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Executive Summary

Introduction

1. The Northern Ireland Tourist Board
(NITB) produced a Strategic Framework
for Action (2004-2007)', designed to
deliver targes for fourism growth set out
in the Corporate Plans of both NITB and
Tourism Ireland. One of the key strands
of the Framework for Action was to
‘Develop Signature Projects’ = ‘a number
of areas identified for their potential fo
deliver world class excellence drawing
visitors from home and overseas’. These
Signature Projects, which each represent
a disfinct and unique aspect of Northern
Ireland’s landscape, culture or heritage,
are: Titanic (Maritime) Belfast; Giant's
Causeway/Antrim and Causeway Coast
area; the Walled City of Derry; Christian
Heritage/ Saint Patrick and the Mournes
National Park area?. Each Signature
Project involves the development of a
number of fourist atiractions jointly funded
by the private and public sectors and
were planned for delivery in the short to
medium term.

2. Our review was a high level examination
of progress on the implementation of
the 5 Signature Projects which will cost
around £159 million, of which £71
million is public sector funding through
NITB. The review, which has been carried
out in advance of the completion of the
Signature Projects and which is focused
towards the larger Projects, identifies a
number of lessons and recommendations
for the future for NITB, the Department of
Enterprise, Trade and Investment (DETI -
NITB's sponsoring Department) as well as

a number of areas of good practice fo be
disseminated fo the wider public sector.

In our view, the Signature Projects
represent the best way forward for fourism
development in Northern Ireland. They
have the potential to achieve ‘infernational
standout’ for Northern Ireland and to
increase the number of tourists. NITB has
clearly communicated the key messages
of the Signature Projects fo stakeholders
and project promoters.

However, delays have been experienced
in the implementation of the Signature
Projects. At this point in time, there are
two driving routes — Causeway and Saint
Pafrick’s — Phase | of the Walled City
and the Titanic's Dock and Pump House
element of the Titanic Signature Project

in place. The two major elements of the
Projects, the Titanic Signature Building
and the Giant's Causeway Visitor Centre,
are due to complefe in March and June
2012 respectively. Development along
the Causeway and Saint Patrick’s roufes
is incomplefe. The lack of progress in
attaining National Park status for the
Mournes has reduced this Signature
Project to a coastal route. Signage

and development along this route are
also incomplete. A number of material
projects within Phase Il of the Walled
City Signature Project also remain fo be
implemented.

The delays and shortfall in delivery are
the result of deficiencies in overall project
planning, management and governance
arrangements; a shorfage of funding,

1 NITB [April 2004) Tourism in Northern Ireland: a Strategic Framework for Action 2004 - 2007

2 To date, the designation of a National Park in the Mournes area remains a proposal



Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects 3

particularly prior to 2008-09; time-
limited funding, match funding issues and
inadequate programme and project level
performance management.

6. As our review was carried out at a
time when the Projects are not fully
implemented, we are unable to conclude
on whether value for money has been
achieved. However, there are concerns
that the impact of the Signature Projects,
which are being implemented in
challenging economic times, may fall
short of the anficipated ‘step change” in
the performance of the fourism secfor in
Northern Ireland. In particular, the value
for money achievable by the Titanic
Signature Building and the sustainability of
the Giant's Causeway Visitor Centre are
not guaranteed.

Main findings

Project planning, management and
governance arrangements

7. The Signature Projects were first identified
in NITB's Strategic Framework for Action
(2004-2007). As an aspirational
document, the Framework provided little
detail in terms of the expected scope and
confent of the Signature Projects, how they
were to be implemented or the timescale
over which they were to be realised.

8. The overall Signature Project concept was
never formally tfranslated into detailed
action plans. Instead, the individual
Signature Projects have been developed
incrementally, informed by a number of

wider economic and social development
plans and consultancy input. These in tumn
led to individual project applications from
project promoters. In the absence of clear
definition at the outset of the Signature
Projects Programme, it is extremely difficult
fo defermine whether what was originally
intended has ultimately been delivered.

Overall project management and
governance arrangements af the
strategic level were deficient, in that

no overarching project board was
esftablished with responsibility for the
direction and monitoring of the Signature
Projects Programme as a whole.
Operational level project management
and governance arrangements were,
however, put in place in relation to a
number of the separate Signature Projects
and individual projects including the
Titanic Signature Building and the Giant's
Causeway Visitor Centre.

DETI and NITB do not share this view.
They never considered the Signature
Projects as one programme. Their view is
that because of the complexities arising
from the nature and scale of the Projects,
it would not have been possible to
manage them as a single programme.

Funding

Despite being identified in 2004, and
being aligned to NITB's corporate targets
for tourism growth, no specific funding
was identified for the implementation

of the Signature Projects af their outset.
While early development was facilitated
through NITB diverting some funds from
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its tourism development budget, up to
2008-09 only £5.7 million was made
available for the implementation of the
Signature Projects. This lack of funding
restricted their initial progress.

The Signature Projects did not obtain
material funding until 2008-09 when
around £70 million was allocated
through the Programme for Government
(PIC) (2008-2011). Funding through
the PIG provided the necessary impetus
fo the Signature Projects, without which
they could not have been implemented
in any significant manner. However,
because PIG funding did not cover the
Walled City Project, implementation of a
number of elements of this Project have
been hampered by the cessation of its
alternative funding source after March
2008. Our discussions with project
promoters also identified delays in the
implementation of individual projects as

a result of difficulties in obtaining match 15.

funding.

An element of the PIG funding earmarked
for the Signature Projects is to be sourced
from the European Union (EU). However,
DETl is experiencing problems in
obtaining EU funds for the largest single

element of the Signature Projects — the 16.

Titanic Signature Building. An application
for EU funding of €24 million has been
queried by the European Commission
(EC), on grounds of lack of competition

in relation fo the procurement of the
construction of the Building. DETI and

its legal advisers are engaging with the
Commission and its legal advisers. DETI
has advised that if its legal arguments are

unsuccessful, it will provide the required
funding from other sources.

Performance management

Overall performance management has
been inconsistent at every level of the
Signature Projects. No overarching plans
were developed for the overall Signature
Projects Programme, and as a result no
strategic level fargets were set. Those
objectives and targets which have been
set by DETI and NITB have lacked clarity
and definition. DETI and NITB have sfated
that they never considered the Signature
Projects to be a single programme (as
noted at paragraph 10). However,
without clearly defined targets it is difficult
fo assess the effectiveness of performance
management and to determine whether
the impacts of the Signature Projects have
been realised.

A number of evaluations of the individual
Signature Projects identified a lack of
SMART obijectives and targets (those that
are Specific, Measureable, Achievable,
Relevant and Time Bound).

Value for money/sustainability

The two largest single elements of the
Signature Projects, the Titanic Signature
Building and the Giant's Causeway
Visitor Centre are not scheduled to open
to the public until April and July 2012
respectively. VWhether these Projects
represent value for money can only

be assessed fully after they have been
implemented and their impact measured.
Our review has identified a number of




19.

20.

issues which may affect their value for
money, impact and sustainability.

