses that are in their 18-month 
planning stage by the turn of the year, there could 
be a negative impact. However, the timing is such 
that as long as the process stays on track it should 
be in place in time. As with all businesses, we 
want to know as soon as possible. 

14:15 
Brian Adam (Aberdeen North) (SNP): I return 

to the question that Murdo Fraser asked earlier. It 
is still not clear to me how the new system will 
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work financially. Does the STF foresee individual 
businesses buying marketing services? Do you 
also see the private sector buying marketing 
services collectively, either for an area or on a 
theme? You suggest in paragraph 10 of your 
submission that you expect surveys to be carried 
out. I assume that, as all that is to be done on the 
basis of something equivalent to a service level 
agreement, the private sector will have to make a 
contribution towards such surveys. What 
mechanisms do you envisage being in place to 
deal with marketing and/or survey work that is 
being undertaken on a collective basis on behalf of 
the private sector, as opposed to individual 
businesses buying a service in? 

Ian Gardner: My understanding is that there will 
be a mixture of both, but that the opportunity will 
exist for individual businesses to buy such 
services on the basis of their individual business 
needs. A new initiative of challenge funding is 
being made available for groups of businesses 
that want to come together with innovative ideas 
for marketing. That is a collaborative approach 
and the costs are spread between the businesses 
and VisitScotland. I think that we will end up with a 
mixture of both individual businesses and groups 
buying services. 

Brian Adam: Paragraph 10 of your submission 
states:  

“Ongoing research and surveys are needed to identify 
changes in customer attitudes”. 

That is clearly a reference to market analysis. Do 
you envisage the private sector contributing 
towards that? If so, on what basis? 

Alan Rankin: One of VisitScotland’s core roles 
is to look at future trends and the changing 
landscape of the global market. It is one of its core 
responsibilities to undertake research to support 
future marketing plans. Some market intelligence 
is obviously an asset to businesses, and there is 
an opportunity for collaborative working to secure 
additional private investment for that research, 
which is critical for the future of the industry. 

Brian Adam: What mechanism do you envisage 
for that collaborative research? I understand that a 
company that has a niche market may wish to 
have a certain question asked. How do we deal 
with such issues on a collective basis, or do you 
see that as the responsibility of VisitScotland? 

Peter Taylor: That will be almost entirely for 
VisitScotland, although in a specific market sector, 
such as whisky tourism, an industry—for example, 
the whisky industry—may support additional, 
specialist research. We are keen to shape the 
research to ensure that it is not just the same old 
research, and VisitScotland is considering different 
and better ways of conducting research. 

Brian Adam: If there is to be a new partnership 
arrangement and if you want to shape the 
research, surely you should make a significant 
financial contribution to that. If we are to have that 
new arrangement, now is probably the time to lay 
the ground and make changes, and the 
mechanisms whereby the specialist questions on 
whisky or whatever are to be asked and the 
market research is to be shaped need to be 
decided now or very soon. We also need to know 
what contribution will be made by each of the 
partners to enable that to happen. 

Peter Taylor: Conversations on those issues 
are already taking place between ourselves, the 
industry and VisitScotland. 

Alan Rankin: I was recently asked to join a 
scenario planning group that is considering 
tourism trends to the year 2025, and it is clear that 
fairly clear agendas in looking forward are 
embedded in VisitScotland’s research budgets. 
The project is also considering how some larger 
operators in Scottish tourism can be attracted to 
help to sustain that research jointly. However, our 
view is that the core responsibility rests with 
VisitScotland. 

Ian Gardner: Industry partners also have a 
responsibility to share their research. Our 
organisation certainly conducts market research 
and makes the findings available to VisitScotland. 
Rather than everyone doing their own bits of work, 
we should try to pool as much knowledge as 
possible. Obviously, some research is 
commercially sensitive, but there is a responsibility 
to make information—whether it is on profiling, 
attitudes, ways in which people have found out 
about particular things or people’s perceptions—
available as widely as is practicable. 

Brian Adam: That would certainly make sense. 

I would like to ask one more question on a totally 
different topic, if I may. In paragraph 8 on page 2 
of your submission, you state: 

“There is a need to review the geographic spread of 
tourism business centres (Hubs) as they at present do not 
offer a fair coverage of the country.” 

Where do you think that they do not offer fair 
coverage? What are your suggestions for the 
different hubs? 

Alan Rankin: A complete review of tourism in 
Scotland is being done, which obviously 
represents an opportunity to consider where 
tourism support offices, hubs, or whatever they 
end up being called should be located. It is clear 
that the 14 existing locations have been used as a 
stepping-stone, and I can understand having 14 
locations as a requirement of the transition period. 
A lot of change is happening and having 14 
locations is a sensible stepping-stone, but we 
would like to see quick thinking about dispersal 
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into other tourism areas. For example, the Argyll, 
the Isles, Loch Lomond, Stirling and the Trossachs 
Tourist Board covers a huge geographic area, but 
there is a potential for some form of tourism 
business support centre that is located over in the 
west to support the gateway to the islands, or for a 
centre further over on the west side of Scotland. 

Brian Adam: Would that be the only change? 
Would that centre be instead of, or in addition to, 
something else? 

Alan Rankin: If I may apply the term, market 
forces will resolve where the area hubs or 
business offices should be. They will support the 
businesses that channel the tourism market, which 
is channelled to develop 50 per cent growth. The 
relationship that is being developed is very much a 
commercial relationship, and I see that following 
through. 

Brian Adam: I do not think that only market 
forces will determine things—I think that 
discussions will. Obviously, you have thrown one 
potential change into the pot, but are you likely to 
state your views publicly on where else there 
might be a change? You have carefully not said 
anything else. I am trying to put you on the spot. 

Alan Rankin: There is geographical access to 
the Western Isles, which are not served by any 
mainland tourism office from the Tarbert and 
Inverary area right up to Oban and the Kyle of 
Lochalsh. There is no hub on the agenda right 
now, but we would certainly hope that that area 
would be considered when the overall assessment 
is being made of where the best places are for 
tourism support offices. However, I emphasise that 
the first stage of using the 14 existing area tourist 
board head offices is the right approach, although 
we would like to see things developed fairly 
quickly. 

Susan Deacon (Edinburgh East and 
Musselburgh) (Lab): I will ask about a number of 
aspects of the decision-making and 
implementation process. To some extent, I want to 
park the substance of the change and to get more 
of an understanding of where things are at, how 
we got here and where we go from here to 
progress change. 

I have just revisited the interim report on the 
area tourist board review that the committee did 
earlier in the year, after our first round of evidence 
taking. At that stage, we observed that there was 
great potential for the new structure to deliver 
improvements—that view was universally 
shared—but we were concerned about the 
uncertainty that existed, especially as there had 
been talk about change for more than two years. It 
was interesting to reread that, in spite of some of 
our concerns about the uncertainty, most of the 
people from the industry who came before us were 

fairly confident that all that would be thrashed out 
in the months to come, because a process had 
been put in place to get people round the table. 
That confirms my recollection. I think that Mr 
Taylor said earlier that he considered his role to be 
about being constructive and facilitating dialogue 
and so on. 

However, in spite of all that machinery to involve 
people in the discussion, it sounds to me as if 
there is still a great deal of uncertainty. I am trying 
to understand why that is. You may feel that we 
should put such questions to the minister; we will 
do so in due course. Given that you and others 
have a seat at the table, why is there still such a 
profound problem with getting some of the flesh on 
the bones of the proposals? That theme runs 
through all the submissions. Is it the case that the 
machinery has not been effective in involving 
people and giving them a chance to contribute, or 
have people put their views but the Executive has 
not taken them on board? At some point, we need 
clarity on that. It would be helpful for the 
committee to understand how the process of 
decision making and dialogue is working. 

Peter Taylor: I would like to think that, if we 
were holding this discussion in four weeks’ time, 
we would be able to talk with more confidence 
about more of the detail. At present, Alan Rankin 
knows more than I do. We are at the crucial stage 
when things are about to be delivered and when 
packages for members, such as individual 
businesses, are about to be worked up. Alan 
Rankin has had sight of that, but has not been 
able to share what he has seen. We are nearly 
there. Alan Rankin might want to say more. 

Alan Rankin: Peter Taylor is right. We are at a 
critical stage. As recently as last Friday, the new 
challenge fund was launched. That is a tangible 
result of the project that we support whole-
heartedly, because it rightly seeks to connect local 
marketing with national marketing ambitions. As 
recently as last week, I was involved in a focus 
discussion group on how the packages could be 
best designed for leading hotels; there was an 
excellent discussion with some of the major hotel 
chains. I am fairly confident that the people who 
managed that discussion will embrace what was 
talked about. 

We are aware of the overall timetable that the 
tourism network Scotland project group proposed. 
Over the next few weeks, the issues will emerge 
and, in four weeks’ time, more documents might 
be available to the industry. We are at a critical 
stage. It is clear that we have come from what 
could be seen as an abstract planning stage to the 
implementation stage.  

Susan Deacon: I want to understand where we 
are at. Do you remain confident about obtaining 
the necessary clarity and detail within a 
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reasonable timeframe? In other words, is our 
discussion just a bit premature? 

14:30 
Peter Taylor: We will hold our industry 

conference, “Scotland United 2004”, in Aviemore 
this coming weekend and the occasion will be 
used to make a number of announcements to the 
industry. As I said, the problem is the timing of 
today’s meeting. Three or four weeks from now, 
we will all be able to talk with much more 
confidence about the detail. 

Susan Deacon: That is helpful. The minister will 
come before the committee in January. 

The Convener: On 25 January. 

Susan Deacon: I presume that it is reasonable 
for the committee to expect that, by that stage, 
there will be clarity around the issues that we are 
talking about. 

Peter Taylor: If there was not, we would be 
concerned. 

Susan Deacon: Having clarified that point, can 
you give a little more feedback about the 
consultation process to which I have referred and 
about which we heard a lot earlier in the year? It 
sounded like an inclusive process that was 
bringing in a lot of different inputs. Notwithstanding 
the point that everything has still to be fully cooked 
and announced, do you feel that that process has 
been effective? 

Alan Rankin: A huge amount of work has been 
done by the project teams. I recognise that the 
process is complicated, but there is frustration at 
the fact that it has not been fully understood by the 
industry. Understanding the complexity of the 
process is perhaps not people’s top priority, but 
the opinion has been expressed consistently 
throughout the process that there has been a lack 
of consultation and that views have not been taken 
on board. A fair amount has been done to address 
that, but it has not suppressed all the frustration 
and suspicion. 

The process has been hugely complex but, 
whenever we have come face to face with the 
detailed working, it has been shown to have been 
well founded and well thought through, although 
perhaps lacking a final, embracing communication. 
During the main tourism season, some individuals 
would not have been interested in the process, as 
they would have had businesses to run. However, 
we have come to the end of the season and the 
spotlight will come back on to the project. We are 
in the implementation phase and the 
communication will move into a different gear. 

Ian Gardner: One of the roles of the Scottish 
Tourism Forum will be to bring together the 

industry, the public agencies, VisitScotland, the 
Scottish Executive and others through our 
meetings and dialogue. The fact that individual 
concerns, ideas and suggestions will be brought 
directly to the decision makers has been 
welcomed by both sides. 

Susan Deacon: For my final question, I keep 
my anorak’s hat on to ask how everything will 
come together. Looking to the future, I absolutely 
take the point about the importance of 
communication for implementation. Given the 
nature of the industry that you represent and the 
pressures on people’s time, do you have any 
thoughts on what the communications plan and 
implementation process might look like, bearing in 
mind the need to ensure that people in the 
industry get the information that they need in a 
way that is accessible, usable and timely? Who 
will be responsible for developing the 
communication plan, or who do you think should 
be responsible for developing it? There may not 
be an answer to that, but I would like to hear your 
opinion. 

Alan Rankin: As the project is VisitScotland’s, it 
is ultimately VisitScotland’s responsibility to 
ensure that the communication is good. As we 
move forward, there will be different levels at 
which key business decisions should be taken to 
keep the big turners of volume and value up to 
speed. The VisitScotland communications 
network, the associations and the likes of the 
Scottish Tourism Forum should be used. The 
message should not just be seen as 
VisitScotland’s; it should come through some of 
the association intermediaries, which many small 
businesses will heed.  

Ian Gardner: I have been involved with the 
communications project team for the past few 
months. Our work to date has been based on a 
number of delivery mechanisms. Our newsletters 
have been published on scotexchange.net, the 
industry website, and through trade associations 
that are represented in the forum. There have also 
been face-to-face briefings. One communication 
method does not suit everyone. We need to refine 
the process; we need to do more research to find 
out what suits the industry better. There needs to 
be a mixture of printed, e-mailed and face-to-face 
communications. That means that there will be a 
two-way process. It is not just about telling people 
what is happening; it is about listening to what is 
going on and taking comments on board. 

Peter Taylor: Let us be honest: it is a mammoth 
task getting 15 organisations, plus VisitScotland, 
together. Inevitably, there have been a lot of 
chicken-and-egg questions as to what can be 
communicated. Where in the consultation process 
do we start to ensure that everyone is buying into 
the process? April is only the start of the process. 
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The most important issue—and where the industry 
is looking for some win-wins—is for the local 
authorities, VisitScotland, the enterprise network 
and the industry to be singing from the same hymn 
sheet and working together. If those public bodies 
pull together, that would be a real win-win. 

The Convener: We are probably taking this 
evidence too early. We should perhaps have 
organised this session for about a month from 
now. The Minister for Tourism, Culture and Sport 
will be before the committee on 25 January. 
Originally, she was going to come next month, but 
we have postponed it. She could not pick a better 
day than Burns day for giving us an update on the 
situation.  

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): I 
will return to some of the issues that our witnesses 
covered in response to Brian Adam. The second 
bullet point under paragraph 8 of the submission 
refers to 
“the geographic spread of tourism business centres 
(Hubs)”. 

That chimes with some of the comments that Mr 
Taylor has just made about people buying into the 
strategy. Are you picking up concerns from any of 
your members around the country? Are some of 
them more concerned than others about how the 
marketing strategy will develop centrally while still 
being sensitive to the needs and wishes of local 
organisations that are buying into it? 

Alan Rankin: The overall national strategy is 
understood by a selection of the industry. The 
larger-level marketing strategy will not necessarily 
assist some of the smaller businesses. Next year, 
we will have virtually the status quo. The real 
questions about how the local marketing strategy 
integrates with the national marketing strategy will 
be asked in spring next year. That is not 
particularly clear at this point in time.  

Richard Baker: So some people are concerned 
about how the situation will develop and how 
whatever strategy is in place later will be properly 
sensitive to the needs of different parts of the 
country.  

Alan Rankin: Yes. That will form part of the 
process and I am sure that it will be considered at 
the time. The considerations at this point are how 
ATB deliveries will be replicated, changed or 
improved for small businesses. How that links with 
the broader national strategy still has to be 
articulated for the 2006 season.  

Richard Baker: That harks back to the points 
that Susan Deacon was making. At several 
meetings, we have heard that the crystallisation of 
some of the issues is just around the corner. That 
has been the case for some time, so I am 
encouraged to hear that that is because the issues 

are being considered deeply and that good 
research has been done to enable decisions to be 
made. However, I presume that, until some of 
those issues are crystallised, concerns will persist 
among your membership. 

Alan Rankin: There are a number of concerns. 
Critically, the challenge fund initiative seeks to join 
up local marketing. I took part in the discussion 
group that took that work forward, which was my 
first experience of businesses being quite clearly 
pushed towards the national objectives and the 
national portfolio. That is a clear, tangible sign of 
good joined-up thinking, which we expect to be 
followed through as other issues are taken 
forward. 

Peter Taylor: We hear a range of concerns, 
which arise mainly because people do not know 
enough and are waiting to hear the detail. There 
are more than 300 local action groups—call them 
what you will—which range from the fairly 
sophisticated Edinburgh tourism action group to 
one man and a dog in some areas. 

The Convener: We will not ask you to name the 
dog. 

Christine May: Or the areas. 

Peter Taylor: Such groups can influence what 
happens locally. 

Richard Baker: To what extent will the groups 
buy into the national strategy? Will they be 
convinced that the strategy meets local needs, 
rather than the need to market the brand of 
Scotland as a whole? 

Peter Taylor: The groups need to be persuaded 
that they should not promote their areas in 
competition with the areas down the road. The real 
competition is, at the very least, with the rest of 
Britain and we would prefer it to be with countries 
outwith the United Kingdom. 

Richard Baker: However, the marketing of a 
specific area will be part of the collaborative 
strategy. 

Peter Taylor: Absolutely, but we must persuade 
people locally to buy into national strategies, as 
Alan Rankin said, so that we work as a country 
instead of as Perthshire versus Grampian, for 
example. 

Ian Gardner: That is one of the big opportunities 
of the new structure. Rather than having 15 
potentially conflicting strategies, we will have one 
strategy, which will have the benefit of being 
delivered according to local needs. 

Richard Baker: The strategy must also reflect 
needs throughout Scotland. 

Ian Gardner: And throughout all sectors of the 
industry. 
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Richard Baker: We are told that the fact that 
some businesses regret that they will no longer be 
part of a membership organisation might 
encourage the setting up of more action groups. Is 
that happening? 

Peter Taylor: Yes, and we welcome it. There 
are self-help groups, some of which have funding. 
Most people are passionate about the industry and 
want to do their bit to work together, which is 
brilliant. 

Ian Gardner: The groups have been set up for a 
specific purpose; they are not just groups that 
keep going because they have always existed. 
They also provide a new opportunity for bodies 
such as the Scottish Tourism Forum and individual 
trade associations to engage more effectively at 
national level. 

Mr Jamie Stone (Caithness, Sutherland and 
Easter Ross) (LD): One of the witnesses said that 
the structures are not the most important factor. 
There is probably something in that. I do not think 
that tourism providers or customers are 
particularly worried about which ATB area they are 
in. 

I have probed this issue with other witnesses 
previously: do you have anything to say about the 
tourist information centre structure? Centres are 
often at the sharp end of tourism provision 
because visitors want to access information 
quickly about what they might do in an area. The 
TIC network is important, although you might take 
a different view. 

Alan Rankin: The TIC network is part of the 
delivery chain of services to visitors. It is clear that, 
in an age of changing technology, the role of TICs 
will change—it has changed significantly during 
the past couple of years. There remains a need for 
a local, face-to-face service for the visitor provided 
by a well-placed network of tourism information 
centres. It is good that TICs are at the front of a 
national organisation and can access visitor 
services information for the whole country. 

We understand that the information centres 
have to undergo a review to determine where they 
are most effective and where they are least 
effective. The project has to face up to that 
process, but it is a case of stepping stones. Using 
the existing structure, initially, is the right way to 
go, but the review needs to consider whether that 
is the best use of money within the overall 
business plan. 

14:45 
Mr Stone: Do you agree that, if we consider 

VisitScotland as the organisation and TIC 
Auchnagatt as the visitor face, the resources are 
concentrated too much on the empires of what 

may now transform into hubs, with some additions, 
and that not enough is put out to the point of sale 
or delivery? 

Alan Rankin: I have not considered the concept 
of empire building, as we are talking about a 
national network. 

Mr Stone: Perhaps I am being a little pejorative 
in my use of language. What I mean is that a lot of 
revenue—a lot of resource—has been put into the 
administration structures for the former ATBs, to 
be spent on admin, payroll and other such 
functions, and that not so much of the money has 
been spent on the TIC, which is the point of sale. 
Do you agree that the spend pattern may have 
been skewed too far one way and not enough 
towards customer service at the point of sale? 

Alan Rankin: We allude to that in our written 
submission. We recognise the need to develop a 
financial plan that will represent absolute best 
value in marketing expenditure and the local 
provision of services to visitors. When all the 
organisations are brought together, there will not 
be the best fit and there will have to be some 
rationalisation or opening up of new visitor 
centres. That will have to be taken into account 
when the organisations come together. 

Chris Ballance (South of Scotland) (Green): 
Good afternoon. In your wish list of what you hope 
to come out of the process, you mention equality 
of skills, training and career opportunities for all 
network staff. That ties in with the previous point 
about the engagement and motivation of staff both 
during and after the process and the creation of a 
true team structure. How do you envisage that 
being done and what is not happening at the 
moment that causes you to list it as a potential 
worry? 