The Titanic Signature Building will cost
the public sector £60 million, but will be
more expensive and deliver less financial
benefits than a proposed alternative

aftraction at the Odyssey Arena Complex.

The Titanic Signature Building is also
relatively expensive to build compared to
other visitor attractions.

As a result of the economic downturn,
large parts of the Titanic Quarter are
currently undeveloped. This situation is
unlikely to change for some time. When
completed in March 2012, the Titanic
Signature Building and the other Titanic
heritage assets, will be surrounded by
many acres of undeveloped brownfield
land. This will detract from the Signature
Building's appeal to tourists and will limit

the overall impact of the Signature Project.

There is a risk that the Giant's Causeway
Visitor Centre will not achieve financial
sustainability. If its operating revenues
fall short of those projected, as a result
of fewer paying visitors, the Centre may
be unable to cover ifs costs and fulfil its
wider objectives for the conservation of
the World Heritage Site and support for
fourism development in the area.

Increasing visitor numbers and visitor
spend in order fo secure the potential
economic benefits associated with the
development of the Signature Projects is
the key success factor for the Programme.
Increased visitor numbers can only

be achieved where potential visitors

Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects 5

are made aware of what is on offer.
Consequently, effective promotion and
marketing will be vital in realising the
economic potential of the Signature
Projects.







Part One:
Introduction
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Part One:

Introduction

Introduction

1.1 The Northern Ireland Tourist Board (NITB)
is a Non-Departmental Public Body
(NDPB) of the Department of Enterprise
Trade and Investment (DETI). NITB is
responsible for the development of the
fourism experience in Northern Ireland;
the promotion and markefing of Northern
Ireland as a tourist destination in the
Republic of Ireland and Northern Ireland
markets; and for providing policy advice
to DETI. In doing so, it works closely with
Tourism Ireland Lid® which is responsible
for marketing the island of Ireland in
Creat Britain and overseas. DET! is the
lead Department for tourism and plays a
crucial role in formulating and delivering
economic development policy in terms of
enferprise, social economy, innovation,
energy, telecommunications and tourism.

1.2 NITB produced a Strategic Framework
for Action (2004-2007) in which
it identified 10 Action Programmes
designed to deliver targets for tourism
growth in line with its Corporate Plan
(2002-2005) and Tourism Ireland's
Corporate Plan {2002-2004). The NITB
plan included a 7 per cent yearon-year
increase in Qutof-State (i.e. outside
Northern Ireland) visitors to 2.05 million
and a @ per cent yearon-year increase in
Outof-State visitors spend fo £365 million
by December 2005. One of the Action
Programmes was to ‘Develop Signature
Projects’ = ‘a number of areas identified
for their potential to deliver world class
excellence drawing visitors from home
and overseas'. It was planned that these
investment infensive projects would

achieve 'international standout and have
a significam‘ impact on Northern Ireland’s
fourism performance.

The Strategic Framework for Action
(2004-2007) identified a number of best
prospect Signature Projects to progress in
the short to medium ferm:

e Titanic (Maritime) Belfast;

e Giant's Causeway,/Antrim and
Causeway Coast areq;

® The Walled City of Derry;
e Christian Heritage/Saint Patrick; and
* Mournes National Park area.

Fach Signature Project reflects a distinct
and unique aspect of Northern Ireland’s
landscape, culture or heritage.

The first material capital funding for

the Signature Projects was through

the Programme for Government (PfC)
(2008-2011)* when around £70 million
was allocated. In 2010 DETI produced
an ambitious Draft Tourism Strategy for
Northern Ireland to 2020 with a vision
to 'Create the new Northern Ireland
experience and get it on everyone’s
destination wish list. There is also a
clear desire to ensure that the people

of Northern Ireland are part of the
success sfory and benefit from growth.
The strategic target has been designed
fo balance these objectives: 'Northern
Ireland has set its sights high. VWe will
double the income we earn from fourism

3 A North/South Implementation Body set up as part of the Good Friday Agreement [1998)
4 A Northemn Ireland Executive Programme which outlined Govemment plans and priorities for the period 2008-201 1



by 2020. We will work together to grow

"

tourism for the benefit of all

This is to be achieved by increasing
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Centre are due to complete in March and
June 2012 respectively.

visitors (domestic and Outof-State) from Scope of the study
current annual levels of 3.2 million to
4.5 million by 2020 and increasing 1.6 This study is designed to enable a high-

earmnings from all tourism activity from
£536 million (2010 forecast in the

Draft Tourism Strategy) to £1 billion by
2020. Given the current challenging
economic conditions, these figures are
ambitious. DETI stafes that the targets

will only be achieved through the efforts
of individual businesses, supported

by Government and its Agencies. The
successful implementation of the five
Signature Projects is seen as a catalyst
for the Strategy. However, despite these
being identified in 2004, none have
been fully implemented some seven years
later. Indeed the major elements of the
Signature Projects — the Titanic Signature
Building and the Giant's Causeway Visitor

level review on the implementation of the
Signature Projects (which will cost around
£159 million, of which £71 million is
public funding through NITB - see Figure
1). We have identified lessons for the
future for NITB, DETI and the wider public
sector when embarking on major capital
projects and also draw out areas of good
practice.

In addition to the £159 million investment
in fourism infrastructure supported through
NITB — the Signature Projects, NITB
estimates that some £300 million has also
been invested in ancillary regeneration
by other public bodies such as the
Department for Social Development and

Figure 1 Overall Signature Project costs

£m £m
Titanic (Maritime) Belfast 6 92 40
Giant's Causeway,/Anfrim and Causeway Coast area 42 27 13
The Walled City of Derry 19 27 13
Christian Heritage/Saint Patrick 21 8 2
Mourmes National Park area 18 5 3
Total 106 159 71

Source: NITB
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Part One:

Introduction

local councils. This includes, for example,
public realm improvements at Newcastle
promenade, Downpatrick town centre,
Belfast City centre and within the VWalled
City of Derry. This wider investment, while
improving areas in which the Signature
Projects are situated, however, falls
outside the scope of this study.

As well as reviewing NITB and DET
documentation and carrying out
interviews with staff in both organisations,
we underfook an extensive project
promoter and stakeholder consultation
exercise. This involved inferviews with
many of the project promoters directly
involved in the Signature Projects and
engaging with wider industry stakeholders
through a stakeholder questionnaire. As
part of this process we also carried out

a number of sife visits fo the Signature
Projects. We were supported in this study
by Professor Stephen Boyd, Professor of
Tourism af the University of Ulster who
acted as a Reference Partner. Professor
Boyd participated in a number of

sife visits, project promoter inferviews
and contributed to the wider industry
stakeholder questionnaire.

The Report is sfructured as follows:

e Part Two examines the history and
progress on the implementation of the
Signature Projects; and

® Part Three idenfifies the main lessons
from our review, grouped thematically
in the areas of concept, confent,
funding, delivery and impact/value
for money.

The Appendices contain the position on
all Signature Project elements in early
September 2011 and a detailed report
on the major themes emerging from our
project promoter and stakeholder analysis.

As our review was carried out at a time
when the Signature Projects are not

fully implemented, we have not made a
definitive statement on the value for money
achieved.




Part Two:
The Signature Projects: History and Progress on
Implementation




12 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

Part Two:

The Signature Projects: History and Progress on
Implementation

The Signature Projects are being
implemented in challenging economic times

2.1 As a prelude to examining the history
and progress on the implementation of
the Signature Projects, it is useful to put
tourism in Northern Ireland in perspective.
The Northern Ireland Executive and
DETI have affached a priority fo the
fourism sector, reflecting the view that
there is considerable scope to boost
the contribution fourism makes to the
economy. Although revenue generated
by the tourism sector has almost doubled
in Northern Ireland since the mid-19%90s,
its direct contribution to the economy
(2.1 per cent) remains much less than
the United Kingdom (4.0 per cent)°.
Under the current Tourism Public Service
Agreement (2008-2011)°, DETI has three

clear objectives:

e {0 enhance Northern Ireland’s tourism
infrastructure;

* to promote the growth of the tourist
sector through specific actfions fo
develop an environment of long-ferm
sustainable competitiveness and
climate of entrepreneurship within the
industry; and

* o target growth within specific sectors
as key drivers (business tourism,
activities tourism, culture and heritage,
and events).

2.2 The fargets sef to measure achievement of
these objectives were:

2.3

e o increase tourism revenue from Out-
of-State visitors to £520 million by
2011 from baseline revenue of £370
million in 2006: and

® to increase the number of Outof-State
visitors each year to 2.5 million by

2011 from a baseline of 1.98 million
in 20006.

The changing economic environment
since 2008 has had a significant impact
on the tourism industry in Northern
Ireland. Figure 2 outlines Outof-State
visitor frips and revenue generated:

Figure 2 Total Out-of-State visitors 2004-2010

e voelooon | Revmalil |

2004 1,985 313
2005 1,972 357
2006 1,979 371
2007 2,107 376
2008 2,076 396
2009 1,918 337
2010 1,774 336
Source: NITB

Note: 2010 details reflect estimated figures

2.4

Figure 2 shows that visitor figures for
2008 remained robust, and despite small
declines in frips, fofal revenue continued
fo increase. There was a dramatic change
in 2009 when there was a decline of

8 per cent for frips and a 15 per cent
drop in total spend from visitors. This was
followed by a further 8 per cent decrease

5 Deloitte (June 2010) 'The Economic Contfribution of the Visitor Economy: UK and the Nations'
6 DETI Public Service Agreement (PSA) 5: To develop our tourism secfor and promote Northern Ireland as a must-see

destination to facilitate growth in business and leisure visitors
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in trips in 2010, although revenue
generated remained largely similar. If
ambitious targets set by DETI are to be
met (see paragraphs 1.4 and 1.5), this
decline has fo be reversed.

2.5 It is clear that the Signature Projects
are being implemented in challenging
economic fimes. They will therefore need
to be sufficiently appealing and different
fo affract fourists and to make the planned
significant contribution to the local
economy through fourism growth. Effective
marketing and promotion of the Signature
Projects, in Northern Ireland and abroad,
will have an important impact on their
ultimate success.

The major elements of the Signature Projects
will not be completed until 2012

2.6 There have been varying degrees of
progress in the implementation of the

Signature Projects but none are complete.
One Signature Project (Saint Patrick’s)

is expected to complete by the end of
2011-12, while three others (Titanic,
Giant's Causeway and the Mournes)

are anticipated to conclude in 2012-
13. The completion date for the Walled
City Signature Project is not clear as two
projects have yet to finalise their funding
arrangements. The two largest individual
projects, the Titanic Signature Building
and the Giant's Causeway Visitor Centre,
which represent around 65 per cent

of overall Programme costs and NITB
funding, are not expected to complete

until 31 March 2012 and 30 June 2012

respectively.

Progress to early September 2011 is
summarised af Figure 3 below:

Signature Project  Progress to Date

Figure 3 Summary of progress on Signature Projects (at early September 2011)

Titanic (Maritime) 3 of the 6 projects funded by NITB are complete 30 June 2012 2.16-2.25

Expected Report Paragraph
Completion Date  Reference

Belfast including Titanic’s Dock and Pump House (formerly

known as Thompson Dock), in October 2009.

Of the remaining projects, which are incomplete,
the largest single element, the Titanic Signature
Building (which represents over 90 per cent of
overall project costs and NITB funding] is planned
for completion at the end of March 2012.

A further project, the resforation of the S.S.
Nomadic, is not expected to complete until 30

June 2012.
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Signature Project  Progress to Date

Giant's 29 of the 42 projects funded by NITB have
Causeway/Antiim  been completed including the implementation of
and Causeway the Causeway Coastal Route, in March 2009,
Coast area together with improvements fo a number of other
affractions and sites along the Coastfal Route
(for example construction of a caravan park
and amenity block at Jordanstown Loughshore,
completed in April 201 1; refurbishment of the
Promenade at East Strand, Portrush in June 201 1;
and upgrading of visitor information/interprefation
panels and seating efc. at Carrick-a-rede, in

August 2011).

The largest single element, the Giant's Causeway
Visitor Centre, is planned for completion by 30

June 2012.
The Walled City  Phase | of the Walled City Project is complete.
of Derry This comprised 10 individual projects including

the resforation of the City Walls together with
signage and interprefation, and refurbishment of
the Tower Museum.

Phase Il, which is centred around a built heritage
programme, restoring 7 historic buildings, and the
implementation of a Lighting Strategy is partially
complete. While progress on this phase of the
project has been restricted due fo lack of ring-
fenced funding, by June 2011, 3 of the 7 built
heritage projects were complete (Saint Columb’s
Cathedral, the Playhouse Theatre, and First Derry
Presbyterian Church).

2 of the remaining historic building projects
together with the Lighting Strategy are planned

to complefe by 31 March 2012. The other 2
projects (resforation of the Guildhall and the
Apprentice Boys Hall) are yet to be issued with a
NITB letter of offer and so their completion date is
unknown.

Christian Route signage for the Saint Patrick’s Trail was
Heritage/Saint completed and the trail launched in 2009.
Patrick

Expected
Completion Date

30 June 2012

Report Paragraph
Reference

2.26-2.33

Not yet defermined 2.34 —2.38

31 March 2012

2.39-2.41
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Signature Project Progress to Date Expected Report Paragraph
Completion Date  Reference

Christian Development of the other 20 projects o improve

Heritage/ Saint and redevelop sites and aftractions along the

Patrick (continued)  route is partially complefe.

10 projects are complete including the restoration
of The Registry (Armagh), improvements to viewing
facilities at Downpaitrick and Ardglass Railway
and upgrading of visitor faciliies at numerous sites
along the Trail.

The 10 remaining projects are planned for
completion by March 2012.

Mournes National 13 of the 18 projects which make up this 31 March 2013 2.42-2.43
Park area Signature Project are complete, for example

viewing points at Dundrum and the installation of

a number of pieces of Public Art.