Alan Rankin: Tourism is, essentially, a people 
business. There are a great number of highly 
motivated individuals at local level within the 
current ATB structures. We want a careful process 
to be followed to ensure that the integration, which 
will be an unsettling period for every member of 
staff at ATBs and at the head office in Edinburgh, 
is fair and well communicated. Opportunities that 
exist in the network must be made available 
across the network so that a one-company, one-
team feeling and culture are created. 

Chris Ballance: The unsettling nature of the 
changes is something that we commented on in 
the interim report. If you were VisitScotland, what 
would you put into place to ensure training and 
career opportunities for all staff? How would you 
like the new development to build on the national 
network? 

Peter Taylor: It is inevitable that we will have to 
go through pain—there is no way of avoiding pain. 
Whenever there is a takeover, a merger or a 
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coming together of organisations, there is a clash 
of different cultures and a period of settling in is 
required. There is no way of getting through that 
other than through strong leadership and trying to 
convince people that the changes are for the best. 
It is necessary to identify, as quickly as possible, 
who is going and who is staying. 

Chris Ballance: I thought that we had been 
assured that everyone was staying.  

Peter Taylor: Yes, but some people might be 
moving to central locations rather than being kept 
at area level. I believe that there is some 
possibility of movement of that sort. 

Ian Gardner: The comment just reflects the fact 
that a new organisation is being created. That 
organisation is not necessarily an extension of a 
single organisation; the best of 15 bodies will be 
brought together to make a new organisation with 
a new culture that ensures equality across the 
board as regards recognition and opportunities.  

A lot of work has been done on behaviour, how 
the new culture should come in and what it should 
be like. There has been a recognition that the 
organisation will be a kind of new incarnation of 
VisitScotland that will take on board some of the 
ATBs’ best practice. 

Chris Ballance: If we are to achieve equality in 
the provision of skills and training so that the skills 
of people throughout the country are raised to the 
same level, it sounds as if a substantial amount of 
effort will be required on the part of the new 
organisation. Do you agree? 

Alan Rankin: Absolutely. There is a lot of good 
talent across the network and it is critical that that 
is retained to deliver that local service. 

The Convener: Thank you. Both your written 
evidence and your oral evidence were very 
helpful. 

We will now hear from our second panel. We 
have received apologies from Councillor Sandy 
Park of Highland Council, who is not able to be 
with us. However, I welcome Ken Wardrop, who is 
economic development manager at the City of 
Edinburgh Council, and James Fowlie, who is the 
policy manager of the Convention of Scottish 
Local Authorities. I invite one or you—or both of 
you—to make some introductory remarks. 

James Fowlie (Convention of Scottish Local 
Authorities): First, I apologise for the fact that 
there is no elected member representation from 
COSLA at today’s meeting. That is unfortunate. 
We try to bring along elected members when we 
can but, owing to a variety of circumstances, we 
could not get anyone from our tourism reference 
group to come along today. All the comments that 
are in our submission and those that we will make 
during our evidence will reflect the views that have 

been communicated to us by Councillor Dunn, our 
economic development planning spokesperson, 
and other members of the executive group and our 
more focused reference group. 

Local government is committed to tourism. We 
have demonstrated that over the past few years 
and—as far as the restructuring exercise is 
concerned—over the past few months. As we 
mentioned the last time we gave evidence, our 
priority is democratic accountability in the new 
structure and real local government involvement in 
it. 

Nationally, we welcome the chair’s committee 
that the chair of VisitScotland announced recently, 
which will have seven places on it. We also 
welcome the national convention that has been 
announced, which will allow all 32 councils to meet 
the VisitScotland board annually, although we do 
not yet know what the structure or the status of 
that body will be or how it will feed into the 
VisitScotland board. COSLA has long argued that 
local government needs to have representation on 
the VisitScotland board. We have had long and 
hard discussions about that with the minister and 
others over the past few months. I think that the 
minister accepted our point, provided that the 
Nolan principles would be adhered to, and we 
hope that there will be representation on the board 
in the very near future.  

After a long lobbying process, we believe that 
we have found a framework that allows further 
discussion at local level. That framework provides 
a certain level of consistency that we can build on 
locally. We now need to pull that together over the 
next two or three months. Our frustration at how 
long it has taken us to get to this stage reflects 
points that have already been made. 

Other witnesses have mentioned the business 
plan. We will be up front by saying that we think 
that it is difficult for local authorities to commit 
funding without a business plan being in place. We 
feel that that should have been one of the first 
aspects of the exercise to be considered. We in 
local government want to have direct influence on 
the business plan, both locally and nationally, and 
to have a role in monitoring it effectively.  

The Convener: Thank you. We have received 
your submission, but could I just check that 
members have received a copy of it? 

Christine May: I have only just got it. 

Mr Stone: From me. 

Christine May: I pinched a copy from Jamie 
Stone. 

Mr Stone: I received three copies. 

The Convener: Your e-mail must be working 
better than everyone else’s. 
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Richard Baker: Last time COSLA gave 
evidence to the committee, it had many concerns, 
but there seems to have been some progress with 
your representation on the board, in accordance 
with the Nolan principles, and with business 
tourism activities in cities. That is hugely welcome. 
The local authorities to which I spoke a couple of 
months ago were greatly concerned about the lack 
of information and progress, so I seek 
reassurance that there has been sufficient 
progress. As you said, we need more information 
on two key issues—the business plan and the 
partnership agreements—to ensure that local 
authority funding, which is absolutely crucial if the 
new system is to work, will come on board. Are 
you confident that we are getting there on a 
reasonable timescale and that not just COSLA but 
individual local authorities are receiving 
information to reassure them about the progress 
that is being made? 

James Fowlie: Yes, although progress has not 
been as quick as we hoped. We hoped that we 
would be at the stage that we are at now a couple 
of months ago. If that had happened, things would 
have moved forward dramatically by now. 
Communication varies across the country; as far 
as possible, COSLA has kept its leaders and 
spokespeople in touch with what is going on and 
with the negotiations. It was only recently that we 
managed to get the democratic framework that we 
seek accepted. Before that, there were huge 
concerns among local authorities about what the 
new structure would look like and what local 
government’s involvement in it would be. 

Kenneth Wardrop (City of Edinburgh 
Council): Obviously, local authorities are reaching 
a critical time in the budget process and we are all 
exercising our minds about the partnership 
agreement. The business plan is fundamental to 
the partnership agreement because the 
partnership agreement has been set up in such a 
way that it is a framework document. It refers to 
the business plan as the primary mechanism for 
defining the service that will be offered and how 
that will be monitored in terms of the outputs that 
will come through the business plan. The business 
plan is now critical. I understand that it is due out 
in December, but things are getting a bit tight for 
local authorities. The other option is for local 
authorities to roll over their budget provision for 
next year. It is up to individual authorities to decide 
how to proceed. 

At the City of Edinburgh Council, we are very 
much focused on the business plan, with the 
philosophy that we are buying a range of services 
and entering a new era. Some interesting 
decisions will have to be made about the balance 
between the various services that are on offer. 
Each authority will approach the matter differently. 
VisitScotland will visit all the local authorities in the 

next four to six weeks, which is welcome, because 
dialogue and communication are fundamental. 

Richard Baker: So you are making progress 
with the partnership agreement template but you 
cannot finalise it until the business plan is 
published. 

Kenneth Wardrop: I understand that the 
partnership agreement framework will be sent out 
in the next few days. It is important to recognise 
that it is only a guiding document; it is not 
prescriptive and it will be for each local authority to 
decide how to interpret it. Historically, some local 
authorities have not had service level agreements. 
For example, the City of Edinburgh Council has 
had an annual minute of agreement for the best 
part of 10 years. There are different practices in 
different local authorities, but the document is a 
framework. The issue comes down to the nitty-
gritty of the business plan and what services will 
be offered locally by individual hubs, area offices 
or whatever we want to call them. 

The Convener: Will there be 32 partnership 
agreements or 14 partnership agreements? 

Kenneth Wardrop: There will be 32, I imagine. 
Most local authorities will need to have an 
individual agreement for funding because of the 
requirements to follow the public pound and 
improve best value. That is where things will differ. 
For example, the City of Edinburgh Council will 
give £1 million of council tax money to the current 
area tourist board, which is in theory to pass to the 
hub. Some local authorities give small sums of 
money. That is why some local authorities have 
exchanged letters whereas others have had a 
detailed service level agreement to which a 
business plan is attached, as in Edinburgh. We 
have only a partnership agreement framework 
because it is for each local authority to decide how 
to respond. Will it have the full bhuna or will it 
choose something that is more basic and involves 
an exchange of letters? As I said, the framework is 
not prescriptive. 

15:00 
The Convener: If a hub—currently a local 

tourist board—covers three local authority areas, 
for example, does that mean that three partnership 
agreements will be made? 

Kenneth Wardrop: That is what happens at the 
moment. Each local authority has a service level 
agreement. Edinburgh and Lothians Tourist Board 
covers four local authority areas and each 
authority has a service level agreement, which will 
stand. The common factor among area tourist 
boards is the business plan, which is more 
important. Collectively, all the authorities that 
Edinburgh and Lothians Tourist Board covers buy 
into the business plan. The same should apply 
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under a partnership agreement, which will make 
the business plan fundamental. 

James Fowlie: That is why we have argued 
long and hard for the area tourism partnership, 
which could bring local authorities together to work 
to identify priorities for the benefit of the area as a 
whole. We are not competing. 

The Convener: When you refer to the business 
plan, are you talking about the national business 
plan or a local version of it? 

Kenneth Wardrop: We have not yet seen the 
national business plan. We have argued strongly 
for the VisitScotland integrated networks business 
plan. Edinburgh, Glasgow and Aberdeen are cities 
that have as much interest in international 
marketing as they do in domestic UK marketing, 
so we are interested in VisitScotland’s marketing 
offer to promote Edinburgh internationally. We 
must see the VisitScotland business plan. 

The complexities are amazing. The goalposts 
have been shifted into a different dimension and 
we are in a new era. VisitScotland will have to 
work from the bottom up as much as from the top 
down on how the business plan is formulated. It is 
important for area tourism partnerships to have a 
key input into the business plan, because 
influence and partnership working will emerge 
through it. 

The Convener: We should not rely totally on the 
hypothetical, but if we have one national business 
plan and a tourist board covers three local 
authority areas in which the authorities take 
different views on the business plan, will we not 
have a mishmash? 

Kenneth Wardrop: No. I understand that we will 
have a national business plan and local strands. 
We also have thematic marketing to consider. 
Edinburgh will be interested in short-break 
marketing and in festival and cultural marketing. 

The way in which the system works is not as 
complicated as it sounds. We buy a range of 
services and buy into a marketing programme. If a 
programme is for short-break UK marketing, 
Edinburgh will want to support it and buy a part of 
it. The proposal sounds unduly complicated, but it 
is similar to how the system works at the moment. 
People are used to that and to area tourist board 
business plans. The difference is in the impact on 
the national business plan, which is to be 
welcomed and makes VisitScotland more 
accountable locally for its national marketing 
programme. 

Christine May: I agree with Mr Wardrop that the 
proposal is close to what happens with 
agreements at the moment. However, the current 
set-up has always had a problem—and the new 
set-up replicates it—when capital investment is 

required to build developments such as new TICs 
or the new hubs that were spoken about in earlier 
evidence. Have the witnesses seen any sign of 
arrangements for that? 

Kenneth Wardrop: That is where area tourism 
partnerships and plans come in. They will fit in 
with the national tourism strategy. That is 
important because the local enterprise companies, 
the private sector and all the public sector 
agencies are needed in the area tourism 
partnerships so that, together, they can put the 
infrastructure in place. The area tourism 
partnerships involve the same players so their 
work is joined up. Good practice exists in the area 
tourist boards and their area tourism strategies. 
Again, it is welcome that we are now feeding much 
more into the national strategy and becoming 
more connected. The area tourism partnerships 
should achieve that if they are offered the right 
mechanism.  

Mr Stone: I am thinking out loud here, which is 
a dangerous thing. From experience, I know that 
the police authority had its own capital block and 
could requisition revenue funding from the local 
authorities that it covered. Is there not a weakness 
in that there might be a scrap between two or 
three local authorities? We all know how heavily 
burdened local authorities’ capital budgets are. 
Further to what Christine May said, I am 
concerned that if a serious capital spend was 
required for city TICs, there could be problems. Do 
you think that all the bodies will pull together? In 
some ways, it is almost easier to access LEC 
funding than local authority money. 

Kenneth Wardrop: Bodies would come 
together in partnership to decide on priority spend. 
There is not generally a huge capital programme 
for tourism—we are all working with tight capital 
budgets these days and we all have to try to work 
in partnership and work with the local enterprise 
company to maximise the funds that they have. 
The area tourism partnership and the area tourism 
plan will define the priorities and the agreed 
agenda and get everybody to sign up.  

We have a good example in the Edinburgh 
tourism action group, which has just launched the 
Edinburgh tourism action plan for the next three 
years. Within that plan is a series of themes and 
champions from the public, private and voluntary 
sectors. People who are involved in tourism all 
take their lead on different bits of the plan and it all 
comes together. It is the same with skills and 
training and elements of transportation, which are 
part of the Edinburgh tourism action plan. The plan 
covers the whole range—that is the nature of 
tourism; it is holistic and covers a diverse area of 
activities.  

The Edinburgh tourism action plan is a good 
model for what an area tourism partnership plan 
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should look like. The plan fits in the context of the 
existing Scottish tourism strategy, the objectives of 
which we are looking to achieve. We are all 
conscious of the ambitious targets that we have, 
but we are all up for it and believe that we can 
make the industry grow to £6 billion. People 
generally recognise the different roles that they 
play. Now we have to join those up to ensure that 
we achieve the ambitions of the programme.  

Brian Adam: You talked about area tourism 
partnerships and you suggested that, in the next 
short period, we will hear more detail about those. 
Prior to that, you talked about the local authorities 
being the lead agency in partnerships. Has that 
been agreed, and if so, how are the local 
authorities going to lead the area tourism 
partnerships?  

James Fowlie: Clearly, local authorities are in 
the tier of government that is closest to the people. 
They have responsibility for community planning 
and tourism is a key part of that. When we talk 
about leading those partnerships, we do not mean 
that in every case an elected member will chair an 
area partnership. What we mean is that local 
government has a key role to play in facilitating 
and co-ordinating the activities and drawing 
together the area tourism strategy. Local 
authorities have a link into the national picture 
through the chair’s committee and through the 
minister. Perhaps Ken Wardrop will comment on 
how that will work in practice. 

Kenneth Wardrop: Edinburgh and Lothians 
Tourist Board took a paper on Friday that talked 
about the area tourism partnerships. They are still 
a bit of a blank sheet, but people are up for it. 
Edinburgh has said that we want to move quickly 
on the proposal and we aim to get our partnership 
up and running so that it is in place for April 2005. 
That will be fairly important in influencing the 
future shaping of business plans and national 
strategies. 

We are keen that the City of Edinburgh Council 
should chair the local area tourism partnership; the 
local authority has a good track record in 
facilitating and supporting such vehicles. With our 
partners Edinburgh and Lothians Tourist Board 
and Scottish Enterprise Edinburgh and Lothian we 
were instrumental in getting the Edinburgh tourism 
action group and its plan up and running. We are 
geared up to take that role. Obviously 
VisitScotland and the new area offices will play a 
key part and we welcome the fact that the offices 
will be supported and serviced by VisitScotland, as 
the minister’s framework document said, because 
it is important that offices and officer time are 
resourced. The detail remains to be worked out, 
but local authorities argued for a mechanism to 
address the democratic deficit and COSLA’s view 
is that we should get involved with that mechanism 
and make things happen. 

Brian Adam: You talk about the different ways 
of addressing the local democratic deficit. Are 
potential partners concerned that we are returning 
to the system that operated perhaps two 
reorganisations ago, when local authorities were 
the substantial players? COSLA’s submission 
does not suggest that a majority of members of 
area tourism partnerships should be councillors, 
but it says that local authorities should be the “lead 
agency” and you have talked about chairing the 
partnership. Does that not run counter to the spirit 
of the approach, which is to do with how we bring 
all the partners together to market local areas 
within a national strategy? 

James Fowlie: That is what we are attempting 
to put in place. As Ken Wardrop said, the structure 
will allow true partnership. We talk about leading 
because local government has the responsibility to 
lead in a local area—it is as simple as that. That is 
why local authorities are elected. Ken Wardrop 
explained how the system might work in practice. 
We certainly regard the proposed body as a 
partnership, which presents an opportunity to bring 
the key people to the table to discuss the way 
forward and develop an area tourism strategy that 
feeds into the national strategy. 

Brian Adam: There is a major difference 
between facilitating and leading. I suspect that, 
regardless of the issue about leading, many 
people in local government rely heavily on the fact 
that locally elected representatives are involved 
and give greater weight to their decisions. 

Kenneth Wardrop: A decision was taken on 
Friday to include more private sector 
representatives in the proposed scenario in 
Edinburgh than are represented in the current 
area tourist board structure. A partnership in 
Edinburgh would comprise eight representatives 
from the private sector, whereas the current area 
tourist board has seven, so the balance would be 
better in the new set-up. Local government is set 
up to support such organisations. The private 
sector finds it easy to turn up and make decisions, 
but it does not want to get bogged down in 
administration; people want to be out running their 
businesses and making money. That is why there 
is a need for facilitation and support from the 
public sector. 

Brian Adam: Are we handing responsibility 
back to local authorities by default? 

Kenneth Wardrop: No. That is not what we are 
saying. 

Brian Adam: The COSLA submission says that 
the remit of area tourism partnerships will include 
“Inputting to the National Tourism Strategy and review of 
local alignment on an ongoing basis”. 

Has COSLA taken an initial view on what the local 
alignment might be? 
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James Fowlie: The local alignment will by 
definition vary from area to area. 

Brian Adam: Is the statement a reference to the 
location of hubs in areas that are different from 
those of the area tourist boards? For example, the 
STF suggested that there should be a hub to 
service the Western Isles and a hub for Ayrshire. 

Kenneth Wardrop: The statement relates to 
alignment with other local strategies and key 
strategic priorities, not to geographic alignment. 

Susan Deacon: My first question is a truncated 
version of the line of questioning to the previous 
witnesses about the decision-making and 
implementation process. What are your views on 
how effective that has been? What is the local 
authority point of view on where the 
implementation process should go from here? 
What should the local authority input to that be?  

15:15 
James Fowlie: Ken Wardrop will speak about 

what has happened in practice, because he has 
been involved in one of the working groups. 
COSLA has found this a fairly bureaucratic 
process. When we came to the committee 
previously we welcomed the consultative nature of 
the way in which things were going. The reality 
has been that we have got bogged down a lot. 
Things could have been a bit more focused, and 
we could have got through this a bit more quickly. 
Some of the decisions may not have emerged as 
quickly as we might have liked.  

Kenneth Wardrop: That is a fair comment. The 
complexity of the whole thing has been apparent, 
and the timescale has been very ambitious. It is a 
bit like a Chinese puzzle, because if we move one 
part of the puzzle, another part is knocked out. 
That has become apparent only as we have gone 
along and especially as we have tried to address 
the issue of the democratic deficit. For example, if 
we make a concession in one area what does that 
mean for the other aspects of the structure?  

It is important that we get the chair’s committee 
that has been offered up and running—that 
engagement will be important. We need to get the 
area tourism partnerships in place so that they are 
up and running for 1 April. We are getting into the 
time for serious negotiation. It is budget time in the 
local authorities. Budgets are being set for next 
year and we need to bolt down the partnership 
agreement and the business plan. The process 
has been complex. There has been a lot of ticking 
of boxes, and some of the nitty-gritty issues that 
needed to be discussed got a wee bit lost 
somewhere along the line. It has been complex, 
and there have been some very detailed 
negotiations. It involves bringing a multitude of 
parties together to try to get a consensus view. We 

are talking about 32 local authorities. I am amazed 
at the distances that people have travelled at short 
notice for meetings. There has been a high degree 
of commitment towards participation. However, the 
committee must accept that that is quite 
challenging at times, because of the number of 
players.  

Susan Deacon: You said that the timescale was 
“ambitious”. Was that a literal or a diplomatic use 
of the term? Was the timescale unrealistic? 

Kenneth Wardrop: The proof will be in the 
pudding on 1 April.  

Susan Deacon: Fair enough.  

It is no secret that there have been a number of 
changes of minister since this process was 
initiated. Has the recent further change of minister 
contributed to the delays that you have described? 
Has there been any change of direction as a result 
of that change? 

James Fowlie: The simple answer is no. We 
had a good relationship with the previous minister 
and we have a good relationship with the present 
one. The previous minister was quick to accept the 
argument about democratic deficit, and he was 
quick to look for the best means of addressing 
that. Where things got bogged down was when 
that message from the minister and from COSLA 
got into the bureaucracy that was the various 
working groups. The difficulty lies in getting from 
the vision to the achievement of the vision. I do not 
see any change of emphasis from the minister. 
The minister has been very supportive of our case 
all the way through.  

Kenneth Wardrop: There is a strong focus on 
the need to ensure that the customers do not see 
too much difference in service, and there is a great 
sense that the existing employees should get a fair 
crack at the whip. This is a critical time for them, 
and we are very conscious of what that means for 
people at a personal level. We are trying to ensure 
that the transition is as easy as possible. It is 
focusing many people’s minds. People are 
conscious of the timescales because the transition 
is real, it is live, and it is affecting colleagues and 
people whom they know. For the sake of continuity 
of service, we have to get everything sorted for 1 
April.  

Susan Deacon: Finally, on a completely 
different matter, I recall that the original brief for 
and aims of the review, as set out by the 
Executive, referred to the importance of 
developing gateway status for cities. I am aware 
that there are plans to do that in the proposals that 
have emerged since then. In your submission you 
mention 
“Special Purpose Vehicles for Business Tourism activity in 
Aberdeen, Edinburgh and Glasgow”. 
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I have a number of questions on that, and I would 
like you to decode some of your comments. I 
baulk when I see acronyms such as SPV working 
their way in. Most of us mere mortals can 
understand language such as “convention 
bureau”, but I hope that we are not going to start 
talking about SPVs. 

Kenneth Wardrop: We will not. 

Susan Deacon: Thank you. In all seriousness, 
will you give us an idea of how the new bodies will 
build on what is there already? I guess that 
Kenneth Wardrop will have a particular comment 
on that, given the success of Edinburgh’s 
convention bureau. 

Kenneth Wardrop: The changes are very much 
about protecting the success and added value that 
the convention bureau brings. It generates about 
£45 million per annum for the Edinburgh economy. 
Overall, I think that the international convention 
business generates about £95 million for the 
Scottish economy. If we are to deliver on our 
ambitions in Scotland, we must recognise that 
business tourism is one of the key growth areas 
throughout the UK; it appears in the national policy 
statement. We are pleased that we have had the 
concession in that regard. 

A special purpose vehicle is just a mechanism 
for protecting the convention bureau. We hope 
that customers will not notice the difference and 
that the transition will be seamless. The Edinburgh 
convention bureau will not change its name and 
we are keen for it to remain located within the hub 
because there are synergies of activity that need 
to be maintained and we want to hold on to the 
staff. 

It is critical that we move on the matter quickly. 
As you know, it came out of a statutory instrument 
that was put before Parliament and which has now 
been adopted. I think that that is where the 
terminology SPV came from—it is a technical 
term. The statutory instrument set up the 
convention bureau as a stand-alone company 
because it is well documented in evidence that city 
convention bureaux are highly effective vehicles 
for selling business tourism. A high level of 
intellectual capital is invested in them, in terms of 
their databases and their local knowledge. They 
work in tandem with the national agency, which is 
concerned with building the profile of Scotland and 
building brand awareness of Scotland as a 
business tourism destination. 

We are moving fast. We are drafting a business 
plan with the existing staff and we have had a 
meeting with the key stakeholders. It is interesting 
that the new body will be a membership 
organisation and will take subscriptions from the 
trade. That is important to its operation. We are 
keen for the enterprise company in Edinburgh to 

continue to support the convention bureau’s 
activity, given its importance to the economy, and 
the city is keen to support it. A few weeks ago we 
had a meeting with key stakeholders, including 
existing members, and they are supportive. We 
are pressing on; it is critical to get the SPV up and 
running as quickly as possible because we do not 
want the staff to have to transfer twice. We are 
heavily involved in negotiations with VisitScotland. 
Glasgow and Aberdeen are in the same boat and 
we are communicating with one another to ensure 
that we share practice and make the transition as 
fast and seamless as possible so that the 
customers do not notice the join. The bureau will 
keep the same name but will change its status and 
become a company limited by guarantee. 

The Convener: Thank you. That was helpful 
and illuminating. 

I welcome our third panel of witnesses, which 
comprises Carolyn Baird, who is Perthshire Tourist 
Board’s chair, and Robin Shedden, who is chair of 
the Scottish area tourist board network and of the 
Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board. We thank you for 
your paper. Will you say a few words of 
introduction? 

Robin Shedden (Scottish Area Tourist Board 
Network): No. Everything is in our paper, so we 
will go straight on. 

Murdo Fraser: Good afternoon. Your paper is 
extremely robust, which is no bad thing. You make 
your case well. Reading the paper gives a sense 
of the frustration about the process that the 
organisations that you represent feel. Yesterday, I 
spoke to an ATB chief executive—I will not name 
the person—who confirmed what your paper says 
about a lack of involvement with ATBs and a 
general feeling of disengagement and being 
disfranchised from the process. I will try to move 
on in a more positive light. What needs to be done 
now to remedy the fact that you feel that ATBs 
have not been properly involved in the process? 

Robin Shedden: The business plan needs to be 
completed quickly. I would like to see a business 
plan—there is no plan yet, although a structure is 
being put in place, posts are being defined and 
people are being matched to posts. We are still 
concerned about the ability of the whole picture to 
stack up financially—I am choosing my words 
carefully. I think that big financial holes exist and I 
am desperate to see a business plan. We are 
trundling quickly down the road. There is the 
skeleton of a structure, which we are all for, but it 
has no flesh on it and it keeps changing, so we are 
a little scared. I would love to have a business 
plan quickly, but I do not think that it will be quick. 

I do not remember the other part of your 
question. 
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Murdo Fraser: My question was what needs to 
be done now to remedy the situation, but you have 
probably answered that. 

Robin Shedden: We need to progress as 
quickly as we can. We are at the bottom of the 
trough—the most chaotic part where there is still 
plenty of mud and no clear picture of the finished 
structure, how it will work, whom we will target and 
how everything will piece together. The sooner we 
start climbing to reach the top of the wave, the 
better. 

Murdo Fraser: You were not present when we 
took evidence from the Scottish Tourism Forum. I 
will ask you the same question that I asked the 
forum. What feedback have you had from your 
members about how the financial arrangements 
might work when the new structures are in place, 
when they will no longer pay a membership fee 
but will have to buy in services? Have your 
members said how receptive they will be to that 
process, or is it too early to assess that? 

Robin Shedden: I have received no positive 
feedback. I will choose my words carefully again. 
The vast majority of area tourist board members 
are not fully tuned into the process—it has not hit 
them—although it is starting to be discussed at 
annual general meetings. Their heads are down 
and they are just getting on with their businesses, 
because whatever will happen will happen. They 
are not particularly tuned into what is going on. 

My personal view is that the impact of the 
changes will be a fall in the amount of money that 
they put in That makes the financial gap in the 
equation bigger. Businesses will not make a big 
leap in expenditure to fill the gap that the loss of 
membership fees will create. Much will depend on 
business buy-in. If businesses do not buy into the 
process, the new system will struggle to succeed. I 
am not overly sure whether businesses are on 
board or sold on the idea. Big, national businesses 
are definitely on board, but the vast majority of 
smaller businesses are not yet on board—not 
because they will not be, but because they are 
unaware of what is going on. 

15:30 
Carolyn Baird (Perthshire Tourist Board): At 

our AGM, members asked me to whom they would 
pay their membership fees after April 2005. There 
has been a failure to understand the psyche of the 
small business. Many of our members enjoy 
belonging—and need to belong—to a network that 
is structured on their behalf. It takes all their 
energy and concentration to run a small business. 
There are few people to whom they can hand 
over, so they are in the front line seven days a 
week and they need the back-up of an 
organisation that can do some of the thinking for 

them. The proposals that we have seen so far—I 
must add the rider that we have not seen enough 
detail—do not take that matter into consideration 
sufficiently seriously. We seem to be designing 
something for big businesses, which will welcome 
and be able to handle the system. However, as 
Robin Shedden said, the majority of businesses 
that are involved in tourism are not big 
businesses. That is a major problem. 

Murdo Fraser: Six months have passed since 
we took evidence from you at the end of May. Is 
the situation any clearer than it was six months 
ago? 

Robin Shedden: Sadly, no. It is sad, but that is 
an accurate answer. The situation is no clearer. 
We have seen the skeleton of a structure, but the 
detail on how the system will work is 
conspicuously missing. Worse than that, the little 
splatterings of detail that we receive from time to 
time change constantly, which is disconcerting. It 
seems that things are happening on the hoof. 

I was interested to hear your witnesses from 
local government tell you that everything could 
have happened in a shorter timescale. We are 
shocked. We are outside the circle and have not 
been involved as things have passed us by. We 
do not yet have answers that tell us what will 
happen, what the hubs will do and how the hubs 
will interact. The detail is not there yet. The 
principles float around in a muddy pool in the 
middle, but I want to get out of that pool and to be 
given a clear picture. That has not happened yet, 
which is frightening. 

The Convener: I presume that you have put 
your concerns to VisitScotland’s senior 
management. What reaction have you had? 

Robin Shedden: We are told, “It will be all right 
on the night.” 

The Convener: Has no extra effort been made 
to ensure that your members are taken into 
VisitScotland’s confidence a little more? 

Robin Shedden: There has been effort from the 
Executive, but nothing has materialised from that. 

The Convener: Will you expand a wee bit on 
that? Have promises been made to you that have 
not been kept? 

Robin Shedden: Things that we were told 
would happen have not happened. 

The Convener: Can you give any examples? 

Robin Shedden: I probably can. The most 
recent rattling of the tree took place at the chairs 
and chief executives meeting in Stornoway, which 
was held about a month ago. 

Carolyn Baird: The meeting took place on 27 
October. 
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Robin Shedden: We were made promises. We 
said that we were being left on the outside, but we 
were assured that that was not the case and that 
we are very much part of the process. We were 
assured that things could be done, none of which 
has happened. 

The Convener: What was supposed to happen? 

Robin Shedden: We have yet to see any 
reports from the working party groups. Some of 
the people who were in those groups have not 
seen the reports of the groups that they were in. 
The reports were locked away so that they could 
not see them. We were promised that we would 
see all the papers of the working party groups, but 
that has not happened yet. We are still very much 
in the dark. We were promised consultation on the 
matrix management structure that was introduced 
to us at Stornoway and that caused a bit of—
perhaps irrational—fear. There was to be a rolling 
out, an explanation and an exploration of that as 
well as consultation. It has not happened. What 
were the other things that we were promised? 

Carolyn Baird: We feel that we are partners 
rather than stakeholders in the proposed new 
organisation, but the input that we have been 
invited to make has been minimal. We felt that a 
clear signal needed to be sent round the ATB 
network that that was being addressed, so we 
asked whether we could be part of the recruitment 
process for the senior management team of the 
new organisation. We got the impression that that 
request would be taken seriously and that it was 
accepted that that would send a clear message 
that the proposed new body was to be a 
partnership. However, we are not a party to the 
recruitment process. It seems that someone will 
be appointed as an independent assessor and that 
they will be involved in the recruitment of the 
managers for the hubs, but that is as far as the 
participation will go. 

Robin Shedden: There is not a lot of point in 
going backwards, because we cannot change 
what has been. From the word go we were 
supposed to be partners in the process, but the 
reality is exactly the opposite: we are no more 
partners in this process than a flea in the air would 
be. From our side of the fence, this is not a merger 
of two bodies; it is a takeover. That is how it has 
felt from the start and that is how it still feels sitting 
here today. There is an acceptance of that 
situation in the ATB network—a resignation to the 
fact that that is what is happening, so we should 
just get on with it. That is terribly sad. 

Carolyn Baird: The concerning aspect is that 
the new structure, as we have seen it so far, totally 
underestimates the value of the area tourist 
boards. We are not saying that we should keep 
the area tourist boards; we are talking about their 
current job, which is misunderstood. There is no 

accurate understanding of the role that the area 
tourist boards perform. Therefore, I do not see 
sufficient planning to replace the role that the 
ATBs fulfil in the new structure. 

The Convener: I presume that if you do not 
participate directly in the organisation of the new 
body, it is difficult for you to feed in your views. 

Carolyn Baird: Absolutely. 
Richard Baker: You say that you have not been 

involved or consulted, but you have members in 
the progress group. Do they not relay information 
back to you? Do you feel that they do not have 
access to the right information? I presume that the 
people who fund the area tourist board network 
are in those progress groups. 

Robin Shedden: That is the perception and that 
is what is sold to us all the time—we are told that 
we have so many people in those groups that we 
are the groups. 

Carolyn Baird: Are you talking about 
employees? 

Richard Baker: Yes. 
Carolyn Baird: Those employees are shortly to 

become employees of the new organisation, which 
must limit their ability to speak their minds. 

Richard Baker: Knowing some of the people 
who fulfil that role in those groups, I would be 
surprised if they felt in any way limited in speaking 
their minds. 

Robin Shedden: There is no point in going 
back. I could give you hard evidence of members 
of working groups who are not being given access 
to the submitted reports to which their names are 
attached. 

Richard Baker: I find that surprising. 

Robin Shedden: So did I. 

Susan Deacon: My question is similar to the 
convener’s line of questioning. We need to have 
that information, if the witnesses can give it to us. 

Robin Shedden: We are going backwards— 

Susan Deacon: With all due respect, this is not 
going backwards. I have spent the afternoon 
asking questions about the decision-making 
process because it is germane to where we are 
going in a very important area to which all of us in 
the room share a commitment. That commitment 
is shared by the Executive from the minister 
downwards. We must, retrospectively, get behind 
what has or has not worked, not least so that we 
can make improvements in where we go from 
here. 

I am sorry that I am jumping into my planned 
questions rather than just asking a quick 
supplementary. 
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The Convener: No problem. 

Susan Deacon: When you came to our 
previous evidence session, I distinctly remember 
both of you, especially Mr Shedden, being 
positive, verging on extremely enthusiastic, about 
what was to come, not least because you thought 
that there would be oodles of opportunity for you 
and others to shape the process, contribute to it 
and take us to a better place. I am sure that we all 
shared the aspiration to get to that place, but 
today we are hearing something that is very 
different in both tone and substance. We need 
flesh on the bones of what you have said in order 
to understand what has happened to change 
completely the view that you expressed to the 
committee. 

Carolyn Baird: I expressed concern at the 
previous meeting— 

Susan Deacon: I recall that. 
Carolyn Baird: I thought that, in addition to 

employees, there needed to be more industry 
members on the working groups, because they 
would not have the same difficulty in expressing 
their thoughts. 

Robin Shedden: Believe me, I have tried very 
hard not to be where I am now. I tried to accept 
everything that I was told, to take it at face value, 
to be positive and to see all the good things. There 
are plenty of good things and they might all still 
happen, but we are not party to making them 
happen. I have resigned myself, as has 99 per 
cent of the area tourist board network, to that stark 
fact. That does not mean that the process will not 
work at the end of the day, but we are not part of 
it. 

The Convener: Do members have any other 
questions on the point? We will exhaust it, then go 
back and allow members to come in on other 
points. Has Susan Deacon finished her questions? 

Susan Deacon: My specific further question is: 
can you put any meat on the bones? You said a 
number of times that “they” have not shared 
information with you or told you outcomes. Who is 
“they”? 

Robin Shedden: Do you want specific 
examples? Is that what you are asking for? 

Susan Deacon: We need specific examples 
and we need to understand what is going on—that 
is our job. If information is not being shared as 
perhaps it ought to be, we need to understand 
whether that is a conscious decision on the part of 
politicians or just poor administration and process 
by some relatively lower level of support. We need 
to understand whether any shortcomings are 
happening by accident or by design. 

Robin Shedden: I do not see the problem as 
accidental. I now see it as conscious, which is 

unfortunate. The specific example that sticks most 
in my mind involves a member of my tourist board 
who was on one of the financial committees—I 
cannot remember its number off the top of my 
head, but I could find out fairly easily. The 
committee met once and talked briefly about what 
it was to examine and discuss. The individual then 
got a phone call—I cannot remember how much 
later—to say that the lead person in the group had 
written the report and would submit it. The 
member said, “That’s super—can I see a copy, 
please?” The answer was, “No,” and the report 
was subsequently submitted. The committee had 
met just once, and we have still not seen a copy of 
the report. 

I raised that matter and other examples with the 
Executive and the chief executive of VisitScotland. 
The reply that I got from the chief executive said 
that there were sensitivities in that particular group 
that meant that the report could not be made 
available—I am trying to think of the exact wording 
of the reply, which I have kept—and that they did 
not want to cause concern within the network. 
There was a chilling line at the bottom of the reply, 
“This may have happened in other groups as well.” 
I know that it has happened in other groups. 

Susan Deacon: For clarification, are you talking 
purely about the process that is being 
administered under the auspices of VisitScotland, 
or about the Scottish Executive? 

Robin Shedden: I am going way back in time. 
We cannot change any of that, so I do not think 
that there is an awful lot of point in dwelling on it. A 
couple of months ago we were jumping up and 
down about not being part of the process, but we 
are past that. The climax of that was at our last 
chairs and chief executives meeting, in Stornoway, 
at which we were promised changes. They have 
not happened, so we accept now that they will not 
happen. 

15:45 
The Convener: I emphasise the point that 

Susan Deacon made. The situation is historical, 
but it is nevertheless important, because our job is 
to consider and evaluate the process. One of our 
tasks is to ensure that such issues do not arise 
again in future reorganisations, whether of the 
tourism industry or other sectors. 

The information remains relevant to us. We 
need to hear the other side before we make a 
decision, but if you were to provide us with written 
supporting material—four or five examples—that 
would be extremely helpful. I know that you do not 
want to go through all the examples today, but it 
would help if you followed up the matter with the 
clerks and gave us additional information. 

Robin Shedden: We can do that. 
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The Convener: We are not trying to sort what 
cannot be sorted. We will assess the process, 
what lessons need to be learned and whether the 
situation will be a dog’s breakfast. If the situation 
goes topsy-turvy, committee members and their 
colleagues will carry the can with the public for a 
massive waste of public money, so you can 
understand why we are very interested. 

Mr Stone: I endorse the remarks that have been 
made. 

Robin Shedden mentioned resignation and I 
think he said that resignations have started. We 
have asked you to provide details— 

Robin Shedden: I was talking about mental 
resignation, not about people physically walking 
out of the door. 

Mr Stone: Have people walked out of the door? 
Robin Shedden: Not that I am aware of, but I 

know that we are fairly close to that. I cannot think 
of a person who has walked out. 

Mr Stone: In that case, we will deal with mental 
resignation. I presume that that has had an impact 
on the effectiveness of elements of your work 
force. 

Robin Shedden: Definitely. 
Mr Stone: How far back does that go? Does it 

go back three, six or nine months? 
Robin Shedden: The potential for rot has 

always existed. Susan Deacon was right about the 
enthusiasm. From day one, I said, “This will work. 
This is great and fantastic. This is it. Let’s go,” but 
now I am in a completely different place. I realise 
that the system may work, but that we are not part 
of the mechanism that creates the finished 
product. We may be among the cogs, but we are 
not designing the cogs or fitting them together. 

Mr Stone: I assume from what you have said 
that you made representations to VisitScotland’s 
chief executive. 

Robin Shedden: We did so on one point. 
Mr Stone: That is fair enough. What you have 

described impinges on your organisation’s 
effectiveness. The situation is fairly serious and 
has worsened as the weeks and months have 
gone by. Have you made representations to the 
relevant MSPs who represent Fife? 

Robin Shedden: No—not specifically. 

Mr Stone: Why not? 