3 of the outstanding projects are planned for
completion by 31 March 2012. The other
projects, including the development of the
Mournes Coastal Route (which links many of

the sites/affractions in the area) and the largest
element, the development of mountain biking frails
at Castlewellan and Rostrevor, are planned for

completion by 31 March 2013.

There has been no progress on designation of the
area as a National Park.

Source: NIAO

A fuller detail on the content of the 1.2-1.3]). However, no specific funding
Signature Projects is provided at was identified for implementation of
Appendix 1. the Strategic Framework, despite being

aligned to NITB's corporate fargets for
the growth of tourism at that time (see

The Strategic Framework for Action (2004~ paragraph 1.2).
2007) was not funded and the Signature
Projects were developed incrementally 2.8 The early development of the Signature
Projects was facilitated through the use of
2.7 The Signature Projects were first identified a number of funding sources administered
in NITB’s Strafegic Framework for by NITB (for example Tourism

Action (2004-2007) (see paragraphs Development Scheme, International
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The Signature Projects: History and Progress on
Implementation

2.9

Fund for Ireland and European Peace
Il monies). The funds allocated to the
Signature Projects by this process (fo

2008-09) tofalled only £5.7 million (see
paragraph 3.17).

The Strategic Framework was an
aspirational document and no plan was
developed for the implementation of the
Signature Projects. Instead, the Projects
have been developed incrementally.
While some product delivery was
achieved up to 2008-09, only after the
injection of £70 million funding under
the PIG (2008-2011) have the majority
of projects been taken forward in any
significant manner.

DETI and NITB told us that, in their view,
as an aspirational document, the Strafegic
Framework for Action was not a strafegy
with actionable detail and that the
allocation of resources to the Signature
Projects was a matter for Ministers.

Project management and governance
arrangements at a strategic level on the
Signature Projects have not followed best
practice. No overarching project board
was esfablished with responsibility for the
direction and monitoring of the overall
Signature Projects Programme. DETI and
NITB, however, told us that the Signature
Projects were never considered as @
single programme and that because of the
complexities arising from the differences
in the nature and scale of the separate
Signature Projects that it would not have
been feasible to manage them as an
infegrated programme.

2.12

2.13

Operational level project management
mechanisms were, however, put in place
in relation to a number of the separate
Signature Projects and individual projects
(notably on the Titanic Signature Building
and Giant's Causeway Visitor Centre).
Over time, the direction of the individual
Signature Projects have been informed
by a number of wider economic and
social development plans and consultancy
assignments supported by NITB (for
example the Walled City of Derry Public
Realm Plan). These have identified
development needs, priorities, individual
project definition and scoping towards
grant application by project promoters.

DETI had a direct involvement in the two
largest individual projects, the Titanic
Signature Building and the Giant's
Causeway Visitor Centre, taking the lead
in the development of these projects to the
point where grant support was agreed.
Responsibility for ensuring the delivery

of the projects through project promoters
passed to NITB when they moved into the
construction phase.

Substantial progress has now been made in
implementing the Signature Projects

2.14

Overall, litlle early progress was made
between 2004 and 2008, due mainly
fo limited funding. While some small
progress was made in relation to each
Signature Project, the main progress
involved the major elements of Phase |
of the Walled City Project, together with
the creation of the Causeway Coastal
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Route and Saint Patrick’s Trail. Progress
since then has been facilitated through the
injection of a significant level of dedicated
funding in the PIG (2008-2011).
However, while progress has been made,
no individual Signature Project has been
completed fully (see paragraph 2.6).

The history and progress on the
implementation of each of the five
Projects is summarised in the following
paragraphs. Our review focused on

the areas of major expenditure such as
the Titanic Signature Building within the
Titanic Signature Project and the Giant's
Causeway Visitor Centre within the
Giant's Causeway Signature Project.

Titanic (Maritime) Belfast
2.16  This Project is based on the Titanic and
maritime Belfast heritage theme. It will
drive the investment of over £90 million
(including around £62 million public
funding, of which around £40 million

is through the NITB). At the centre of

this Project is a ‘world class” visitor
aftraction, the Titanic Signature Building.
It will be located in the heart of Titanic
Quarter, Belfast and is due to complete
in March 2012, to mark the centenary
of the maiden voyage and the loss of the
R-M.S. Titanic. It will showcase the story
of the Titanic and the wider theme of
shipbuilding and seafaring in Belfast.

As well as the Titanic Signature Building,
the Titanic Signature Project also includes
a number of authentic heritage assets,

including those directly linked to the ship:

2.18

2.19

e Titanic and Olympic Slipways;

® Harland & Wolff Headquarters and
Drawing Offices;

e S.S. Nomadic & Hamilton Dock;: and
e Titanic’s Dock and Pump House.

The Project also includes a floating
maritime museum, the Lagan legacy,
moored on the River lagan. Progress
on the main projects is outlined af

Appendix 2.

The Titanic Signature Project will form part
of a major urban regeneration project.
The Belfast Harbour Commissioners
(BHC), who own the land at Titanic
Quarter, leased 185 acres to Titanic
Quarter lid (TQL), a company set

up for this development. Part of the

lease agreement gives TQL exclusive
development rights in the area. TQL

are in the process of fransforming the
area into one of the largest waterfront
developments in Europe. It is envisaged
that the development will have over
7,500 new apartments as well as
business, leisure, tourism and education
focilities. The development is expected to
creafe at least 25,000 new jobs in the
long ferm. However, general progress on
construction within the Titanic Quarter has
slowed considerably due to the current
economic downturn.

Titanic Signature Building

A timeline, identifying major events in
the development of the Titanic Signature
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2.20

Building is outlined at Figure 4. In 2004,
NITB and Belfast City Council (BCC)
commissioned a feasibility study for the
Titanic Signature Project. In November
2006, the Signature Building was
proposed by TQL and BHC in response to
the NITB Strategic Framework for Action
(2004-2007). DETI and NITB applied
for Big Lottery Fund (BLF) support of £25
million in May 2007, with £65 million
being funded from TQL/BHC/DETI.

The application to BLF was successful
at the first stage, being one of three
successful applications in Northern

Ireland, with £250,000 awarded to
develop the project. This was mafched by

over £250,000 of private sector funds.
However, the project was not successful
at the second stage. DETI stated that
despite this, the process had presented
the opportunity to develop the project
business case and secure public and
private sector buy-in to taking the proposal
forward. DETI confinued o work with TQL
and further developed the concept of the
Titanic Signature Building which would
include an inferactive exhibition, a theatre
and a Titanicthemed banqueting suite for
750 guests. The proposed cost — £91.7
million — would be funded by TQL (£41.7
million), BCC (£10 million) and DETI
(£40 million).
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Figure 4 Timeline on progress on the Titanic Signature Building
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2.21

2.22

2.23

In May 2008, an alternative option
emerged. Following meetings

between management of The Odyssey
Trust Company Limited (OTC) and
representatives of several Northern
Ireland Government Departments, OTC
produced a business case for a visitor
affraction. It was to be constructed at

the Odyssey Arena Complex, Queen'’s
Quay, Belfast in time for the Titanic's
centenary celebrations in 2012 It is
important fo note that this site is not within
the control of BHC or TQL. The proposal
included extending the Odyssey Arena
to include a Titanic attraction, Titanic and
Belfast maritime history exhibitions and
banqueting and conferencing facilities
for 800 guests. The private funders were
willing to inject £7 million and requested

public funding of £39.4 million.

DETI/NITB commissioned an economic
appraisal fo assess the options for a
Titanic Signature Building. These included
a small visitor centre at Titanic's Dock, a
medium/large scale affraction housed

in the Harland & Wolff Headquarters
Building, through to the TQL and OTC
options described above. The appraisal
was completed in October 2008 and
concluded that the TQL proposal was the
preferred option.

In November 2008, the Northern Ireland
Executive agreed in principle fo fund

the TQL option and authorised DETI to
draw up legal agreements with TQL. This
agreement, signed in November 2009,
detailed the corporate entity required to
deliver the project in the most efficient
way both financially and operationally.

2.24

This resulted in the Titanic Foundation
Limited (TFL), o registered charity
established by the project funders and
donors — DETI, NITB, BCC, BHC and
TQL. On signing the legal agreement,
ownership of the project passed fo TFL
and a governance structure was put in
place fo ensure the independence of

TFL from the funders and donors (see
Appendix 3|. In order not to jeopardise
the March 2012 completion of the Titanic
Signature Building, TQL commenced
work on the project in May 2009 at ifs
own risk, before the legal agreement was
signed.

The legal agreement defined the funding
for the Titanic Signature Building. This is
outlined in Figure 5:

Figure 5 Funding for the Titanic Signature Building
DETI / NITB 36.95
TQl 16.35
Belfast Harbour Commissioners 13.60
Belfast City Council 10.00
Total 76.90
Source: NITB
2.25  The construction of the Signature Building

is on course for completion in March
2012. At 30 September 2011, £65
million had been certified for payment
for work completed. However, there is
an ongoing issue with funding. DETI
applied for €24 million European
Union (EU) funding under the European
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Commission (EC) Competitiveness
Programme, but the Commission have
questioned this application because, in
their view, there is a lack of competition

in the tendering for the construction of the

Signature Building. We discuss this issue
further in paragraph 3.19.

Giant's Causeway/Antrim and Causeway
Coast area

2.26  This Signature Project is designed to
improve the tourism infrastructure along
the Antrim and Causeway Coasts

and Northern Ireland’s principal tourist
aftraction, the Giant's Causeway. The
main aspects of the Project result from
a joint Ministerial Initiative launched in

April 2003 by the then DETI and the

Department of the Environment Ministers’.

2.27

2.28

The Project consists of three elements:

a new visitor centre af the Giant's
Causeway;
a signed driving route — the

Causeway Coastfal Route; and

fourism infrastructural improvements at
a number of key tourism sites along
the coastal route.

Total costs for the Project are around £27
million, with NITB funding of £13 million.
The major cost ifem is the new visitor
centre.

The Giant's Causeway Visitor Centre

has a long history. The previous visitor
centre was desfroyed by fire in 2000
and temporary facilities have been
in operation since then. The 2003

Artist’s impression of the new Giant's Causeway Visitor Centre.

7 Athree stranded approach incorporating the development of a Tourism Masterplan for the Causeway Coast and Glens
region, a Management Plan for the new Giant's Causeway World Heritage Site and the provision of a new visitor centre at

the Giant's Causeway
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Ministerial Initiative was launched as

a result of the failure of the centre’s key
stakeholders (Nafional Trust and Moyle
District Council] to reach agreement on its
replacement. It planned to provide new
facilities by Easter 2006. However, the
DETI/NITB developed facility was stalled

because of Government's withdrawal from

the project as a result of planning and

funding issues associated with a proposed

alfernative private sector facility.
2.29  Ultimately, planning was refused for the
private sector facility. Following this,
negotiations between DETI/NITB and the
National Trust resulted in the development
of the current Project, to be constfructed
and operated by the National Trust and
to complete by 30 June 2012. The
overall cost of the new Giant's Causeway
Visitor Centre is £18.5 million, funded as
outlined in Figure 6:

Figure 6 Funding for the Giant’s Causeway Visitor
Centre

I -

NITB 9.25
Heritage Lottery Fund 3.00
National Trust 6.25
Total 18.50

Source: NITB

2.30  The development of a signed 'world
class’ tourist frail was considered

fundamental fo the visitor experience
within the region, and formed a key

proposal of the Causeway Coast and

2.31

2.32

2.33

Glens Masterplan launched in 2004. The
route navigates over 80 miles, passes
through 10 local council areas and
incorporates @ scenic inland roufes and

3 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty.
NITB provided around £630,000
towards the £700,000 total cost.

The tourism infrastructure improvements
at around 40 sites along the Route (the
maijority in local council ownership) are
estimated fo cost around £8.6 million,
supported by NITB grant of around £4.1
million. Examples include the construction
of a caravan park and associated
amenities at Jordanstown Loughshore,
the upgrade of parking, seating and
interpretation panels at Ballintoy Harbour,
and physical improvements to the
Promenade at East Strand, Portrush.

A number of these infrastructure projects,
financed through pre-PIG (2008-2011)
funds were completed between 2006-07
and 2008-09 including the creation of
the Causeway Coasfal Route. All other
infrastructure projects (32 in total], which
were funded through the PG (2008-
2011), were infended to be completed
by 31 March 201 1. While 20 of the 32
projects are now complete, only 6 were
complefed prior to the 31 March 2011
target. The 12 projects which remain
incomplete are planned to complete by
31 March 2012.

Construction at the Giant's Causeway
Visitor Centre commenced in September
2010. In November 2010, temporary
visitor servicing and car parking
facilities were completed and work




commenced on the construction of the
new Visitor Centre, which is planned to
complefe by 30 June 2012.

The Walled City of Derry

2.34

2.35

The Walled City Signature Project

reflects the regeneration of the City of
Llondonderry as a visitor affraction, based
around the theme of the City’s historic
walls and its archaeological and cultural
heritage. The Walled City of Derry is one
of the most complete within the British
Isles and the only complete walled city in
Ireland.

The Project, which has been informed by
a Public Realm Plan jointly commissioned
by NITB and Derry City Council in
2004, incorporates the refurbishment
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2.36

and redevelopment of a number of key
visitor attractions and built heritage assets
within the Walled City. It was planned

fo be implemented in two phases.

Phase | consists mainly of visitor signage
and orientation around the walls, the
refurbishment of the Tower Museum and
the development of a conservation and
management plan. It was estimated to
cost around £5 million, with just under
£3 million provided through NITB. Phase
Il includes a built heritage programme
incorporating / historic buildings, a
lighting Strategy and a Business and
Cultural Animation Programme. It was
estimated to cost around £22 million, with
NITB funding of around £11 million.