Robin Shedden: The answer is poor, but 
because I was dealing with the Scottish Executive 
and VisitScotland, I kept the matter in-house. That 
answer is not good, but that is it. 

Mr Stone: The answer is perfectly honest. In 
retrospect, do you wish that you had made 
representations to MSPs? 

Robin Shedden: If I thought that making 
representations would have changed anything, I 
would wish that I had done so, but I do not know 
whether it would have had that effect. 

Mr Stone: My next question is the simplest. 
Why is the proposal happening? Is it simply a 
cash-saving exercise throughout Scotland? Is that 
why Perth and Fife are being rolled up? 

Robin Shedden: Why is what happening? 
Mr Stone: Why will we shift from ATBs to hubs 

and have a general coalescing, notwithstanding 
what I said about TICs? What is the raison d’être? 

Robin Shedden: The raison d’être is simple. 
The process started as a rationalisation—that is 
the wrong word. It started as a concreting—a 
better way to describe it would be as an attempt to 
stabilise—of the finances of local area tourism 
support, which was in a muddle in some areas. 
Such support had no fixed financial arrangements 
and so was in trouble in some areas. 

The starting kernel was stabilising financial 
arrangements for local area tourism provision, 
which grew into tying together the national and 
local bodies and having co-ordination throughout 
the system. That was right and was the source of 
the enthusiasm, because it was and still is a super 
idea. I hope and am sure that we will get there. 

Mr Stone: I have two short last questions, 
convener. 

Without accepting your argument, for the reason 
that the convener set out, which is that we have to 
hear all sides of the argument, is your area tourist 
board an example of good practice in terms of the 
stability of its finances and so on? 

Robin Shedden: The honest answer is that 
there is good and there is bad. I have no problem 
with the concept of the ATBs going into the 
process and trying to achieve the structures that 
we are still trying to achieve. The principles have 
not changed: the tying together of local and 
national is a great idea and the stabilising of 
finances is desperately needed. 

However, we have not yet addressed the 
finance issues and the huge holes in the financial 
picture are worrying. That returns me to the 
subject of the first question and it is the reason 
that I am so desperate to see a business plan. We 
do not have a business plan as yet, because 
nobody has started to put numbers to anything. As 
I said, we see big holes in the numbers. The 
principles are still right, however. 

Mr Stone: Are you telling us that product 
delivery, in terms of services to tourism and the 
promotion of tourism in Fife, will be worse off in 
the future than it is today? 

Robin Shedden: That question is probably akin 
to getting the belt. 
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Mr Stone: I am, however, permitted to ask such 
questions. 

The Convener: Although you are not obliged to 
answer, Mr Shedden. 

Robin Shedden: My off-the-top-of-my-head 
answer is that services will not be better in the 
future. The reason for that is the damn good 
provision that we have in Fife at the moment. I will 
speak specifically about Fife. Although it has taken 
us a wee while to get to the point that we are at 
today, there is now co-ordination between the 
local authority, the LEC and the tourist board. 
Everybody is involved and things work damn well. 

We are getting the benefits of the ATB network. 
If all of that were to go out of the window because 
the local authorities do not get tied into the new 
system properly, tourism and tourism support in 
Fife will have to endure horrendous losses. The 
provision of service to visitors will be a damn sight 
worse than it is at the moment. 

Christine May: Everybody has told us about the 
lack of a business plan—witnesses on all three 
panels have mentioned that a plan needs to be put 
in place quickly. I am concerned that we are 
hearing about the disillusionment of staff. We 
heard positive things from the local authority side 
in COSLA’s evidence, although it also highlighted 
the issue of the business plan. 

Some of the concerns about the involvement of 
the local authorities seem to have been 
addressed. The Scottish tourism forum was 
generally positive about the plan, albeit that it had 
other issues to raise. In its evidence earlier this 
morning, the forum said that it hoped that 
VisitScotland would play a consultative role and 
that it would be a facilitator of partnership working. 
From the evidence that you have seen and in the 
discussions that you have had, is that likely to be 
the case? 

Robin Shedden: I would love that to be the 
case. The direct answer, however, from what I 
have seen so far, is a very flat no. It is the wrong 
answer to give, but I have been asked to say what 
I think. 

Christine May: Okay. What is it about the way 
in which the discussions have gone so far that 
makes you believe that the situation cannot be 
changed? 

Robin Shedden: “Cannot be changed” is a 
different thing altogether; I am sure that things can 
be changed. 

Christine May: I will rephrase the question. 
What would it take to make the situation different? 

Robin Shedden: It would take a change of 
management style at the top of VisitScotland. We 
need more inclusivity and a willingness to share, 

instead of which we have a corral mentality. Since 
the beginning of the process, we have been on the 
outside of a closed corral. That is not what we are 
told, but that is the reality, which is accepted by 
pretty well the entire area tourist board network. 

Carolyn Baird: We should consider the history 
of the organisations that are coming together. 
Industry engagement took place with the ATBs 
locally, whereas VisitScotland centrally had 
different areas of expertise. It is disappointing that 
that has not been recognised, because an attempt 
could have been made to capitalise on the ATBs’ 
strengths to create the scenario that Christine May 
described. A golden opportunity has been missed. 

Christine May: Is there still time to pick up and 
run with that opportunity? 

Carolyn Baird: Between now and April? 

Christine May: During the year and a half or so 
before the 2006-07 season, which is the first 
crunch season for which marketing must be done. 

Carolyn Baird: Yes, there would be time, if 
during that period there were a major rethink and a 
completely different approach to the management 
of the change process. 

Christine May: That is helpful. 

The Convener: Have we exhausted questions 
on the process and participation? I will take a 
question from Chris Ballance on that and then 
move on to other issues. 

Chris Ballance: My point follows from the 
questions that Jamie Stone and others asked. 

The witnesses have obviously had a deeply 
unhappy six months. Your submission is strongly 
worded. It describes VisitScotland’s management 
style as “centralist and hierarchical”; talks about “a 
crisis in waiting”; says that in relation to finance 
there is a risk of “things getting worse”; and 
complains of a “lack of representation”, a “lack of 
accountability” and a “lack of clarity” throughout 
the process. You also talk about the effect that the 
situation has had on staff. Will staff still be affected 
when the Easter season opens in March? 

Carolyn Baird: I congratulated Perthshire 
Tourist Board staff at our AGM a month ago. They 
are consummate professionals and they have not 
allowed the outside world to see anything of their 
concerns throughout the process. Given the 
timescale of the review, the wait for the review’s 
outcome and the change process that is going on, 
we all owe staff a debt of gratitude for carrying on 
regardless. I think that they will continue to do their 
damnedest not to let the cracks show, but there 
are inevitably many personal concerns and 
misgivings. We are not serving our staff well and 
we need to get rid of as much of the uncertainty as 
we can do in as short a time as possible. If we do 
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not do that, some very good people will try to find 
employment elsewhere—I am talking not 
specifically about the Perthshire ATB, but 
generally about staff in Scotland. There is a 
tremendous amount of experience and expertise 
in the ATBs, which we cannot afford to lose. 

Robin Shedden: There is real fear about 
redundancies. The process started with 
assurances that there would be no compulsory 
redundancies. I welcomed those assurances, but I 
did not think that they reflected the real world. We 
have seen a series of figures and people fear that 
there will be serious redundancies—not 15 or 30, 
but big numbers. If the financial hole materialises, 
as we in the ATB network are fairly sure that it will, 
we know where cuts will be made. If the numbers 
do not add up, how many TICs and staff will be 
affected? 

We have been given many mixed messages 
recently about how the system will work. We are 
told that marketing will happen centrally, so what 
will happen to the 60 or 70 people in local 
authorities who are currently involved in 
marketing? How many marketing people will be 
employed? A dozen? Will there be one person for 
each area? What will happen to the other people 
in marketing? Who knows? 

Finance, too, will all be taken into the middle. 
What will happen to all the people who deal with 
the ATB finances? There is terrible fear. Carolyn 
Baird is right. The cracks have not shown at the 
coalface, but there is great fear and anxiety, which 
will continue until we get back out of this situation. 

16:00 
Chris Ballance: So you are talking about 

demoralised, fearful and somewhat unmotivated 
staff operating in a new organisation with no 
business plan. 

Robin Shedden: We are at the bottom of the 
trough, but if we are where we now are at the end 
of March, we will be finished. We cannot be there. 

Chris Ballance: How do you expect to get out 
of that position in the three months that are left? 

Robin Shedden: We need details. I liked the 
council guy who spoke about a Chinese puzzle. 
Somebody might stick up their hand and say, “I 
don’t like this bit. We don’t tie into this.” We will 
sort that bit, but that will push three other bits out 
at the side. Somebody else will stick up their hand 
and say that that will not do, so there will be 
another shunt around. We do not have the finished 
picture. We need a business plan, please. 

Chris Ballance: It sounds to me that you are 
saying that there will be inevitable effects that will 
be noticeable to tourists and tourism industries 
come next Easter. 

Robin Shedden: I hope not. Please prove me 
wrong. 

The Convener: We have pretty well exhausted 
the issue, but members have questions on other 
issues and I want those questions to be asked to 
ensure that we cover those matters today. I know 
that Christine May and Susan Deacon have 
questions to ask. 

Susan Deacon: My questions have been dealt 
with. 

The Convener: Susan Deacon has exhausted 
her questioning. Do you have a question, 
Christine? 

Christine May: Perhaps my final question leads 
on from the previous issue. The final paragraph on 
page 2 of your submission refers to the potential of 
Tourist Board Training Ltd to be used as the 
training organisation. What discussions have been 
held about that potential? What feedback have 
you received? 

Robin Shedden: None. 

Carolyn Baird: There have been no discussions 
that we are aware of. We made that suggestion, 
as we think that there is another rich resource that 
does not seem to have a place at the moment. 

The Convener: I thank the witnesses, whose 
written and oral evidence has been illuminating. 
We look forward to receiving the follow-up 
information, which we would appreciate as soon 
as possible. 

Robin Shedden: We could provide it within a 
week. 

The Convener: Great. Thank you very much. 

Before we leave consideration of the item, I 
should say that a number of concerns have been 
expressed, not least about the apparent lateness 
of the business plan and the potential implications 
of that lateness. Fairly critical comments have also 
been made about VisitScotland. Do members 
agree that we should invite VisitScotland to come 
in at some stage in the next four or five weeks to 
give us its side of the story and an update? 

Members indicated agreement. 
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Subordinate Legislation 

Scottish Network 2 Tourist Board Scheme 
Amendment Order 2004 (SSI/2004/465) 

16:03 
The Convener: After two hours of meeting, we 

will now deal with agenda item 2. Nobody should 
read into that that there has been a reduction in 
our level of productivity, as three items were, in 
effect, dealt with under agenda item 1. 

I welcome John Brown and Mairi Macpherson 
from the Scottish Executive’s tourism unit. I think 
that this is the second time that we have 
discussed a variation of this piece of subordinate 
legislation. I ask John Brown and Mairi 
Macpherson whether they want to add anything to 
their written evidence. 

John Brown (Scottish Executive Education 
Department): I do not think so, but I should 
explain that when the committee previously took 
evidence on the statutory instruments, members 
spoke to a colleague of mine, Lesley Fraser. Mairi 
Macpherson recently took over from Lesley 
Fraser, and she will be happy to answer any 
questions that members have. I thought that I 
would come with her, as I have been responsible 
for the entire project that members have just heard 
about and have an interest in the whole process. I 
was glad to hear the convener’s suggestion at the 
end of the evidence session. 

The Convener: That was the bad news. The 
good news— 

John Brown: I wanted to say that I would be 
happy to answer any questions of fact that 
members have now, but that would be 
inappropriate. 

The Convener: We are not allowed to ask such 
questions, as we must give notice to the public. 
However, I am sure that you are delighted by my 
suggestion. 

I have only one question. Are you sure that there 
are no more typographical errors, that you have 
got the names right and that there are no 
problems? 

Mairi Macpherson (Scottish Executive 
Education Department): We are confident that 
everything is now in order. 

The Convener: Do members have any 
questions? 

Christine May: No, just to say that I am a 
member of the Subordinate Legislation 
Committee. We considered the order again and 
had drawn to our attention some things that we 
managed to miss when we first looked at it, which 

were the names of the area tourist boards and 
possibly the typo. However, we were content with 
the order when we considered it for the second 
time. 

The Convener: Is everybody content with the 
order? 

Members indicated agreement. 

The Convener: I thank the witnesses. We look 
forward to seeing you again soon, John. 

John Brown: So do I. 
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Work Programme 

16:05 
The Convener: Item 3 is the paper on the work 

programme. As members will know, our work 
programme up to Christmas is agreed and set, 
with the possible exception of an additional item 
on VisitScotland. The purpose of this discussion is 
to consider the work programme from January to 
June 2005. We have not gone beyond that 
because it is impossible to predict between now 
and then what will come up. Information from the 
Executive leads us to expect that, from about 
October next year onwards, we will be dealing with 
substantial legislation on bankruptcy. It is likely 
that we will be the lead committee for that. Clearly, 
any decisions on our work programme beyond that 
period would have to take that into consideration. 

I will invite members to make general comments 
on the paper, then specific ones. I will try to get 
agreement on the specifics. Generally, are 
members reasonably content with the paper’s 
proposals? 

Members indicated agreement. 

The Convener: I consulted Mike Watson on the 
paper and had a brief chat with Christine May last 
week. Mike was not at our meeting, but he 
seemed reasonably happy. Do members have 
specific points that they want to raise, either to add 
to, subtract from or amend the paper’s specifics? 

Murdo Fraser: I have a point on the timings for 
the business growth inquiry, which could be a 
substantial piece of work. The work programme 
paper proposes another inquiry to follow that in 
May and June of next year. I wonder whether that 
is too ambitious, given that the business growth 
inquiry may take up much of our time. 

The Convener: Can I make two points on that? 
First, we can take a final decision on the timing of 
the second inquiry once we agree the remit and 
methodology, and the timing of the business 
growth inquiry. As members will know, we hope to 
finalise that at next week’s meeting on 30 
November. Today, I want to get members’ views 
on which of the paper’s three suggested subject 
areas the committee should focus on. 

Secondly, the business and Parliament 
conference is scheduled for September 2005 and I 
have a meeting with the Executive next week to 
start discussing it. I suggest that we agree that I 
discuss with the Executive making business 
growth in Scotland the conference’s theme and 
using our report as the core subject for discussion. 
Therefore, rather than produce a final report 
before the conference, I suggest that we produce 
an interim one to take to the conference and get 

feedback from the business community before 
finalising the report. That would probably give us a 
lot of scope timewise to accommodate two 
simultaneous inquiries. Are members agreed? 

Members indicated agreement. 

The Convener: I take Murdo Fraser’s point, but 
as members will know, we review the work 
programme once a month or so and we can adjust 
timings. We never know what is going to come up. 

I want members’ views on which of the three 
proposed subject areas we should focus on. As 
you will remember, about a month or five weeks 
ago we asked for ideas on what you thought our 
priorities should be. The paper’s three suggestions 
arose from that. My view is that employment and 
employability is the highest priority of the three, 
but it is up to the committee to decide. 

Christine May: I agree that we should focus on 
employability. 

I am interested in the second suggestion, which 
is about small towns that are under threat, but 
given that the city-region planning areas are to 
come on stream either next year or in 2006, there 
might be more scope at that point to consider the 
impact of those larger structure planning areas on 
towns. I am conscious that we might be treading 
on the remit of the Communities Committee in 
considering some aspects of small towns. I would 
like to take some time to think about whether the 
Enterprise and Culture Committee should do that 
work. 

The third suggestion is for an inquiry on sport, 
which is important, but I feel that we would be 
looking for something to do rather than there being 
a big issue for us to deal with. The committee 
should not make up work. 

The Convener: Last week’s update of “A Smart, 
Successful Scotland” identified that one of the 
really big issues that we need to address is the 
level of economic inactivity in Scotland, much of 
which is a result of employability issues. 

Susan Deacon: Do we get to know who the 
suggestions came from, by the way? 

Alex Neil: The suggestion on employability was 
originally from Norma Hurley, who is a consultant 
with Blake Stevenson Ltd and who carried out 
research work for the committee two and a half 
years ago on lifelong learning. She made a 
suggestion, which I considered and which then 
became my suggestion to put into the pool. 

Susan Deacon: You have gone back a stage. I 
was just asking which committee members had 
made which suggestions. 

The Convener: I suggested that one—I take full 
responsibility. When I read in the Sunday Post that 
we were going to take responsibility for Scottish 
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football, I thought, “Oh God, we’ve got to get out of 
that.” 

Richard Baker: I did not see that report. 

Susan Deacon: That was just curiosity on my 
part. As is the way of such matters, work is 
required on the definitions, but the bag of issues 
on employability is important. I am particularly 
interested in the people who are furthest from the 
labour market, which I think is the technical term 
these days. We should consider what is being 
done and what can be done to match up such 
individuals with the skills gaps that exist. The issue 
is a chunky one that falls fairly and squarely within 
the committee’s remit and I agree with the 
suggestion. 

I agree with Christine May on the third 
suggestion, which is about sport. There is a pile of 
valuable issues that could be addressed, but they 
do not have the same edge or focus or, frankly, 
the same priority that the first suggestion has. 

I do not know where the second suggestion 
came from. 

The Convener: Chris Ballance. 

Susan Deacon: I thought that it might have 
been him. 

Chris Ballance: The area that I represent has 
about 50 small towns. 

Susan Deacon: The phrasing of the suggestion 
is in a sense pejorative, although there is a 
fascinating issue in there. However, I would like to 
come at it completely differently, from the point of 
view of the role and development of cities, rather 
than the threat that they pose to small towns. I will 
not bore members—some of them have been 
involved in the analysis—but fascinating work is 
being done internationally on global trends in city 
development and the economic impact of cities. 

Christine May: What about city regions? 

Susan Deacon: I accept that the city-region 
aspect is part of that, but what Christine May 
described is only a relatively small part of the 
bigger tapestry of cities’ economic contribution. I 
would like us to consider that issue because it is 
emerging and important and it is something that 
we in Scotland have not quite got our heads—or 
our policy agenda—round yet. I do not think that 
the cities review achieved that. The issue is the 
flip-side of the coin that Chris Ballance has put 
before us. That would be my number 2 ranking, 
but I would like to approach the issue from a 
different perspective. 

The Convener: Do you mean number 2 after 
the employability suggestion? 

Susan Deacon: Yes. 

Chris Ballance: Susan Deacon is right that her 
suggestion is the flip-side of the small towns 
proposal. I do not accept that my suggestion is 
pejorative. The Scottish Executive is undertaking 
research into the future and the economy of small 
towns—into what makes them tick. That ties in 
well with a campaign called small towns under 
threat, which is being launched by the south of 
Scotland European partnership. There is room for 
us to consider that in relation to the whole of 
Scotland, which is why I have suggested it as an 
Enterprise and Culture Committee inquiry.  

I agree about the importance of employment and 
employability, and I wonder whether they could be 
included in the business growth inquiry. It seems a 
bit odd to be saying, before we have set the 
business growth inquiry parameters and remit, 
“We’d better do that as a separate inquiry because 
it’s not going to be in the remit.” I do not see why 
employability and the labour market should not be 
part of the business growth inquiry remit, because 
they are clearly vital to growth. 

16:15 
Richard Baker: All the proposals have merit. I 

know what Chris Ballance means when he talks 
about small towns under threat, but there are 
many issues that are pertinent to the committee, 
such as affordable housing and rural development. 
Chris’s proposal is certainly worth considering. 
Employability might flow quite well from our inquiry 
into business growth; it is linked but it is also 
distinct. It chimes well with the framework for 
economic development in Scotland 
announcements and the refreshment of “A Smart, 
Successful Scotland”. That is the key issue—that 
has been correctly outlined. 

I understand the idea of having a major inquiry 
on sport, but it is possibly beyond the committee 
as far as our timescales for considering other 
areas are concerned. However, we could always 
have a minor inquiry on it, such as the one we did 
on the arts. We have to ensure that we cover our 
remit.  

On my report on Scottish football—which I had 
not been aware had been flagged up in the 
Sunday Post—I am concluding the evidence 
gathering over the next two weeks and I will be 
giving an issues paper to the committee before the 
end of the year. That is on track. 

The Convener: To sum up, there is some 
consensus. We appear to agree that we do not 
want to do an inquiry into sport in the immediate 
future. It is not seen as the top priority. On Chris 
Ballance’s proposal, I suggest that we consider an 
inquiry in 2005-06 into—to use a terrible phrase 
that sounds very Eurocratic but covers all the 
points made—spatial economic development, 
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which covers the issue of cities, city regions, and 
small towns and so on. I do not want to call it 
regeneration in case I offend the Communities 
Committee. Spatial economic development is the 
remit of this committee. Such an inquiry could 
encapsulate many of Chris Ballance’s points. 
Given that Europe is reviewing its attitude to those 
issues, 2005-06 might be the right time to consider 
them. 

Apart from Chris Ballance, perhaps, the 
consensus appears to be that business growth 
and employability are two separate—albeit 
related—inquiries. We should bear in mind Murdo 
Fraser’s points about timing. We should try to time 
the inquiries so that we do justice to both. Would 
that be reasonable? 

Christine May: It is important to remember that 
the needs-versus-opportunities argument 
continues and I would like us to be able to focus 
on that. Some of that impacts on opportunities in 
small towns, where the opportunity for return on 
investment is not as great as it might be in a city, 
but where the need is likely to be far greater. The 
perennial question—which I will pose here for the 
record—is about the role of Scottish Enterprise. Is 
it a business development agency or an economic 
development agency? They are different.  

The Convener: Is everybody happy for us to go 
ahead with the business growth inquiry? We can 
decide the remit next week, once we have heard 
the consultants’ presentation. I have asked the 
Scottish Parliament information centre to prepare 
a paper to assist the committee in deciding a 
remit. After that, we can give priority to the 
employability inquiry and, when the time comes, 
we can build into our 2005-06 programme the 
possibility of a spatial economic development 
inquiry. Is that reasonable? Is everybody happy 
with that?  

Members indicated agreement.  

Chris Ballance: I am a great believer in 
consensual politics. 

The Convener: There are no other points on the 
paper, other than to say that we look forward to 
Richard Baker’s solutions to the problems of 
Scottish football. 

Richard Baker: I have it all worked out. 

Meeting closed at 16:20. 
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Scottish Parliament 

Enterprise and Culture 
Committee 

Tuesday 7 December 2004 

[THE CONVENER opened the meeting at 14:01] 

Item in Private 

The Convener (Alex Neil): As it is 1 minute 
after 2 and we have a quorum, we will start. I 
welcome everybody to the 28th meeting of the 
Enterprise and Culture Committee this year and 
ask everybody to switch off their mobile phones. 

We have received apologies for absence from 
Michael Matheson. Chris Ballance will be late, 
Jamie Stone may need to leave early and—if we 
continue until near 5 o’clock—Richard Baker may 
have to leave early. However, I assure members 
that we will not continue until nearly 5 o’clock. 

Agenda item 1 is consideration of whether to 
discuss items 3 and 4 in private. We have 
previously considered the draft report on the arts 
in the community inquiry in public. Do members 
want to continue that practice for item 3? 

Christine May (Central Fife) (Lab): I am 
comfortable with doing so. 

Members indicated agreement. 

The Convener: Do members agree to discuss 
item 4 in private? 

Members indicated agreement. 

Area Tourist Boards Review 

14:02 
The Convener: Agenda item 2 is the area 

tourist boards review. I welcome Peter Lederer, 
who is the chairman of VisitScotland, Philip Riddle, 
who is the chief executive of VisitScotland, and 
John Brown, who is head of the Scottish Executive 
Education Department tourism and architectural 
policy division. Who would like to lead off? 

Philip Riddle (VisitScotland): We ask John 
Brown to do so. 

John Brown (Scottish Executive Education 
Department): I would like to make a few scene-
setting remarks before I pass over to Peter 
Lederer and Philip Riddle. 

The policy that underpins the development of 
the tourism network, which the committee is 
considering, was set out in Frank McAveety’s 
statement to Parliament back in March. It is 
important to stress that the Executive retains 
overall responsibility for delivering the policy that 
was set out then. 

Ministers formally commissioned VisitScotland 
to run the tourism network project. Obviously, the 
network will underpin the delivery of our shared 
ambition to grow tourism revenues by 50 per cent 
over the next decade. The overall remit of the 
project is to build on the strengths of VisitScotland 
and the area tourist boards in order to create an 
integrated network that will support the national 
tourism strategy, to establish closer engagement 
with stakeholders, including local authorities—that 
is important to us—and to make best use of 
tourism resources throughout the country. 

To discharge that remit, the Executive asked 
VisitScotland to undertake various tasks. Those 
included putting together a project team to develop 
proposals for the function and structure of an 
integrated network—which has been done—and to 
implement those proposals by April next year 
under the leadership of the Executive. The agreed 
objectives for phase 1 of the project were to 
design and agree the business processes that are 
needed to discharge the remit that we gave 
VisitScotland, which was achieved on target at the 
end of June, and to design and agree a network 
structure to implement those processes, which 
was agreed on target at the end of October. 

Another objective is to develop a network 
business plan—I know that the committee is 
interested in that—with a sustainable financial 
position. That has always been due by the end of 
December and I understand that we are on target 
for it to emerge by then. Negotiations with local 
authorities on tourism partnership funding ran 
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throughout the summer and are due to close by 
the end of February. Other objectives were to 
identify and manage the risks in the project and to 
deliver an integrated tourism network within the 
project budget by 1 April next year. 

That is the remit. I know that I speak for my 
minister, Patricia Ferguson, when I say that we are 
pleased with progress on the project so far. 
Statutory instruments came into force recently to 
create the network tourist boards, to provide for 
the dissolution of area tourist boards from 1 April 
and to transfer their assets and liabilities to the 
network boards, which will be under 
VisitScotland’s control. By 1 April, an integrated 
tourism network will be in place. I have had much 
to do with the project and I chair the fortnightly 
progress group. I am reasonably confident that an 
integrated tourism network will be in place. 

That comprises phase 1 of the project. Once we 
get there, VisitScotland will be responsible for 
managing the new structure. Phase 2 will 
comprise further development and refinement of 
the network and will take place next year and 
through to March 2006. By that time, we will have 
a fully functioning integrated network. We also 
recognise that further development might occur 
after that. A tourism bill is scheduled for 2006-07 
to wind up the network tourist boards and for other 
purposes. We regard that as phase 3. We are 
undertaking phase 1 now. Phase 2 will take place 
next year to refine the network further and make it 
fully functional. Phase 3—the tourism bill—will 
take the process all the way. 

My introduction gives some phasing and 
structure to what Peter Lederer and Philip Riddle 
will speak about. I hope that what have I said has 
helped. 

Peter Lederer (VisitScotland): It has been said 
before that tourism is one of the most competitive 
industries in the world. There are 193 countries 
out there all trying to access the same customers 
as come to look round the Parliament building. In 
my business, I have only 24 hours to sell my 
product. It is no use the next day; it is gone. The 
most competitive element is a golf tee time, which 
lasts for 10 minutes. If I do not sell it at 2 o’clock, it 
is gone for ever. 

We are very ambitious for tourism and for the 
benefits on many levels that it can bring to 
Scotland in economic success, social 
improvements and our country’s pride in itself. The 
keys to that have always been great marketing by 
VisitScotland and the industry; fixation on 
improving quality and value for money; improving 
the skills of everybody in the industry—particularly 
its leadership; and most important, passion, a can-
do attitude and a frame of mind that asks how we 
can do things better and faster. We all need to join 

up to provide a first-class experience for every 
visitor, every time. 

The tourism network Scotland project is an 
important enabler. It attempts, as we all want to, to 
make two and two equal five or—better—even 
more. We should recognise the scale of the 
project and the amazing amount of commitment to 
and effort that is going into creating a new culture, 
a new way to work and a new way to add 
significant value to the Scottish tourism industry. 

TNS is a framework; it is not the answer to all 
our prayers. TNS in itself will not bring a single 
visitor to Scotland. VisitScotland, the area tourist 
boards and the Scottish Executive are merging 15 
independent legal entities while continuing the day 
job of increasing visitor numbers. By the way, we 
thought that we would move the offices, too. That 
is a huge ask, but I am proud of and impressed by 
how all the organisations have responded. 

With 20:20 hindsight, of course we could have 
done some things better. We could have 
communicated with even more people and asked 
for even more opinions, but we did not have time. 
We have consulted on the matter for five years. 
We must deliver change faster. People’s careers 
and futures depend on our undertaking the project 
well and quickly. 

Philip Riddle and I have seen many 
reorganisations, change programmes, mergers 
and takeovers—they are never easy and they 
require huge effort and commitment and, most of 
all, an attitude that the job must be done fast. I 
have toured the country from top to bottom and 
from east to west speaking to local authorities, 
area tourist boards, people in the industry and 
visitors. I am confident that we have the right 
people and the expertise and knowledge in the 
network, as well as new thinking coming into the 
organisations, to deliver our ambitions for Scottish 
tourism. 

Philip Riddle: On behalf of VisitScotland and 
the project team, I thank the committee for this 
opportunity. We are ready to move to questions. 

Christine May: I will start where we left off in 
our previous discussion, when we heard from 
Robin Shedden on behalf of the area tourist 
boards. He suggested that from his perspective 
there is considerable unhappiness with various 
elements of the review. He has provided us with a 
follow-up statement, which I believe the witnesses 
have seen. One of the major issues that he raised 
was the level of knowledge that staff have of 
reports that are being signed off, ostensibly in their 
names. He alleges that staff have not seen the 
reports or agreed to them. Will you comment on 
that? 

Philip Riddle: In the process of bringing 
different organisations together, there is bound to 
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be a degree of anxiety. We acknowledge that and 
we do our best to manage it. We must understand 
the process. I am careful about making analogies 
with construction, but in building a ship, one starts 
with a concept. We got our concept from extensive 
consultation, followed by the ministerial statement 
on the issue. In our case, the concept was an 
integrated network, but it could have been an 
ocean liner. The next stage in building a ship is the 
design and, after that, the build and then sailing 
the ship. We are at the design stage, which cannot 
be done completely by consensus or completely 
democratically. We can ask as many people as 
possible for ideas and submissions to the process, 
but somewhere along the line, we must decide 
that we have collected great ideas and got great 
input and that it is time to put them together to 
make a ship. However, in that process good ideas 
sometimes have to be missed out because they 
do not all fit together to make a workable ship. 

That was the process. It was not a consultation 
in which we wanted people to chip in on whether 
we needed an ocean liner or a battleship; we had 
already decided on the ocean liner. The process 
was intended to gather input to go into the melting 
pot for the design. I believe that it was extremely 
effective—we got fantastic representation and 
great ideas, but at the end of the day, we had to 
do something with that. We did not go backwards 
and forwards asking people whether they agreed 
with certain paragraphs and nobody in the teams 
will be held personally liable. Ultimately, the matter 
comes back to the project team, which considers 
all the brilliant ideas and then reports to the 
Executive with the recommended design. It is up 
to the Executive to decide whether it likes the idea. 
I accept that not everybody all the time has got all 
the reports back, but that is the nature of the 
beast. 

Christine May: My second question leads on 
from that. There has been a sense of real hurt and 
dissatisfaction in what we have heard previously. 
Have you had a flavour of that from staff generally 
in the ATB network? 

Philip Riddle: I would not say that I have 
sensed hurt and dissatisfaction. We have had 13 
staff meetings up and down the country in places 
such as Glasgow, Edinburgh, Angus, Dundee, 
Dumfries and the Scottish Borders. I would 
characterise those meetings as having been 
mostly constructive. It does a great disservice to 
our staff to say that they are hurt and dissatisfied. 

14:15 
Most managers are not buckling; they recognise 

that the process is difficult and are just getting on 
with the job. As I said, people have concerns and 
anxieties, which primarily come back to the 
question of where they will sit in the new 

organisation. That is understandable; indeed, we 
all feel that anxiety and are trying to follow a fair 
process to allow people to find out what their new 
positions will be. 

That said, I have also been very impressed by 
the way people have embraced and taken 
ownership of the situation and have come up with 
great ideas about how things will work in their 
areas. I would not say that that approach has been 
taken everywhere. There is a mixture; some 
people see the potential in the new arrangements, 
some people are concerned about their position in 
the new organisation and some people are a bit 
confused and want to know how certain elements 
will work. The questions that that last group has 
asked are, of course, constructive because they 
make us think that we have not explained the 
matter or put all the pieces in place. 

I characterise the situation by saying that people 
are approaching the new arrangements 
professionally. They are determined to get on with 
the job. They are not going to let anyone get away 
with anything, they are ensuring that they ask 
leading questions and they are taking ownership 
of the process. 

Christine May: Before I ask my final question, I 
should point out that “hurt and dissatisfaction” is 
my phrase. It does not appear anywhere else and 
I am not sure whether anyone actually said it. I 
used it merely to express my feeling about a 
particular point of view. 

I know that the funding is mostly in place for next 
season and that people have largely prepared for 
it. However, what about the following season, 
which usually starts in March or April? That will be 
handover time. How will you motivate people at a 
time of such significant change to get involved in 
preparing for that season? Moreover, how will you 
ensure not only that funding stays at the same 
level or is greater than in previous years, but that 
the Executive’s additional money for marketing will 
remain the cherry on the top and not be used to 
substitute for a loss in funding? 

Philip Riddle: Your first question is primarily 
about industry contributions. Undoubtedly, we are 
taking a bit of a risk with the new organisation—
after all, membership income will cease. However, 
it is the only way to go if we want to refresh the 
network. 

As you correctly pointed out, next season is 
already done and dusted and we are now 
developing the marketing opportunities for 2006. 
In fact, they are more or less ready and we will 
launch them into the market next February, which 
gives people plenty of time to adjust. We are using 
focus groups to find out how people understand, 
appreciate or take to the new arrangements. The 
new approach, which is based on a phased move 
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away from membership, offers marketing 
opportunities to the industry with a baseline buy-in 
that gives people more or less all that they would 
have had as an ATB member. As a result, people 
will be able to say “I will take that easy option as a 
starting point”, after which other options will be 
offered. It is up to us to ensure that that is 
understood. There might be a short-term blip, but I 
am confident that the industry will embrace the 
new approach and keep income up. 

It is no secret that we will have carefully to 
examine the overall finances. That said, in the 
medium to long term, things will really come round 
and we will have a very balanced and strong 
network. We know that we will have to face certain 
short-term hurdles, which is why we are making 
the changes, after all. For example, the network is 
already running with a £2 million deficit, which we 
know will not disappear overnight, and the 
transition to the new network will incur other costs. 
We will simply have to address those issues. 

We have received clear instructions that the 
Executive’s additional money is for marketing; that 
is how we want to use it. The ethos of the change 
is not about massive cost cutting or cutting 
services and staff, but of increasing effectiveness. 
By taking that approach, we recognise that there 
will be a bit of a gap and that, when we have 
defined it, we might have to make a case to the 
Scottish Executive for funding to fill that gap for a 
short time until we get the network moving. 

Christine May: I am sure that other members 
will want to pursue these matters. 

Mr Jamie Stone (Caithness, Sutherland and 
Easter Ross) (LD): Christine May has covered 
some of the ground that I was going to cover, but I 
will ask two questions, one of which follows on 
from Christine’s. Colleagues can correct me if I am 
wrong—they might need to—but when we heard 
from the Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board and other 
ATBs, my impression was that on top of the 
morale issue, there is a danger that some staff 
might walk, or had walked, out of the overall set-
up. I am interested in your comments on that, 
because I am concerned about the damage to the 
base level of your human resource. Is there any 
evidence that that is the case, and what can you 
do to address it if there is? Are you in danger of 
some sort of brain drain? 

Philip Riddle: There is always a risk of that. In a 
period of uncertainty, the best people will start to 
look around, but we have no evidence that there is 
any massive loss of personnel or resource over 
and above what we expect from the cyclical nature 
of our business. There will always be people 
coming in and out. 

However, we will hit the crunch point, although 
we have not hit it yet. We are now sketching out 

what the jobs will be in the new organisation and 
we are beginning to fill those jobs. That is the 
crucial point at which we have to make some quick 
and good decisions to ensure that we capture the 
good people early and place them in the new 
organisation. Some people will look and say, “I 
thought that I was going to be there, but I see that 
I’m not going to get that post,” so there is a slight 
danger on the horizon, but there is no evidence 
that there is any problem at this point. 

Mr Stone: My second question arises from my 
first, although I should perhaps have asked it 
earlier. When local government was reformed in 
the mid 1990s, the situation was always rocky, 
particularly when authorities were aggregated. 
Your situation is similar. I do not want to get on to 
more ships—we have heard quite a lot about 
them—but will one ship fit all the different 
requirements of the different areas of Scotland? 
Will you tell us more about using your hubs and 
how you can reflect the fact that the tourism 
product in Dumfries differs substantially from those 
in Lothian or the Mearns? I ask because that is an 
underlying thread that might have been behind 
what the Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board told us. I 
seek reassurance on that because I am certain 
that the Scottish product is not one homogenised 
blend and that we need different ships for different 
purposes. 

Peter Lederer: Absolutely. The Scottish product 
is the opposite of an homogenised blend, which 
makes it a unique set of products. You mentioned 
what the Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board said; it is 
interesting—for me—and frustrating to observe 
that throughout the process I have never received 
a telephone call from a chairman or a letter from 
anybody saying that they have a problem. It has 
not happened once, so we need to put the matter 
in that context.  

As you know, I have been to almost every area 
tourist board and Philip Riddle has been to those 
that I did not make it to—more than once in some 
cases. We have been round all 32 councils. I 
spent considerable time in Fife, including in the 
business that is run by the chairman of the 
Kingdom of Fife Tourist Board. When I am touring 
round, my premise is that we are not trying to 
centralise. It is not sensible to centralise what 
does not need to be centralised, but in respect of 
certain functions, such as finance or human 
resources, it does make sense. 

Fife is very different from Dumfries and 
Galloway, which is very different from the Western 
Isles; they all have different issues. My approach, 
which seems to have had some success, is to ask 
those whom I meet in each area whether it would 
make sense if the local authorities, VisitScotland, 
the enterprise networks and the industry in each 
area were to come up with one local strategy with 
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which they all agreed and, out of that strategy, to 
develop action plans by which all those partners 
could be measured. I have had an interesting 
reaction to that, which I did not expect. Two or 
three councils said that, if we did that, they could 
envisage putting more money into tourism 
because the approach would make sense, as they 
would be able to see the money that was going 
into tourism and how it comes back to them in 
their area. 

That is how we envisage VisitScotland working. 
To return to the metaphor of the ship, the ship is 
moving in the right direction, but that does not 
mean that the crew are all doing the same thing. 
They all have different jobs to do. Different areas 
will require different initiatives and different 
thinking. 

Philip Riddle: We must respect what the 
industry in Scotland wants to do, but we must put 
what visitors want ahead of that. The future of 
tourism is in ensuring that we understand our 
visitors. It is a fact of life that visitors do not look at 
Scotland on the basis of geographical boundaries. 
They ask themselves what they can do here, what 
they want to get out of their visit and what 
experience they want. As Peter Lederer said, we 
are very lucky because we can offer visitors a 
fantastically diverse range of experiences, but they 
are all in different groupings and departments. We 
must adapt to that. 

Mike Watson (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab): It is 
comforting that, although tourism ministers come 
and go with some regularity, the professionals 
provide a certain amount of continuity, which is 
important in an exercise such as this. No doubt the 
industry is comforted by that. 

I want to touch on three strands. Under the 
heading “Partnership approach”, the framework 
document deals specifically with local authorities 
and the enterprise networks. Two weeks ago, the 
committee took evidence from the Convention of 
Scottish Local Authorities, which expressed some 
disappointment about “a fairly bureaucratic 
process” and suggested that it had “got bogged 
down”. That was not really a criticism. COSLA 
representatives said that the timescale for 
introduction of the new system, which is to be up 
and running by 1 April, was “ambitious”. They 
seemed to hope that it would be up and running by 
that time, rather than to be certain that that would 
happen. 