Phase | of the Walled City Signature
Project benefited from a significant share

of pre-PfG (2008-2011) funding made
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2.37

2.38

available through NITB. This enabled

the completion of the main aspects

of this phase of the Project by 2007 .
Within Phase II, the Business and Cultural
Animation Programme was completed in
July 2009 and 3 built heritage projects
were completed by June 201 1. Four built
heritage projects and the implementation
of the Lighting Strategy, representing just
over half of Phase Il (in ferms of number
of projects, project cost and NITB grant),
remain outstanding.

The delivery of Phase Il has been
hompered by a lack of dedicated
funding. Unlike the other Signature
Projects, the Walled City Project was
not covered in the PfG (2008-2011).
Instead, this Signature Project was
infended fo be supported through the
Intfegrated Development Fund®. As support
from this source ceased in March 2008,
additional funding, on a project by
project basis, has been sought through
the Northern Ireland Executive's quarterly
budget monitoring rounds.

NITB has indicated that it has secured
funding in its budget for the period
201112 to 2014~15 to support the
completion of the Walled City Project.
As a result, the Lighting Strategy and two
of the outstanding built heritage projects
have now secured funding and are
planned for completion by 31 March
2012. However, the two remaining
built heritage projects have et to secure
funding from NITB. As a result, it is
unclear when these projects are likely to
complete.

Christian Heritage/Saint Patrick

2.39

The Saint Patrick’s Signature Project is
focused around the development of @
driving trail together with infrastructural
development at a large number of key
affractions and sites along the Saint
Patrick’s Trail. The Trail represents ‘a 92-
mile signed driving route from Bangor fo
Armagh which fies together key sites in the
region which have a strong link to Saint
Patrick’s life, legacy and landscape’®.
Around 20 designated sites and atfractions
are earmarked for development. The
overall cost of the Project is around £8
million, of which over £2 million will be

funded through NITB.

8 A cross-departmental fund operated through the Office of the First Minister and Deputy First Minister
9 NITB Annual Report 2009-10
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The signage for the driving roufe (planned
to cost £260,000, of which NITB
funded £200,000) was completed in
2009. Of the 20 infrastructure projects,
originally planned for completion by 31
March 2011, 10 are now complete,
although only 6 were actually completed
by 31 March 201 1. Our discussions
with project promoters indicated that

this end date drove the work on some
projects, in terms of scaling back and
implementing what was practical in the
period remaining. This situation has been
complicated further by problems of match
funding for promoters (see paragraph
3.22) and funding risks as a result of
project delays and the absence of end-of-
year flexibility (see paragraph 3.20).

The 10 remaining projects, which
represent around 40 per cent of fofal
project costs and nearly 60 per cent
of NITB funding, are expected fo be
completed by 31 March 2012.

2.43

Mournes National Park area

2.42

The original infention of this Project was
to attain National Park status for the area.

Research has indicated that aftaining

this has disfinct markefing advantages
and can aftract more tourists. However,,
despite NITB championing the National
Park, when plans went out to consultation
in 2006 local business inferests mounted
a successful ‘No' campaign. Having
failed to attain National Park status, the
Project was amended and is now, similar
fo the Saint Patrick’s Project, broadly
focused around the development of a
driving frail - the Mournes Coastal Route
— together with infrastructural development
at key sites and atfractions along the
Route. Other aspects of the Project include
the development of mountain biking frails
at Castlewellan and Rostrevor and @
number of pieces of Public Art. Overall
the Project is expected to cost around £5
million, with NITB support of around £3
million.

Criginally planned for complefion by

31 March 2011, 13 of the 18 projects
supported by NITB are now complete,
although only 2 were actually completed
by 31 March 201 1. The 5 outstanding
projects are now expected to complete
by 31 March 2013 (3 projects by end
March 2012 and 2 projects by end
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March 2013). The latter projects are the
mountain biking trails (the single largest
element of the Moumes Project at around
40 per cent of overall costs and 50 per
cent of NITB grant) and the Mournes
Coastal Route signage project.
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3.1 In examining progress in the
implementation of the Signature Projects,
we have grouped our findings under a
number of separate themes:

e Concept;
e Content:
e Funding;

e Delivery; and

* Impact/Value for money.

Concept

The Strategic Framework for Action (2004~
2007) did not define the Signature Projects
sufficiently

3.2 The concept of the Signature Projects was
first identified within the NITB Strafegic
Framework for Action (2004-2007).
However, this document did not define the
Projects sufficiently; at this point, they were
conceived as an aspirational idea. An
evaluation of the Strategic Framework for
Action carried out in 20079, identified a
number of issues relevant to the Signature
Projects:

10 DETI [Nov 2007): ‘DETI Evaluation of Strategic Framework for Action’
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e despite being a top priority,
development of the Signature Projects
has been slow:

® as an aspirational document, there
was an overall lack of focus on
managing performance and delivery,
inadequate implementation structures 3.3
and inappropriafe performance
measures (action rather than outcome
focused);

® q lack of commitment and urgency
in implementation among key
stakeholders — Signature Projects
were seen as belonging to NITB. In
particular, public sector bodies did
not work together to infegrate their
approaches; and

3.4

® a lack of progress on Signature
Projects — 'there have been mixed
performance across the Signature
Projects. The projects with the greatest
potential fo contribute fo increased
visitor numbers and spend have not
been delivered during the course
of the original Strategic Framework
for Action'. Specific concerns were
raised about the lack of progress 3.5
on the Giant's Causeway Visitor
Centre — work had not commenced
despite expected delivery by 2006.
It also highlighted the failure of the
Titanic Signature Project to secure Big
lottery funding as a negative impact
on stakeholder belief in the overall
Strategic Framework.

The Department and NITB, however, fold
us that, as an aspirational document,

the Strategic Framework was not a
strategy with actionable detail, and could
therefore not be expected fo fully define
project content.

Instead of the Signature Projects
progressing from agreed and resourced
action plans, with oversight by a strategic
project board, progress was disjointed
and piecemeal. Projects were progressed
by consultancy input, leading to individual
applications for funding to NITB from
project promoters. This approach meant
that the fransformation of the concept of
the Signature Projects to delivery on the
ground was much delayed.

The Department and NITB, however,

told us that the Signature Projects were
never considered as a single Programme,
that the five Signature Projects were not
interdependent, and that because of the
complexities associated with their differing
nature and scale it would not have been
possible to manage them as an integrated
Programme.

We take the view that the Strategic
Framework for Action did not define

the Signature Projects properly, nor did

it establish appropriate governance
mechanisms for their implementation. As a
consequence, progress was not planned
or structured. Strategic plans which are
not properly defined or scoped are
unlikely to achieve the desired outcomes.




30 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of Five Signature Projects

Part Three:

The Signature Projects: Review Findings

Recommendation

When public sector organisations

are devising strategic plans or
frameworks, they should ensure that
these are sufficiently defined and
scoped, with appropriate governance
arrangements, to secure outcomes. 3.8

Project promoters and stakeholders have
a good understanding of the Signature
Projects and their aims

3.6 Project promoters’ and stakeholders’
comments indicated that they had a
good understanding of the Signature
Projects (full details of our project promoter
and stakeholder analysis is provided af
Appendix 4). There was a consensus
that the Projects were infended to create 3.9
a ‘'world class’ fourist product, in order to
atfract more tourists to Northern Ireland,
and for these fourists o stay longer and
spend more. NITB are to be commended
for communicating clearly the key
messages of the Signature Projects.

In general, project promoters and
stakeholders believe that Signature Projects
are the best approach to developing tourism

3.7 The majority of project promoters and
stakeholders (18 out of 33) stated that the
Signature Projects approach, in general,
was the best way forward for Northern
Ireland tourism. However, within this
view, there were some other opinions
on how the approach might have been

improved. Several respondents stated that
the Fermanagh Lakelands should have
been another Signature Project. There
was also some support for the Sperrins,
Llough Neagh and Strangford Lough to be

included as Signature Projects.

In confrast there was some support

for fewer Signature Projects. Some
respondents suggested that funding should
have been restricted to the three best
prospect Projects — Giant's Causeway,
Titanic and the Walled City. They also
suggested that the Saint Patrick’s Signature
Project had only limited appeal, that the
Mournes area was not on a par with
National Parks in the United Kingdom and
that there was always strong opposition to
National Park designation.

It is our view that in any initiative o
increase tourism in a region, the major
cities are a key element. Belfast and
Llondonderry are included through the
Titanic and Walled City Signature
Projects. The premier fourist affraction in
Northern Ireland, the Giant's Causeway,
is also covered by a Signature Project.
The development of ‘world class’ facilities
at both the Titanic Quarter and the
Giant's Causeway and the development
of the Walled City should act as major
fourism draws for Northern Ireland. This
should encourage tfourists to access the
Causeway Coastal Route as well as other
Signature Projects in the Mournes and on
the Saint Patrick’s Trail.
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Content

The content of some Signature Projects
changed during implementation

3.10  In a number of the Signature Projects
the content changed during the
implementation stage. As noted af
paragraph 2.42, in the Mournes
Signature Project, the original plan
fo affain National Park status did not
materialise and the project changed
to focus around the development of a
driving route and associated infrastructural
improvements. In addition, more than
20 projects originally identified as
forming part of the Signature Projects

and intended for complefion by 31
March 2011 will not go ahead. These
projects, including those at Market Yard,
Coleraine, Mournes Upland Path Phase
Il and Armagh County Museum, with an
estimated cost of nearly £9 million (and
associated NITB grant of £2 million),
have been withdrawn because of
problems associated with implementation
within the timescales expected in NITB's
funding regime (i.e. completion by

31 March 201 1) and/or obtaining
match funding'". A further 4 projects,
including the Gobbins Cliff Path and
Visitor Centre, cosfing nearly £7 million
(with associated NITB grant of nearly £3
million) will now not be funded by NITB,

11 Market Yard, Coleraine was a £4.7 million library and museum project towards which NITB was to provide £500,000.
Phase Il of the Mournes Upland Path network upgrade was to cost £400,000, of which NITB was to provide £200,000.
The update of displays and orientation at the Armagh County Museum was expected to cost £250,000 and sought

£125,000 NITB grant
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but are being taken forward through EU
funding administered through the Special
European Union Programmes Body'?.

While it is acceptable and sometimes
advisable fo change the confent of
projects during implementation, it would
be more time and resource efficient if
initial project plans were sufficiently robust
so as not fo require material changes
mid-implementation. In our view, DETI and
NITB should have attempted to assure
themselves that National Park status

could be attained for the Mournes before
announcing it as a Signature Project.

As a result of poor planning, a number
of elements within Signature Projects
have changed during implementation.
Projects which are not properly

planned af the outset are more likely to
encounter problems and changes during
implementation.

Recommendation

When NITB and other public sector
organisations are planning projects,
they should ensure that they have
robust project implementation plans
before embarking on development.

Project promoters and stakeholders had
mixed views about Signature Projects
achieving ‘international standout’

3.13

NITB literature on the Signature Projects
emphasises that, when complete, they
should have ‘infernational standout” and

3.14

should provide an attractive offering
for the tourist in a highly competitive
environment. We were keen fo gain
project promoters’ and stakeholders’
views on the prospect of the Signature
Projects achieving this sfatus.

The majority of project promoters and
stakeholders (24 out of 33 agreed that
the Causeway Coastal Route has (or

has the potential to have) ‘international
standout’. Opinion was more divided

on the Titanic Signature Project. A
maijority indicated that it had the potential
for ‘infernational standout’, but many
questioned the content of the Project.
Five respondents questioned the large
amount of funding on the Titanic Signature
Building and doubted its longferm
affraction after the Titanic Centenary in
2012. These also expressed the view
that the money could have been more
equitably distributed around the other
Signature Projects, so that all areas of
Northern Ireland could use tourism as a
key economic driver. Others expressed
the view that the Titanic Signature Project
should be more focused on the built
heritage and maritime history of Belfast
and on promoting Belfast as a city break
destination.

Just under half of all project promoters

and stakeholders expressed the view

that the Walled City Project would
achieve ‘international standout’. Only a
few believed that the Saint Patrick’s and
Mournes Signature Projects would achieve
this. They suggested that the Saint Patrick’s
Signature Project had only limited appeal

12 A North/South Implementation Body, sponsored by the Department of Finance and Personnel in Northern Ireland and the
Department of Finance in Ireland, responsible for managing European Union Structural Funds



and that the Mournes would not achieve
"infernational standout’ until it attained
National Park status.

Overall, in our view, the Signature
Projects have the pofential fo achieve
‘infernational standout’ for Northemn
Ireland. The combination of the Giant's
Causeway Visitor Centre, along with
the Titanic Signature Building, has the
potential fo generate an influx of new
tourists to Northern Ireland. However, as
indicated earlier, the current economic
climate may reduce this potential in the
short ferm.
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Funding

Material funding only became available in
2008

3.17  Although the Signature Projects were
first identified in the Strategic Framework
for Action (2004-2007), there was no
material capital funding identified until
the PIG (2008-2011). As identified at
Figure 7, in the period to 2008, only
£5.7 million of capital funding was made
available for the Signature Projects. In
the PIG (2008-2011), capital funding

of around £70 million was allocated

Titanic Signature Building under construction October 2010.
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Figure 7 Signature Project Funding 2004-2008

Signature Project

Titanic (Maritime) Belfast

Giant's Causeway/Antrim and Causeway Coast area
The Walled City of Derry

Christian Heritage/Saint Patrick

Mournes National Park area

Total

Source: NITB

No. of Individual Funding available

Projects (€m)

] 0.9

Q 1.5

10 2.8

] 0.2

2 0.3

23 5.7

fo the Signature Projects. The provision

of funding through the PIG provided

the necessary impetus fo the Signature
Projects. Without this public funding the
Signature Projects would never have been
fully implemented.

The absence of material capital funding
for the Signature Projects restricted

their progress in the years 2004 to

2008. Failure to link the launch of
projects with appropriate funding delays
implementation and reduces confidence in
the deliverability of public sector projects.