I invite you to comment on COSLA’s evidence. I 
think that I am right in saying that the partnership 
agreements between the executive of 
VisitScotland and the local authorities are not due 
to be concluded until the end of February, so there 
is still some time to go. How do you see the 
process unfolding, so that the new arrangements 
will be fully in place by 1 April? 

Philip Riddle: I reiterate John Brown’s point that 
we see this as a two-year project. By 1 April, the 
most important elements must be in place. It is 
very important that by then our people know where 
they sit in the organisation, what they will do and 
where the organisation is going. Other things will 
happen after 1 April, especially in relation to the 
efficiencies that we will seek in the organisation 
and in restructuring of certain areas of its 
operations. However, we must get the people 
sorted out very quickly. 

We have had really good discussions with local 
authorities about partnership agreements. We 
have visited all 32 authorities, have opened up an 
interesting debate with all of them and have found 
a great deal of common ground. It is easy to 
produce a partnership agreement that is just a list 
of clauses—we could do that overnight and put 
our signature to it. However, we must investigate 
and discuss more fully the range of opportunities 
that are available to local authorities to join in with 
the network. Much local authority attention has 
focused on what we can do locally, but we want to 
talk to local authorities about what they can do 
locally, regionally, nationally and even 
internationally with the new network. There is 
recognition that that process may take some time. 

We have suggested that local authorities keep in 
place their current levels of funding next year 
under a broad-brush partnership agreement, and 
that we use some time next year to discuss in 
more detail how everything fits together. That 
message has been reinforced by some 
encouraging words from the Minister for Tourism, 
Culture and Sport. There would be an agreement, 
but it would be on the basis of business as usual 
while we explore matters in more detail. 

Mike Watson: That is a fairly important point, 
because funding beyond 1 April is crucial. We 
have talked about the fact that membership fees 
will no longer be paid, so you will be dependent on 
people buying services. If local authorities did not 
continue to provide funding, there could be 
difficulties. Can you say with certainty that you will 
be able to achieve that in the partnership 
agreements with all 32 local authorities? 

14:30 
John Brown: The co-operation between local 

authorities, COSLA and us on the work that we 
have been doing has been unprecedented in its 
closeness in my fairly long experience. We 
embraced COSLA’s suggestion that we should not 
enter straight into detailed partnership agreements 
but use next year as a continuity year and allow 
time for the partnership agreements to be 
thoroughly worked through, as Philip Riddle said. 
The minister wrote to all council leaders to say, 
“We think the suggestion is a good one. If you are 
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prepared to maintain your core funding for one 
more year on a continuity basis to allow more time 
for area tourism partnership plans to be worked 
out and for partnership agreements to be built on 
those plans, we are prepared to maintain our 
funding.” The funding from the Executive and 
VisitScotland is being sustained. 

I met 27 of the 32 local authorities and was 
immensely encouraged. Although one or two 
authorities have decided to trim their tourism 
budgets next year, one or two are making large 
increases and a great many are at least sustaining 
their level of input. We will not know the answer to 
your question until February, when budgets are 
set, but as a result of that intensive round of 
meetings I am fairly comfortable about saying that 
the local authorities will fund the network next year 
and work closely with it in the new partnership 
arrangements that Philip Riddle outlined. 

Mike Watson: Certainly if we compare the 
evidence that COSLA gave to the committee a 
fortnight ago with the evidence that it gave us in 
May, it seems that a sea change in attitude has 
taken place, which must reflect the discussions 
that have taken place in the intervening period. 

According to the framework document, a 
national convention on tourism will be established 
to discuss “strategic issues”. What does “strategic” 
mean in that context? What will be the 
convention’s function when the new structure is in 
place? Will the convention have a narrow role that 
relates only to local authority activity or will it have 
a wider role? 

Philip Riddle: It will have a wider role. We 
regard the convention as an important body, which 
will consider, comment on and influence the 
national strategy for tourism—the strategy that 
emerges from work with the minister rather than 
the national strategy for VisitScotland. You will 
know from your experience that it is all very well to 
come up with initial proposals, but before the ink is 
dry the proposals have to be adjusted a little. The 
national convention will be crucial in that part of 
the review of the overall national strategy. 

Mike Watson: The implementation framework 
document says: 

“The tourism network will work in close co-operation with 
Enterprise Networks” 

by 
“Aligning tourism strategy to the Executive’s FEDS 
strategy”. 

However, as well as “The Framework for 
Economic Development in Scotland”, quite a lot 
might be gained from the enterprise strategy that 
is set out in “A Smart, Successful Scotland”. I 
understand that the refreshed strategy probably 
had not been published—although it was being 

produced—when the framework document on 
tourism was published, but given your emphasis 
on quality and skills, “A Smart, Successful 
Scotland” might be useful in the context of 
relationships between the tourism sector and the 
enterprise networks. Have you given thought to 
that? If so, how might you develop that work? 

John Brown: I will pick up on that first and 
perhaps Philip Riddle or Peter Lederer will 
comment. A team for tourism must comprise more 
than the Executive, VisitScotland and the current 
ATBs working closely together; it must include 
local authorities and the enterprise networks. For 
that reason I have been leading a senior 
management team from the enterprise networks 
and VisitScotland since the summer, which is 
developing a detailed co-operation agreement.  

Our objective is to align the work of the 
enterprise networks and the tourism network at 
three levels: the strategy level, which is where 
FEDS and “A Smart, Successful Scotland” come 
in; the business planning level, which considers 
the three years ahead; and the operational level, 
to ensure that local enterprise companies and 
tourism offices on the ground work well. We have 
approached the matter in a spirit of co-operation 
and the project has been fruitful. The project 
operates alongside the tourism network project. 
We have had many meetings and I hope that the 
detailed co-operation agreement will be signed off 
around March. The agreement will set out in detail 
how, for example, a tourism office might refer a 
business that asks it for advice to the business 
gateway down the road—or vice versa. At all three 
levels—from strategy and the refresh of “A Smart, 
Successful Scotland”, down through business 
planning to how the system works on the ground—
we are looking for good alignment and very close 
co-operation and we have a mechanism in place 
to deliver that. 

Peter Lederer: As I mentioned, the enterprise 
networks take part to a significant degree in 
discussions around the local strategies. For 
example, Scottish Enterprise Fife plays a key part 
in creating the strategy for the area. I regularly 
meet the chairmen of Scottish Enterprise and 
Highlands and Islands Enterprise—I talked to HIE 
only yesterday, in fact. Philip Riddle and I have a 
meeting scheduled with the chair and the chief 
executive of Scottish Enterprise and we met the 
board of Highlands and Islands Enterprise a year 
ago and intend to do so again. The dialogue that is 
going on at various levels with the enterprise 
networks has improved greatly because we want 
to ensure that we join up the system. One of the 
key complaints from people in industry has been 
that they do not know who to talk to and are 
always being sent to other people. In tourism, we 
are working to pull everything together. 
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Mike Watson: The key words that you used 
were “improved greatly” and I am encouraged by 
that.  

I notice that Graham McKee, the director of 
operations at Scottish Enterprise, is on your 
project advisory board. I can see from the minute 
of the advisory board’s meeting that took place on 
1 November that Graham McKee talked about 
“a need to conclude the discussions around clarifying the 
respective roles of the enterprise network and 
VisitScotland.” 

Peter Lederer has just touched on that. Graham 
McKee also said that there were 
“opportunities for co-location with the enterprise networks 
which can be explored.” 

I am not quite clear what that might mean. Is the 
suggestion that enterprise companies might close 
their offices and move into old area tourist board 
offices or the other way around? Has that proposal 
got past the drawing-board stage yet? 

John Brown: It is not off the drawing board yet, 
but it was part of the Minister for Tourism, Culture 
and Sport’s announcement to Parliament in March 
that co-location would be considered. It is 
important to work out what should be done before 
working out where the people will sit to do it, but 
that is still an option. The idea of examining co-
location opportunities at the right time was an 
original top-level aim. 

Philip Riddle: I have nothing to add to that. I am 
sure that that is how we will take the matter 
forward. 

Mike Watson: I was worried by a comment that 
I read elsewhere in the minute of that meeting. 
Robin Shedden, from the Kingdom of Fife Tourist 
Board, said something that mirrored what he said 
to the committee a couple of weeks ago. The 
minute reads: 

“Overall, the ATB network did not feel it had ownership of 
the proposals and no trust in the process, which would 
result in lack of buy-in to enable staff to sell it to the 
industry.” 

I am not asking you to comment on those words, 
but I would like you to comment on the possibility 
that if that is a feeling in the ATB network, staff 
might not have the necessary morale to ensure 
that the new set-up is a success. What talks have 
you had or do you intend to have with people in 
the ATBs to ensure that if that is the perception—
and we all know that perception is more important 
than fact—it is overcome? 

Philip Riddle: As I said, we have had a series 
of meetings to which all staff were invited. I have 
been to several of them and other staff have been 
to others. The meetings are extremely open and 
are held in slightly different ways in different 
places, depending on the preferences of the staff. 

Like most of the staff who attended them, I have 
found them useful for clarifying the situation, 
finding out where we are going and getting a feel 
for the overall vision, which is crucial. 

The big point, as I said before, is that people 
need to know where they are going to sit in the 
new organisation. It is great to talk about the 
wonderful things that we are going to do, our 
vision, our plans, our business and the way in 
which we will engage with the industry, which is a 
key part of the work that is to be done, but we are 
all human and most of us are immediately 
concerned about what will happen to us in the new 
organisation. As soon as we sort out the 
organisation and have people fully geared up in 
their jobs, we will probably see quite a lift in 
morale. That is not to suggest that morale is 
particularly low just now. Generally, people are 
going about their jobs in a very professional and 
competent way. We have great people out there, 
which is a fantastic thing to see. I would say that 
things are much stronger than they would be in the 
private sector because we have people who are 
committed to Scotland. People are not buckling 
under or sitting wringing their hands but getting on 
with the job. 

However, there will be a sea change once we 
identify people into positions. Better engagement 
with the industry is one of the big things that will 
be emphasised in the new organisational 
structure. 

Susan Deacon (Edinburgh East and 
Musselburgh) (Lab): Before asking about the 
current issues that are still to be resolved, I want 
to look over how we got to where we are now. 

Peter Lederer said earlier that we need to get 
better at effecting change and taking it forward 
faster. Personally, I say three cheers to that in this 
and many other areas. However, I am sure that I 
am not alone in asking why a change that has 
taken five years in its entirety to get to this stage 
seems to be ending in a sprint finish. Even from 
those who have been fairly supportive and 
sympathetic towards both the process and the 
outcome, the constant cry that we hear is, “The 
devil will be in the detail, but we still await some of 
that detail.” Are there any lessons to be learned 
from the process that might be applied in future to 
avoid our ending up in what feels like a rather 
unbalanced change process over the five-year 
period? 

Peter Lederer: Getting rid of democracy might 
help. As I sit on both sides—I have a public job 
and a private job—I know that there is no question 
but that if a private sector organisation had a 
similar job to do, it would have completed it by 
now if it had made the announcement in April. 
There would have been clear timescales and a lot 
of money would have been put in to ensure that 
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the job got done. However, in the private sector, 
we do not have committee meetings such as this 
one and we do not have to explain everything in 
the public arena. That is just a fact of life for 
projects that are run in the public sector. 

Do I think that we could do things faster? If we 
had absolute total commitment from everyone to 
get the thing done faster, then yes. However, from 
day one, my biggest fear about the project has 
been that there is so much talk and so much going 
round and round the same stuff that the job does 
not get done. That is incredibly frustrating. For me, 
that is why things take longer than they should. I 
understand that we need to go through a process 
but, even then, the fact that everything is public 
and everyone needs to have their view means that 
the process takes a lot longer. A private company 
would have rammed the changes through in six to 
nine months. 

Susan Deacon: However, the reality is that we 
are talking not about a private company but about 
a major industry that is dependent on substantial 
public sector resource and direction. A key 
challenge for your organisation both now and in 
the future is managing and interfacing with the 
democratic process. 

Your response raises two questions in my mind. 
The first is a retrospective question, which might 
be more for John Brown, although I honestly do 
not know. Why has the consultation phase taken 
so long relative to the current phase, in which we 
grasp the outcomes of that consultation and 
translate them into specific moves forward? 
Personally, I do not accept that the requirement for 
a democratic and accountable process makes it 
inevitable that there should be such a length of 
time in consultation mode. 

Secondly, especially in the light of your 
response, I have a forward-looking question. 
Given that the democratic process and 
accountability can and must play an essential part 
in the operation of your organisation both now and 
in the future, what steps is VisitScotland taking to 
ensure that it strikes an appropriate balance by 
maintaining the pace and sharpness of operation 
that we all want to see in the development of 
tourism while providing appropriate opportunities 
to engage with the democratic process? One 
hopes that those two things would add value to 
each other over time. 

14:45 
Peter Lederer: I have two comments. First, from 

my observation, it is crystal clear that VisitScotland 
is a much sharper, faster-acting and more 
commercial organisation and that it will become 
more commercial as we advance, which is as it 
should be. 

The second point is about the five-year period. It 
has been incredibly frustrating for me because, 
when I took the chair of VisitScotland in 2001, I 
spent the first six months working with the chairs 
and chief executives of the area tourist boards to 
try to get them to come up with a solution. They 
were not able to do that, so a lot of time was 
wasted. That is where the matter should have 
been dealt with; the industry could have led the 
process through those bodies.  

Then we started again and asked how the 
Government could be involved. That was not my 
recommendation because I do not believe that 
Government should lead such processes. The 
industry should lead them and the faster that we 
move away from Government leading the tourism 
industry and make the industry take the lead with 
some support and encouragement from the public 
sector, the better.  

It has taken a long time to reach this point. The 
industry and the public sector body were in some 
crisis and we had to change that first. 
VisitScotland would not have been ready to make 
this change two years ago. A number of factors 
led to this point. There is good reason why it has 
taken so long to reach where we are today. 

John Brown: We are speaking about a total 
period of five years, but Peter Lederer is 
absolutely right. Think about what has happened 
in that time: first, we re-engineered the Scottish 
Tourist Board into VisitScotland. That was not 
done overnight and it involved replacing the entire 
management team, which was a huge culture 
change for the Scottish Tourist Board.  

Then we went through the process that Peter 
Lederer has just outlined when we spent six or 
nine months examining whether the ATB structure 
could become a fully functioning, integrated 
network. The answer was, “Sorry, we can’t do it.” 
So then the Executive picked up the problem and 
ministers launched a consultation exercise that 
elicited more than 300 responses; members will 
recall the evidence that they have already had 
about that. The single theme that came through 
those responses was, “Whatever you do with the 
structure, integrate it.”  

Then the Executive looked at how we should set 
the remit for the new body—I am stating matters of 
fact and not policy. The question was whether we 
should design a blueprint and say to VisitScotland, 
“This is exactly what we want you to do,” or 
whether we should give it an outline and ask it to 
fill in the gaps. For reasons that have already been 
explained to the committee in earlier evidence, 
ministers took the decision not to give 
VisitScotland a detailed blueprint for the new 
network, but to ask VisitScotland to design it with 
the ATBs. That took the first six months of this 
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financial year, through to about September or 
October.  

However, the timescale of six months for 
integrating 15 separate legal entities into one is 
extremely ambitious. I accept what Peter Lederer 
says about the private sector. However, although 
Diageo might have achieved the same in nine 
months, for the public sector to do it in 12 months 
is already drawing some gasps of amazement 
from people in the private sector who are looking 
at what we are doing and saying, “Wow, that’s 
quite ambitious and so far you’re on track—well 
done!” That is one of the things that gets me up in 
the morning. 

Philip Riddle: I will pick up Susan Deacon’s 
point about the future. You asked, quite rightly, 
where we will go from here and how we will 
ensure that the new organisation will be 
democratically accountable. We are building in a 
series of measures to achieve that.  

In relation to local authorities, we have already 
spoken about the national convention. There is a 
commitment to increase the size of the board of 
VisitScotland, but that will take some time because 
it requires legislation. In the meantime, Peter 
Lederer has offered to set up two chairman’s 
committees—one to represent industry players 
and the other to represent local authorities—to 
help to influence the board. 

We also seek to have in place area tourism 
partnerships, which will produce area tourism 
plans and feed into our national strategy. Of 
course, we remain answerable to MSPs and to the 
Parliament, which is our biggest source of funding. 
We are always keen to keep the doors open. 
There will be all sorts of opportunities to ensure 
that the organisation remains open and 
democratically accountable. 

Susan Deacon: I am sure that we are keen to 
keep the doors open as well. 

I will pick up where you left off and continue to 
look into the future. You told us a great deal about 
the structural mechanisms that are being put in 
place to work with other players, stakeholders and 
so on. Will you say a little more about how you 
plan to build what your submission calls the 
“corporate culture” that is necessary to move 
forward? You say: 

“We will be ‘one team for tourism, working in partnership, 
to exceed visitor’s expectations’. Embedding a new culture, 
new values and new ways of working will be critical to our 
success.” 

That is a big and challenging thing to do with any 
organisation, and I take the point that 
VisitScotland has already come through 
considerable change in that regard. What plans do 
you have further to embed and develop that 

culture in the organisation as you move into the 
next phase of development? 

Philip Riddle: The work happens in a series of 
ways. It has to start with a compelling vision of 
what the organisation does. That is something that 
we have identified and developed, but we have to 
roll it out. It is clear to John Brown what makes 
him get out of bed in the morning, but we admit 
that not everybody in the network today has that 
same compelling view. The new integrated 
network has an important role, which is primarily 
about promoting Scotland—we must be clear 
about that, because there has been a little 
confusion and a little greying. In the promotion of 
Scotland, we also have a duty to make sure that 
we are with the industry, local authorities and the 
Government and that we are all working in the 
right direction. We have to focus on how we 
position ourselves and how we position Scotland, 
and we have to get that compelling vision across. 

Beyond that, the work is about all sorts of little 
things, such as communication. We must make 
sure that we are open to people and that people 
feel that they can have their views heard. During 
the past few years, I have been tremendously 
impressed by the way in which people in 
VisitScotland have adopted the new culture and 
the new way of looking at things. Our employee 
opinion surveys show a remarkable change, with 
people feeling that they understand where we are 
going and what their jobs are within the 
organisation. We can learn from the things that we 
have got right in the past couple of years and roll 
them out to the wider network. 

Susan Deacon: I move on to some final specific 
questions. On building the partnership culture, 
many people are concerned about the possible 
loss of the insight and expertise of people in the 
ATB network and the local authorities. What are 
you doing to ensure that you draw on that 
knowledge and insight in making the transition, 
particularly in relation to appointments into the 
new structure? How are you ensuring that the 
knowledge and insight—I cannot think of 
alternative words—of people who know their local 
business well are drawn on effectively in the 
matching exercise that is taking place? 

Philip Riddle: The process is a good one and it 
is fair. Each job has a job description and we invite 
everyone in the network, through the area tourist 
board chief executives and through our staff 
communications, to suggest whether a job is 
comparable to an existing job. We assess that and 
make measurements and if the job is found to be 
comparable, that is fine. If not, another process 
takes over. The process is clear. 

On capturing wider input, it would be unfair and 
improper for anybody to go round asking, “Who 
would you like to go into this job?” It has to be 
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done by the process. I think that I can assure 
members that people are not reticent about getting 
their views across. We all have lots of input on 
how well people will fit and how well they are 
doing in the existing positions. That will be taken 
into account in the process.  

Peter Lederer: My experience tells me that, in 
situations such as this, while local knowledge is 
important, new blood is also important. This is not 
about re-creating the area tourist boards and 
putting them back in place with a different name. 
As well as keeping the knowledge that we have, 
we need to get fresh thinking in—it is about 
blending the two.  

Susan Deacon: Those points are well made. 
What we are all looking for is achieving an 
appropriate balance between continuity and 
change, which I realise is a challenge. My final 
question, which I have asked other witnesses, 
relates specifically to cities, and particularly to their 
gateway role. Various ministers—or at least one 
that I recall—have made a clear commitment that 
one of the explicit aims of these changes would be 
to build on and to develop the role of Scotland’s 
cities as gateways.  

As an Edinburgh member, I declare a particular 
interest in this, but it is a matter of huge national 
significance. I do not need to remind our witnesses 
today, but it is worth remembering that Edinburgh 
and Glasgow combined generate 90 per cent of 
Scotland’s conference business, which is worth 
about £90 million. I am interested to know what 
steps you are taking to ensure that a reality is 
made of the ministerial aspiration to build on those 
successes, and I am particularly interested to 
know what you are doing in relation to business 
tourism. I understand that quite a lot of work is still 
being fleshed out about the relationship between 
VisitScotland and the local convention bureau, for 
example. Edinburgh’s convention bureau in 
particular has been widely recognised as a model 
of good practice. Many of us would have the 
legitimate concern to ensure that we retain that 
good practice, albeit that we would want to build 
on it in future. How will you ensure that those 
objectives are achieved? 

Philip Riddle: I am glad that you asked about 
that because one thing that I am very excited 
about is the current marketing campaign that we 
have just launched, on urban-rural combinations. 
That is fantastic for cities and it also helps to meet 
our objective of ensuring that tourism gets to rural 
areas. You are probably all aware that one of the 
biggest growth markets for Scotland nowadays is 
the short-break market. The cities are fantastically 
positioned for that, but it is a very competitive 
environment. If we look around Europe, Scotland’s 
cities, but particularly Edinburgh and Glasgow, can 
hold their heads up with the best as being great 

destinations. What we have in Scotland, which 
practically no other country in the world has, is the 
ability for people to have a short break where they 
can get the best of the urban and the best of the 
rural. We sometimes go on about our 
infrastructure and transport and so on, but it is not 
that bad and we are a compact country. You can 
be walking round a Titian exhibition in Edinburgh 
in the morning, having lunch in George Street, 
white-water rafting on the Tay in the afternoon, 
and dining at a country-house hotel in the evening. 
You can be walking the hills the next day, playing 
golf, and then shopping in Glasgow that evening.  

Susan Deacon: You would be pretty exhausted, 
mind. 

15:00 
Philip Riddle: That is what people come for; 

that is what the short-break market is about—and 
that is one of the more relaxing packages. It is a 
compelling advantage.  

There has been a happy marriage here of—one 
might say—more political and socioeconomic 
concerns with a real marketing possibility. Our 
latest campaign is built around people being able 
to come to Scotland and get the best of the city 
and the rural together in a short break. It is a 
tremendous proposition. That is one key thing that 
you will see emerging.  

Early in the process, we realised that, in the 
world market—which must drive us—business 
tourism is handled a bit differently from leisure 
tourism and that the fully integrated network might 
not be the best way in which to handle some of the 
specifics, in particular the convention centres. 
There is an impetus to sell the cities that have 
made a big investment in becoming convention 
centres as city destinations rather than as part of a 
more joined-up product. We have entered into 
constructive discussions on that, which one would 
expect, given the people who are involved in 
business tourism. As yet, we have not formally 
agreed anything, but the discussions are well 
advanced. 

The idea is to have special purpose vehicles to 
run the business convention bureaux and 
business tourism in the cities. They will be joint 
ventures, with 50 per cent representation from the 
cities and 50 per cent from VisitScotland. I 
envision the bureaux working slightly 
independently of the network, but with extremely 
close ties to it. VisitScotland will have a 50 per 
cent representation and say in the overall 
direction. That harmonious balance will work well 
and will help to develop the cities’ business 
tourism interests. However, that does not mean 
that business tourism opportunities elsewhere in 
the country will be neglected. I see opportunities 
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for joining up other business tourism interests and 
giving them a fresh impetus. You are right that 
business tourism is a big growth sector. Given that 
we are going for growth in value and not quite so 
much for growth in footfall, we must consider 
growing business tourism. 

Susan Deacon: For the avoidance of doubt, 
when will we have the details, including the 
financial arrangements, about the relationship with 
the local convention bureaux? 

Philip Riddle: The bodies must be in place by 1 
April 2005, but I hope that they will exist before 
then. We must be careful about issues such as 
staff transfers. The measures must be 
synchronised—we can go only so fast with one 
measure because other changes have to catch up. 
Everything might have to happen on 1 April, but 
we might be able to put those bodies in place a bit 
more quickly, given that discussions are well 
advanced. 

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): I 
have two questions. I am sorry to return to the 
issue that my first question raises, but I am not 
convinced that we have had an altogether 
satisfactory response to the points that the area 
tourist board chairmen made in oral evidence two 
weeks ago and in their follow-up written 
submission. They referred to perceived secrecy 
and lack of trust and talked about a takeover, not a 
merger. Do you have any regrets about the way in 
which you have approached the process? 

Philip Riddle: I do not have any regrets. As 
Peter Lederer and John Brown have mentioned, of 
necessity, the process required a lot of discussion 
with outside parties. If it were not for that 
requirement, we would have gone through the 
design stage, reached decisions and acted on 
them much more quickly than we have done. I 
would have had regrets if we had done that. Our 
acknowledgement of the need to involve many 
people has slowed down the process, but I do not 
regret that because it was necessary in the 
environment in which we are working. 

We have done a great deal to involve people. 
More ATB people than VisitScotland people have 
been involved in the teams that were set up. The 
project director and half of the project managers 
are from the ATBs. We have involved more than 
100 people from the ATBs as well as people from 
VisitScotland and outside parties, which was 
necessary in the circumstances. 

Murdo Fraser: I hear what you say, but the 
feedback that we have received from the ATBs 
suggests that they are deeply unhappy with the 
way in which the process has been conducted. 
What do you intend to do to try to bring people on 
board from this point? You say that you do not 

have regrets, but will the VisitScotland board 
change its attitude to the process? 

Philip Riddle: I have been to quite a few staff 
meetings and, as I have said, I have found that 
staff are taking a constructive approach. Some 
people are uneasy and uncertain about things, but 
that feeling is not representative. The network is 
not falling apart. People out there are working very 
hard, doing a good job and moving ahead with the 
new arrangements. They will achieve what needs 
to be done within the available time and I do not 
think that there is any panic. Having attended the 
staff meetings and seen how the teams are 
working and what they have produced, I do not 
think that people are feeling lost and left out. They 
are getting to grips with the matter in a very 
professional way and we have competent people 
who will see things through. 

John Brown: The staff meetings that Philip 
Riddle refers to are meetings of ATB staff, not his 
staff. I have not attended all those meetings, but I 
have made it my business to talk to ATB chief 
executives and chairs across the country and I get 
the same impression that Peter Lederer said he 
had. For every person who has real issues with 
the new arrangements, I could show you one or 
two senior people in the ATB network who are 
absolutely on-side and raring to go. 

Peter Lederer: There is an ATB representative 
on the ministerial group and a chief executive sits 
on John Brown’s group, which meets every two 
weeks. I have visited every ATB area and have 
met many chairmen, chief executives, many 
members, representatives of local authorities and 
other partners. A lot of effort has gone into this. If 
people really have so many complaints about and 
issues with the new arrangements, I wonder why 
no one has contacted me to say so. If a chairman 
has a constructive idea about how we should do 
something slightly differently in order to move 
forward, I am happy to hear it. The phone is there 
and my door is open seven days a week. I find it 
slightly frustrating that if there is a problem out 
there, no one has raised it directly with us. If there 
are any such problems, my board members and I 
can be contacted and we will do something about 
them. It is not very helpful to read about these 
things in the Edinburgh Evening News. 

Murdo Fraser: Thank you for those responses. I 
should point out that, when we took evidence from 
Robin Shedden on this matter two weeks ago, he 
said that he had raised the matter with the chief 
executive of VisitScotland. I do not know whether 
his concerns went to Philip Riddle or Peter 
Lederer. I should also say that I have spoken to 
ATB chief executives and have picked up the 
feeling that was expressed in the evidence that the 
committee received. Perhaps we should simply 
agree to differ on some of these matters. 
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My second question is on a completely different 
subject. The G8 summit will be held in Perthshire 
next July. Is VisitScotland well placed to capitalise 
on the opportunities that might stem from that 
event? 

Peter Lederer: I do not think that I should 
answer that question. 

Mike Watson: Which hat are you wearing, Mr 
Lederer? 

Philip Riddle: Where is the summit going, 
again? 

What we are able to do is very much governed 
by the overall organisation of the event, which is in 
the hands of the Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office. However, we are very involved with the 
various committees in relation to the G8 and have 
put proposals on the table. 

One exciting development that is in the pipeline 
is our Scottish village, which is a prefabricated 
structure that will be used to represent Scottish 
interests—not just tourism—around the world. For 
its launch, we will take over the Vanderbilt hall at 
Grand Central station during next year’s tartan 
week to exhibit the best of food and drink, arts, 
dance, culture, tourism and business. We aspire to 
have something similar at the G8 summit, but the 
matter is not entirely in our hands. We can only 
put forward proposals. Many considerations, not 
least of which is security, have to be taken into 
account before there is any decision on what will 
happen. 

John Brown: As you would expect, the 
Executive is doing a lot of planning for the G8 
summit and VisitScotland is represented on many 
of the planning committees. 

Murdo Fraser: I deliberately asked the question 
because I am aware that the local authority is 
frustrated, because it is sometimes difficult for it to 
get a look-in, as everything is being run by the 
FCO. 

The Convener: I will not take up Murdo Fraser’s 
point about the Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office’s future in Scotland. 

I have questions on three areas. My first is on 
the process. Right at the beginning, Philip Riddle 
said that the process is important because it is 
important to get buy-in from people in a difficult 
exercise such as this. Like Murdo Fraser, I do not 
think that we have completely bottomed out the 
difference of opinion between VisitScotland and 
Robin Shedden, who gave evidence to us in his 
capacity as representative of the entire area tourist 
board network. I have a couple of specific 
questions about the area tourist board network’s 
follow-up paper. 

In the section that deals with the new tourism 
network’s engagement with local authorities, 
Robin Shedden states: 

“In July, the relevant TNS working group drew up a paper 
articulating various scenarios for local engagement and 
submitted it to the TNS Office. They were advised that a 
revised version had been submitted to the VisitScotland 
Board, but nobody in the group ever saw this and the 
subject was not progressed in the group.” 

Is that true? 

Philip Riddle: I do not know the precise details 
of the situation. As I said before, the process 
involves collecting proposals for design. On 
occasion, those proposals need to be adjusted to 
ensure that we have the right overall picture and 
that the ship sails properly. We have to be clear 
that we are not simply consulting people. Involving 
area tourist board members in teams was not 
about consultation but about collecting ideas and 
input. We wanted to capture people’s expertise to 
help us to design the ship. 

We already have the concept. If we have 
decided on an ocean liner, it is no good for people 
to come along later and suggest that it should 
have a few guns because they quite like 
battleships. We already have a clear concept of an 
integrated network, which is what we must deliver. 
We pulled together ideas about how the integrated 
network should be designed so that we could have 
one design going forward. We collected ideas from 
many sources. We could not always go backwards 
and forwards on those ideas, but we sometimes 
did. For instance, we had a management session 
in which we reviewed a series of proposals and 
decided which were good, which needed more 
work and which would not fit. The process is that 
we take those ideas and deliver a proposal to the 
Executive. 

We still have no final agreed version of the 
partnership agreement with local authorities. We 
had a lot of good input from many sources, 
including a team that considered partnerships in 
general, and those ideas have been taken on 
board. To my mind, what has not been bottomed 
out is how we capture the range of opportunities—
from local to regional to national and 
international—that will be available to local 
authorities. In our to-ings and fro-ings, we have 
captured quite well the clauses and formalities that 
might be in the agreement, but we have not 
captured the more visionary aspect of how local 
authorities might be involved. 

The Convener: I am more interested in the 
process of that discussion. Throughout my 
working life, whenever I have been appointed as a 
member of a working group, even if the purpose of 
the group was to generate new ideas, I have 
expected to see the final report before it went 
anywhere else. Is Robin Shedden right when he 
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says that the working group’s report was 
submitted without the members of the working 
group signing up to it? 

Philip Riddle: Which working group are we 
talking about? 

The Convener: I refer to the local authority 
working group. 

Philip Riddle: Let me check my notes on some 
of those details. 

I have checked the details. The report was 
referred back to the project group, which shared it 
with the lawyers to get a legal opinion on it. The 
report was then referred back to the team, which 
has now agreed it and it has gone out to the local 
authorities. 

The Convener: Are you saying that it is factually 
wrong for Robin Shedden to say that that 
particular working group did not see the report 
before it was submitted to the VisitScotland 
board? 

Philip Riddle: I believe that that is the case.  

15:15 
The Convener: I will pick two or three of the 

examples that Robin Shedden gives, rather than 
go through them all. It is important that we get to 
the bottom of this issue, if for no other reason than 
to ensure that we learn lessons for the future.  

The paper, which I think you have a copy of, 
says that the marketing working group considered 
a suggestion that  
“certain niche marketing activities could be devolved, with 
‘hub’ staff having an important role. Eight of the group 
agreed with this suggestion, two (the two most senior VS 
members)” 

—there were only 10 members of the working 
group— 
“favoured a more centralised approach. It comes as no 
surprise to discover which argument appears to have won 
the day.” 

He says the same thing about the finance 
working groups and various other working groups. 
Basically, he is saying that they were a waste of 
time and that members were ridden over 
roughshod, did not see the reports before they 
were submitted and certainly did not sign off the 
reports.  

Could you respond briefly to the paper now and 
then provide us with a follow-up submission in 
writing that details where you believe the paper to 
be factually inaccurate? The committee needs to 
get to the bottom of the matter one way or the 
other. We are not here to be judge and jury, but 
our job is to monitor the process and the use of 
public money. 

Philip Riddle: No problem. The example that 
you gave is typical of such comments, in that its 
tone tends to suggest that something appears to 
have been the case. In the kind of circumstance 
that we are discussing, people often jump the gun 
and speculate about matters. That is quite 
common. 

No decision has been made—certainly not one 
that niche marketing might not be done by an area 
office or a hub. In fact, the situation is quite the 
reverse. Even before we entered into this 
exercise, VisitScotland promoted the idea of 
having niche marketing carried out by the area 
tourist boards. We proposed that area tourist 
boards should take on national initiatives. We 
certainly would not discount that in the future—in 
fact, that will be one of the strengths of the 
system. 

To people who draw conclusions quickly to fit a 
certain agenda, the situation might appear to be 
as the example suggests. However, that has never 
been stated. One has to be a bit careful about 
going too far down that line.  

The Convener: This will be my last question on 
this matter, as you have agreed to submit a follow-
up submission. With regard to the marketing 
working party, Robin Shedden says: 

“The group members from ATBs did not have the 
opportunity of seeing the finished report before it was 
submitted in their name.” 

Is that true? 

Philip Riddle: I do not believe that the report is 
finished. It has not been finalised. I believe that 
there is still work to be done on it. 

The Convener: Is the working party going to 
meet again? 

Philip Riddle: If that is necessary. Certainly, it 
will be communicated with. 

The Convener: Will all of the members of the 
working party see the report before it is submitted? 

Philip Riddle: They will certainly be 
communicated with. If more work needs to be 
done on the report, they will see the report.  

The Convener: I want a specific answer. Will 
they see the report in their name before it is 
submitted? Yes or no? 

Philip Riddle: Yes, they can see the next 
report. I am trying to say that the report might be 
produced in stages. The process is not about 
everyone coming together to produce one report 
and that being the end of the story. That is not 
how it works. There have to be iterations; people 
have to come together, share ideas, test those 
ideas across the network and come up with one 
design. There is a process of iteration.  
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We can produce a report that everybody sees 
but, at the end of the day, that might not be the 
final thing—in all its detail—that goes into the end 
design.  

The Convener: I understand that the working 
groups are advisory, but you must understand the 
point that Robin Shedden is making. If you are a 
member of a working group, you obviously expect 
not only to see the report but to be able to say 
whether you agree with it before it is submitted to 
anybody. I am trying to find out whether Robin 
Shedden is right when he says that that did not 
happen, in which case I would say that some of 
his criticisms of the process are valid, or whether 
he is wrong, as you are indicating, in which case 
his criticism would be invalid. That is the issue that 
we are trying to get to the bottom of.  

Philip Riddle: We will respond in writing on 
those points. Perhaps in one or two cases, reports 
did not go back to the working groups. One must 
be careful about the staff implications when 
reports are submitted. Some of the suggestions 
that were made had implications for specific jobs. 
We must ensure that the process of matching and 
pointing runs parallel to that of sharing ideas about 
exactly what will happen in certain sectors. If a 
proposal that comes in is turned around or shaped 
differently and then goes back out into open water, 
that can sow disquiet or feed the rumour mill if it 
has implications for the people on whom we rely to 
run the network today. We should not let general 
decisions about project design worry individuals 
unduly about their futures. 

The Convener: I appreciate that. 

John Brown: I will briefly supplement Philip 
Riddle’s comments. I am the chair of the project 
progress group, the main role of which is project 
assurance. There are nine project teams to deal 
with the dozens, if not hundreds, of work strands 
in the project—at least one team has had 15 
separate work strands. As the person responsible 
for project assurance, I cannot say that every 
single work strand has been carried out exactly as 
it should have been and to everyone’s satisfaction, 
but I assure the committee that the project as a 
whole, covering all the different strands, has been 
carried out professionally. The project is reviewed 
every two months using the Scottish Executive’s 
gateway review process. Those checks are an 
extremely important part of the project assurance 
role. There might have been one or two glitches, 
but it is important to put them in the context of the 
dozens if not hundreds of work strands that have 
been progressed. 

The Convener: Robin Shedden did not suggest 
that there were one or two glitches; his accusation 
was more serious than that, which is why we need 
to get to the bottom of the issue. 

Susan Deacon: Paragraph 10 of Robin 
Shedden’s submission refers to a survey that was 
conducted of people’s views and experiences of 
the process and asks whether the results can be 
published. I wonder whether that is a possibility. 

The Convener: Is that possible? 

Philip Riddle: I can share the survey numbers, 
but I hesitate to give individual comments, 
because they were made in confidence and could 
be traceable. The survey that we carried out 
showed clearly that people felt involved, well 
briefed and had good direction in their 
involvement. It is ironic that the only issue on 
which people in the survey felt that the process 
had fallen down was communication from the 
project board—on which the more senior people, 
including Robin Shedden, sit—which people said 
had not been sufficient. In general, the results 
show that people are comfortable with the 
process, but we can share the numbers with the 
committee. 

Christine May: I am concerned about being told 
that we can see numbers, but not individual 
comments. The committee is accustomed to 
seeing confidential documents and to maintaining 
that confidence. It would be good if, in the spirit of 
openness, the full findings of the survey were to 
be shared with the committee. 

The Convener: I ask the witnesses to consider 
that point and get back to the committee. 

Philip Riddle: I think that the request was for 
the results to be published. 

Susan Deacon: “Published” is the word that is 
used in the submission, but the point is that, if 
views have been gathered on a process that we 
are examining, it would be useful for us to have 
access to those views. 

The Convener: I sense a consensus among 
committee members that it would be helpful if we 
could get the results, which I presume could be 
put in the public domain, and for the committee to 
see individual comments, which at this stage 
would be confidential. I will give the witnesses time 
to consider that, but I think that that is the request. 

Christine May: Yes. 

Mr Stone: One does not want to err into the 
region of being ill-mannered, but this committee is 
sort of sovereign— 

Mike Watson: Yes—sort of sovereign. 

Mr Stone: It can ask to see an awful lot of 
things. We are making a polite but firm request. 

The Convener: I think that Philip Riddle has 
indicated acquiescence to our request for the 
results to be published but for individual comments 
to be made available to us in private. 
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Philip Riddle: Yes, in confidence. 

The Convener: I understand your wish for the 
comments to be made available only in private at 
this stage, and I acknowledge your offer to share 
them with the committee. 

The business plan is due by the end of 
December. Will that be a public document? Where 
does it go from here? Is it a draft document, an 
interim document or the final document? Who 
approves it? When is it approved? 

Philip Riddle: The document is the first cut. At 
the risk of getting into terminology, I would say that 
it is a bit more than a draft but far from being a 
final product. 

We will pull the document together from the 
project team and share it with the Scottish 
Executive and the VisitScotland board. The 
question then is where we go with it. However, it 
will provide our first integrated overview of how 
things are coming together financially, which is the 
most important aspect. 

The Convener: I know that this is not entirely 
within your grasp, but when do you hope to finalise 
the business plan? Presumably, the minister has 
to sign it off. 

Philip Riddle: It has to be signed off by the 
VisitScotland board and the NTBs that are set up. 
I would expect that to happen in February. Over 
the course of January, we will carry out the 
important due diligence process across the 
network and feed that into the financial side of 
things. We can quite quickly define the heart of the 
business plan, as it focuses on questions such as 
what we are going to do with the integrated 
network and what it will achieve. However, putting 
together all the bits and pieces of the financial 
backing will take a bit longer and will be subject to 
due diligence. 

The Convener: Will the final version be made 
public? 

Philip Riddle: Our business plan is always a 
public document. 

The Convener: I thank the witnesses very 
much. I realise that some of our questions might 
have been difficult to answer, but our job is to 
monitor and scrutinise the process and to look 
after public money. 

Arts in the Community Inquiry 

15:27 
The Convener: We move on to item 3. I would 

usually have a break at this point, but a couple of 
members have to leave the meeting early. 

We have already agreed to take this item in 
public. Although taking these discussions in public 
has great advantages, one disadvantage is that 
we are not allowed to embrace the clerks in 
conversation per se. However, I know that Judith 
Evans has spoken to quite a few members who, 
when we previously discussed the matter, 
expressed interest in making some input into the 
report’s structure. I propose to open the meeting 
up to general comment and then we can discuss 
any specific amendments that members want to 
make. [Interruption.] Mike, I take it from that noise 
that you want to say something. 

Mike Watson: No, I was nodding to one of our 
visitors as he was leaving. That said, I want to 
make one or two comments on the draft report. In 
general, I am very happy with it; I might add one or 
two elements to the overall argument, but nothing 
very detailed. Do you intend to go through the 
report paragraph by paragraph? 

The Convener: Well, I was thinking that we 
should look at it in detail, perhaps page by page. 

Mike Watson: The report should stress the 
need for three-year funding, as far as that is 
possible. I suppose that that would apply to local 
authorities, because any funding that the 
Executive gives is largely for three years. The 
other, perhaps more problematic issue in that 
respect is lottery funding. As I have said, I am 
happy with the report’s thrust, but I will raise one 
or two issues when we go through it line by line. 

The Convener: We all agree that there should 
be more emphasis on three-year funding. After all, 
that seemed to be the committee’s view when we 
last discussed the matter. 

Christine May: I urge a note of caution. There 
should be longer-term funding; indeed, any 
funding should certainly last longer than a year. 
However, I would hesitate to say that three-year 
funding should be the norm. 

The Convener: It could be longer. 

Christine May: It could be longer, but it might, 
of necessity, be shorter, given the way in which 
some of the projects are structured.  

Mike Watson: The term “longer-term” funding 
might be helpful. 

Christine May: Yes. 



!Syntax Error, ! ERROR! UNKNOWN DOCUMENT PROPERTY NAME. 
 !Syntax Error, ! 

 

15:30 
Susan Deacon: Broadly, I think that this is a 

good first draft, especially as it deals with a subject 
that is difficult to get one’s head around. Even if 
we cannot embrace the clerk publicly, we should 
at least express our appreciation of the work that 
she has done in wrestling with this particular 
jellyfish. 

The Convener: I think that she would prefer a 
whisky mac, actually. 

Susan Deacon: I want to flag up one or two 
chunky issues of omission and to note some 
phraseology that could usefully be strengthened. It 
is particularly important that this committee makes 
the connection between the arts and the 
development of creativity and an entrepreneurial 
spirit. I do not think that I need to justify that 
statement too much. Arts in the community is not 
only related to the social justice agenda but links 
closely into how we can build the social or human 
capital—that is a phrase that I think that the report 
should use—that we need if we are to create a 
confident, creative and economically smart, 
successful Scotland. 

The Convener: When Lord Dennis Stevenson, 
the chairman of HBOS, addressed the cross-party 
group on the Scottish economy, one of the points 
that he made was that people wanted to come to 
Edinburgh because of quality-of-life issues such 
as access to a national opera company, a national 
ballet company and so on. More and more 
research shows the importance of the arts as a 
promoter of inward investment and economic 
development as well as a promoter of the aims of 
social justice. It all wraps in. 

Susan Deacon: It would be helpful if we could 
build into the report a section on that.  

On phraseology, I am not sure that we have 
quite captured what we want to say about the 
health and well-being of communities and the 
extent to which that community well-being can be 
improved. I am slightly concerned about the fact 
that we still approach some of those issues in 
terms of the negatives, such as problems and so 
on. A more positive construct needs to be stated in 
that regard, which relates directly to what the 
convener has just said about quality-of-life issues 
and to health and well-being issues.  

The final chunky issue that I want to raise is that 
I do not think that we have made enough out of 
the importance of children and young people. I 
think that members of the committee agree that 
involvement in the arts can play a vital part in a 
child’s development from an early stage. There 
are some specific points that we should weave 
into the report, not least to do with schools 
infrastructure. We make a general infrastructure 
point but, as we said during the inquiry, we should 

say something specifically about schools 
infrastructure and artistic and creative 
programmes in schools.  

Mr Stone: I will have to leave the committee 
fairly soon, so I would like to state my thoughts 
now.  

The clerks can keep me right on this, but 
members might remember how pashed I was on 
the subject of trying to get art to some of the 
poorest sections of society, such as homeless 
people—I therefore applaud what Susan Deacon 
was saying about schools. In that regard, 
however, I note that one of the recommendations 
in the draft report says: 

“We recommend that the Executive explore the potential 
to expand opportunities to link volunteers from corporate 
Scotland to voluntary arts organisations.” 

What I had in mind, however, was that a system of 
rules and carrots—as opposed to sticks—should 
be devised not just to encourage volunteers from 
the corporate sector, but to induce the corporate 
sector to get involved not only with high art, such 
as opera, but with arts in the community by, for 
example, sponsoring an exhibition for homeless 
people in Edinburgh. I take the view that art is for 
absolutely everyone. 

I had occasion to visit Porterfield prison in 
Inverness yesterday, where violent efforts are 
being made on a number of fronts, but I have to 
ask myself what is happening in that institution in 
the way of art or performance. Those things might 
just provide a spark of humanity in those people’s 
lives and it could help to reform and improve them. 
I might be out on a limb here, because that is my 
personal view. Of course, that might be in the draft 
report’s recommendations and I have missed it; I 
do not know. I would like to persuade my 
colleagues to think about including it. Judith Evans 
can correct me if I have missed it. 

The Convener: We could build it in if members 
agree. 

Mr Stone: I do not want to drag the committee 
with me but there is an opportunity here to make a 
difference to some of the most hard-up people in 
terrible situations. 

The Convener: Perhaps we should use the 
term “business” rather than “corporate”, which 
always suggests big business to me. Many smaller 
businesses contribute at a local level, because 
they have a commitment to their local 
communities. 

Mr Stone: Scottish ministers might be able to 
devise not desperately expensive carrots that 
would encourage businesses to go down that 
route. I will rest my case there; I have probably 
said too much on this during the past months. 
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The Convener: Do you want to give Judith 
Evans a note of the kind of thing that you would 
like to be built into the report? 

Mr Stone: That is a kind offer, but I will take it 
up only if it is okay with the rest of the committee. 

The Convener: I think that everyone is quite 
happy with that. 

Christine May: Jamie Stone raises an 
interesting point, but it is one on which we did not 
take any evidence—although, to be fair, he also 
raised the issue during the inquiry. 

I will start with the chunky issues and come back 
to Susan Deacon’s point about linking to the 
health and well-being of the community and the 
economy. We did not take evidence on this, but if 
we are linking the report to FEDS and “A Smart, 
Successful Scotland”, we should point out that 
creative industries are one of Scottish Enterprise’s 
key strands. Community arts can do a huge 
amount to generate interest in creative processes, 
which people can then apply to business. 

On Jamie Stone’s point, the Scottish Arts 
Council funds an arts in prisons programme. We 
have evidence of that in some of the information 
that the Scottish Arts Council sent in. Jamie 
Stone’s point is that business might want to get 
involved with that as part of their corporate social 
responsibility programmes. That is a reasonable 
question to pose, even if we did not take evidence 
on it. I am just conscious that we do not have 
evidence to back up anything we might say about 
it, but we could make the point that, even though 
we did not take evidence, we have had the 
thought. 

The Convener: I do not know about the rest of 
the committee, but as a general rule I do not think 
that we have to stick absolutely to not saying 
something because there is no evidence about it. 
If we feel that there is something to be said, we 
should say it. That is my view. 

Christine May: Fair enough. I have no problem 
with what Jamie Stone is saying. 

Mr Stone: Thank you. I will e-mail the clerk. 

Murdo Fraser: I have three points. First, I agree 
with something Susan Deacon said. The report 
requires to give greater emphasis to the word 
“confidence”. People who participate in the arts 
generally grow in self-confidence and they can use 
that confidence in other areas of their lives, not 
least in economic activity. That needs to be drawn 
out a little more clearly.  

Secondly, to respond to Jamie Stone’s point 
about prisons, I do not disagree with what he said, 
but we have to be a bit careful—I do not think that 
we will get much public sympathy for pressing the 
issue of arts in prison, unless we are talking about 

it in the context of promoting arts in other 
environments as well. We should be careful about 
that. 

My third point is almost erring on the side of 
specifics, but it is also a general point about 
resources. Paragraph 14 of the draft report says: 

“We recommend that the Executive make funding 
available to support local arts networks, including voluntary, 
public and private arts groups, agencies and companies.” 

That is such a woolly and imprecise sentence that 
I am not sure that it is of any value. 

The Convener: Do you have an alternative or 
do you want to delete the sentence? 

Murdo Fraser: We must consider the issue in 
the context of what we are saying about 
resources. I am not sure that that sentence 
properly encapsulates what we are trying to say. 

The Convener: We will have a go at it when we 
get to discussing the specifics. 

Mike Watson: Paragraph 5 is on targets and 
monitoring. I am not quite sure what we are saying 
here. It reads: 

“The current targets … have the potential to skew activity 
in unintended ways.” 

From the evidence that I heard, I am not sure what 
that means. We know that the situation around 
monitoring is being reviewed by the Executive. 
However, I am not sure about including quite such 
a harsh judgment on monitoring as has been 
suggested. Perhaps the clerks or someone else 
could explain what is meant.  

The next paragraph goes on to talk about 
“lighter-touch monitoring”. That is fine. However, 
the question is what the “qualitative measures” are 
and how we arrive at measures that are seen as 
being appropriate. Measures will not always be 
appropriate in all cases. There is not a one-size-
fits-all situation when it comes to monitoring. In 
some cases, the issue might simply be 
participation. That is the key; that is the first step. I 
am a little uneasy about that part of the report—I 
am not clear about it in my own mind. I think that I 
attended all, or almost all, the evidence-taking 
sessions from which those paragraphs were 
derived. 

Paragraph 7 states: 
“We have heard evidence of an overall lack of funding.”  

I see what is meant by that, but “lack of funding” 
tends to mean no funding. Perhaps we should put 
“funding shortfalls” or something like that. The 
same paragraph continues:  

“local government reorganisation resulted in a significant 
decline in funding”. 

It did, but the local authorities did not necessarily 
get less money. I remember speaking about 
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Strathclyde in particular. In a number of areas, 
when Strathclyde Regional Council ceased to 
exist, the resources did not get spread evenly 
throughout the 13 local authorities that were left in 
the footprint of Strathclyde. That did not just apply 
to arts and culture funding. To some extent, the 
problems arose because local authorities made 
some difficult decisions; it was not necessarily to 
do with funding being withdrawn or with there 
being less of it.  

Local authorities felt as if they had become free 
to make their own decisions. They might no longer 
have viewed something that had been a priority for 
Strathclyde Regional Council as a priority for 
themselves. I stress that that did not just apply to 
the arts and culture. There should be some 
reflection of that in paragraph 7, if possible. It 
looks like funding was cut. In fact, funding was 
diverted elsewhere, largely by local authorities’ 
own decisions. That impacts on the comments that 
we make elsewhere in the report on the fact that 
we observed vast differences in what different 
local authorities do. I would like that to be made a 
bit more— 

The Convener: Precise? 

Mike Watson: Yes, precise. It is funny that you 
suggest that word. I am not sure if we are getting 
into textual changes yet, but— 

The Convener: Not yet, no.  

Mike Watson: Okay, I will come back to that. 
One suggestion was to replace “clear” with 
“precise”. 

Paragraph 13 is about planning and mentions 
community planning partnerships. It contains no 
recognition of the fact that social inclusion 
partnerships, which have existed for five years, 
have always been required to make a contribution 
in arts and culture. That happens in Glasgow and I 
think that the same rules apply to SIPs throughout 
Scotland. Perhaps the rules for the thematic SIPs 
might be slightly different, but the area SIPs have 
always been required to do that.  

I know from experience that, in various areas 
across the country, the work that has been done 
using SIP funding has a good record. We suggest 
“encouraging Community Planning Partnerships” 
in the report as if that is a new idea. Community 
planning partnerships follow on from social 
inclusion partnerships. It is inconceivable that the 
demands that are made on SIPs would not also be 
made on community planning partnerships. The 
point is valid, but we should reflect the fact that we 
know what has been done by SIPs over the past 
five years, rather than suggesting that such 
engagement by partnerships is something new.  

I mentioned the point about three-year funding 
earlier. Other than one or two small textual 
amendments, that is the extent of my comments. 

Richard Baker (North East Scotland) (Lab): I 
am very happy with the report, which looks very 
good. My main points were about anti-
departmentalism and engaging with volunteering 
in the corporate sector. Christine May has already 
made a point about longer-term funding. 
Essentially, all my points have been covered.  

The only other issue that I would like the report 
to cover will be considered by the Cultural 
Commission. Some of the outreach work in 
communities comes from national companies. 
Furthermore, some of our successful artists first 
succeeded through their endeavours in their local 
communities. There might be ways of encouraging 
them to go back and share some of their 
experiences to encourage success and more 
artistic endeavours in the communities from which 
they came.  

The Convener: I remind members that we are 
looking at the first draft of a report. Perhaps we 
should not go into the spelling mistakes and so 
forth in detail. As we go through the report, we 
should concentrate on substantive issues and not 
on those that are purely textual. 

15:45 
Susan Deacon: The Cultural Commission is 

mentioned in the report. Can we get some 
clarification on how our inquiry will interface with 
its work and on how, or if, we will meet the 
commission? 

The Convener: When the committee agreed to 
do this inquiry, I was not a member of it. From 
looking back through the minutes, however, I know 
that the committee agreed to submit the inquiry 
evidence to the commission. We can do that in 
what is now its phase 2 consultation. 

As Susan Deacon knows, we received an 
invitation to meet the Cultural Commission as part 
of a crowd. I consulted the committee and the 
general view was that we should have our own 
meeting with James Boyle. I think that the view 
that the committee expressed in the past was that 
a formal meeting should not be held, but that we 
should seek an informal meeting between the 
committee and the commission chairman. The 
clerks are in touch with James Boyle’s office to fix 
up a date. It is now inevitable that the meeting will 
be held in the new year. I take it that the view of 
the committee is still that it would be inappropriate 
to have a formal meeting. There is not that much 
in the commission’s phase 1 report for us to talk 
about anyway at the moment—frankly, it is all very 
airy-fairy. 
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Mike Watson: An informal meeting is fine. 

Richard Baker: If our report is to go to the 
Cultural Commission, that clarifies the point about 
whether we should mention outreach work. 
Perhaps we should include a mention of the 
importance of community arts and of encouraging 
some of the stars to go back and do things in 
communities. I am talking only about a broad 
reference, but it would be worth including for the 
reason that I have given. 

The Convener: That poses the question 
whether we should also submit our report to the 
COSLA review that Bridget McConnell is carrying 
out. 

Christine May: I do not have a problem with 
that. 

Richard Baker: I do not have a problem with 
that, either. 

Christine May: We can have a two-way flow of 
information. 

The Convener: It might even be a three-way 
flow. Is that okay, Susan? You are looking a bit 
puzzled. Do you need further clarification? 

Susan Deacon: No. 

The Convener: I am just going on what the 
committee agreed previously. 

Shall we continue to go through the report? I ask 
members to make substantive points on issues 
other than those we have covered so far. Although 
the report is fairly short, we are not missing 
anything as a result—indeed, it might mean that 
people will read it. 

Susan Deacon: I am happy to hand my 
scribbles on the detailed points that I want to raise 
to Judith Evans. I am sure that colleagues will be 
relieved to hear that. However, while we are sitting 
around the table, I have some issues on which I 
would like to hear colleagues’ views. It seems 
appropriate for us to include in the report our 
agreed definition of community arts. I know that it 
is included in the inquiry remit, but, as it is a broad 
and inclusive definition of arts in the community 
and one that we applied to our thinking, it should 
be in the report. 

In paragraph 3, we talk about the need for the 
Government to “support the cultural change”. The 
sentence should be tidied up. The important point 
that I want to raise is that, when we talk about 
supporting cultural change, we should use words 
such as “facilitate” and “enable”. I will give the 
clerk my detailed comments, but I am also 
concerned about what we are saying about 
resources and funding. What we say should fit 
with the idea not so much of public sector money 
being given to a group to make something 
happen, as of the simple and practical arts that 

can enable and facilitate activities on the ground. I 
am thinking of things that we have discussed, 
including the need to have a place to meet, a 
basic piece of advice or support on the production 
of a programme or something that relates to 
capacity building. 

I guess that I have two points to make: the first 
is that, with members’ agreement, words such as 
“facilitate” and “enable” should be up front in the 
report, as well as the word “support”. The second 
is that, when the time comes, we should make it 
clear that, in talking about the form that support 
takes, we are also talking about— 

The Convener: Soft support. 

Susan Deacon: Yes. We are talking about the 
decisions that are made on practical issues such 
as lets and so forth and not just those that are 
reached so that someone can say, “Here’s your 
grant cheque.” 

The Convener: Perhaps we should talk not only 
about cultural change, but about development, 
too. If we use just the word “change”, we might be 
seen to be talking about change for change’s 
sake, whereas development is the key to the way 
in which the arts move forward. 

Christine May: I am sorry. I did not realise that 
the convener was waiting for agreement. 

The Convener: I am glad that we have 
consensus on that one. 

Do members want to go through the report page 
by page or should we give our comments to Judith 
Evans, who will do her usual good job of 
assembling them? 

Mike Watson: As this is a first draft, I suggest 
that members who have small changes to make, 
or who want to point out spelling or textual 
changes, should communicate them by e-mail to 
the clerks. We can go through the second draft 
line by line. 

The Convener: Is that agreed? 

Christine May: If I may, I will make one point on 
paragraph 14, which is on resources, as I have a 
real difficulty with our recommendation. I am 
happy to suggest something to Judith Evans, but 
for us to recommend that 
“the Executive makes funding available to support local 
networks” 

is to run the risk of a minister turning round and 
saying, “What do you want me to cut out of the 
budget so that I can do that?” It is too simplistic a 
recommendation and it makes me feel 
uncomfortable. 

Susan Deacon: I agree. 
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Mike Watson: It is not just that. I agree with 
Christine May, but our recommendation also 
suggests a different funding structure. At the 
moment, money goes through the Scottish Arts 
Council. The Executive gives it to the SAC and it 
makes the decisions. The SAC is not unhappy 
about making those decisions—that was certainly 
the impression that I got from what Jim Tough said 
when he appeared before the committee. In any 
case, unless additional funding were made 
available, the issue would arise of where the 
money would have to be taken from. We need 
something more specific than that. The wording 
should not imply that the Executive must get into 
the minutiae of funding. 

Christine May: I suggest that, under paragraph 
10, we do not want to “wonder”. 

Mike Watson: Or, indeed, to wander. 

Christine May: Indeed. I will make a suggestion 
to the clerks that might tighten up the wording a 
bit. 

The Convener: Absolutely. Are members 
agreed to the comments that have been made? 

Members indicated agreement.  

The Convener: As I said, we will finalise the 
report early in the new year. We are not due to 
launch it until the end of January, which gives 
everyone time to submit their ideas. 

15:51 
Meeting continued in private until 16:18. 

 
 