Recommendation

When public sector capital projects are
approved for implementation, every
effort should be made to ensure that
funding is made available at the same
time.

A large element of funding requested from
the European Union for the Titanic Signature
Building has been questioned

3.19  DETI applied for €24 million EU

funding under the EC Competitiveness
Programme. However, the Commission
has questioned this application on the
basis of a lack of competitiveness. It states
that there was a lack of competition in
TQL selecting an associated company

— Harcourt Construction (NI) Limited - to
undertake the building work. DETI has
argued that this is part of an exclusivity
deal which TQL have with the Belfast
Harbour Commissioners which allows
TQL sole access to the land in the Titanic
Quarter. DETI also stated that it took legal
advice before applying for EU funding
and was advised that this arrangement
did not contravene EU regulations. The
matter is now being progressed by both
parties” legal advisors. Should DETI's legal
arguments fail and the Commission not
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accept its application, DETI has indicated
that it will provide the required funding
from other sources.

Timing constraints on funding are now
driving Signature Projects

3.20

3.21

NITB has no end-ofyear flexibility in
refaining unspent funds (these need fo
be surrendered to DETI). Combined

with the fact that PIG funding is time
limited to 31 March 2011, this meant
that many individual projects faced

the risk of losing funding after March
201 1. Five project promoters were

of the view that the 31 March 2011
Tourism Development Scheme funding
deadline was driving some projects, that
is, promoters were forced to implement
what was practical in the available time.
Project promoters stated that projects
within the Giant's Causeway, Saint
Patrick’s and the Mourmes Projects were
delayed, postponed, scaled back or
complefed in a rushed manner to meet
the Tourism Development Scheme funding
deadline. There is clear evidence of
delay in projects - 29 of a fofal of 72
projects intended to be complete by

31 March 2011, predominantly in the
Giant's Causeway, Saint Pafrick’s and the
Mournes Projects are now planned for
completion in 2011-12 and 2012-13
(see Appendix 1).

3.22

When public sector bodies are planning
capifal projects over a number of years,
they need to make certain assumptions
about the time profile of the funding

and spend. This planning process is

3.23

impaired if Government departments
cannot allow end-of-year flexibility and
funds are spent differently to the original
budget (for example under spends

due fo adverse weather conditions or
project promoters failing to access match
funding). In the absence of end-of-year
flexibility, Government departments need
fo be responsive fo the funding of capifal
projects which, by their nature, will run
over a number of years.

Project promoters experienced difficulty in
obtaining match funding

Some project promoters, particularly those
involved in the Giant's Causeway, Saint
Patrick's and Mournes Signature Projects,
identified the requirement to obtain

match funding as problematic, leading

fo risks that a number of projects may not
be implemented as a result. NITB and
project promoters fold us that a number
of projects were not being completed,

or were being completed to a lesser
standard. Project promoters criticised

the lack of co-ordination between
Government departments. They were
faced with a number of different funding
timeframes, regulations and application
criferia. Several stated that it would be
preferable if NITB had funded fewer
projects, but at a significantly higher level.
This may have reduced the match funding
issues, reduced the delay some projects
are experiencing and increased the
quality of the tourism product.

In terms of funding fewer projects, the
Department told us that the allocation of
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3.24

3.25

funding by NITB is consfrained by the
mechanics of the Tourism Development
Scheme, and the requirements for equity
and transparency. Furthermore, due

fo restrictions on end-ofyear flexibility,
funding would have been lost had it not
been spent by 31 March 2011, although
in its view this did not drive funding
decisions.

Public sector funding of projects is often
complicated by match funding issues.

This can have the effect of discouraging
project promoters from applying for public
funds which in turn may stop worthwhile
fourism development occurring.

In our view, the original purpose of match
funding — to involve a mixture of public
and private funds in projects to share the
risk — is not operating effectively. Match
funding (to NITB funding) is predominantly
coming from other publicly funded

bodies such as local councils or other Delivery

Government depariments and agencies.

There is limited private sector money in Less has been delivered than anticipated
the Projects and consequently the public

sector is bearing most of the risk. 3.26  The Signature Projects have delivered

less than was anticipated af the outset.
Only limited progress was made in

the implementation of the Signature
Projects between 2004 and 2008.
While progress has been made affter the
injection of dedicated funding through
the PfG (2008-2011), no individual
Signature Project has been fully complefed
and a considerable amount of work
remains to be done to bring the Signature
Projects fo a conclusion.




3.2/

3.28
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The Titanic Signature Building and the
Giant's Causeway Visitor Cenfre, two of
the largest single projects, which represent
both 65 per cent of fofal Signature Project
costs and NITB grant, are not due to be
complefed until March 2012 and June
2012 respectively. A large number of
projects (29 out of /2] originally infended
for complefion by 31 March 2011,
particularly within the Giant's Causeway,
Saint Patrick’s and Mourmes Projects,
remain to be completed. While the
majority of these projects are planned to
complete in 2011-12, 4 are not expected
fo be complete until 31 March 201 3.
The completion dates for 2 further projects
within the Walled City Project cannot be
determined because lefters of offer from
NITB have yet fo be finalised. In addition
fo the delay in complefion of projects, a
significant number of projects, originally
planned to be funded under the PIG
(2008-2011), to be complefed by 31
March 2011, have been withdrawn.

In our view, this under-delivery is the
result of a lack of detailed planning for
the Signature Projects at the outset of
the Strategic Framework for Action in
2004, inadequate strategic governance
arrangements, an absence of material
funding until 2008, the constraints
associated with time limited funding and
match funding issues faced by project
promofters.

A number of Signature Projects have
suffered delays

3.29

3.30

Titanic Signature Building

The Titanic Signature Building has been
delayed because of failure to atfain BLF
monies in 2007 . In our view, this has
delayed the completion of this project by
up fo one year. The DETI/NITB bid for
£25 million to the BLF was made in May
2007 . Notification of the bid's failure was
received in September 2007. The BLF's
Committee Assessment Report stated that
the application achieved an overall rafing
of ‘weak’ against a number of programme
priorities. The key reason given for the
bid's failure was that there was little
evidence of direct community consultation.

If the BLF application had been successful
and allowing eight months for contract
negotiations between TQL and DETI, work
could have commenced in May 2008.
Instead, TQL commenced work on the
Building (at its own risk] in May 2009.
The delay has cost the project an element
of time and flexibility in implementation,
delivery, marketing and promotion.

Recommendation

When public sector bodies apply for
major funding packages, they must
ensure that the applications have a
high probability of being successful
by striving to meet or exceed all the
necessary criteria.
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3.31

3.32

3.33

Giant’s Causeway Visitor Centre

The delivery of new visitor facilities has
had the longest history of all Signature
Projects, originating from the desfruction
of the previous facilities by fire in

2000. Government took the lead in

the development in 2003 because of

a failure of the two key stakeholders
(National Trust and Moyle District Council)
to reach agreement on replacement
facilities. Through a joint Ministerial
Initiative (DETI and Department of the
Environment) in April 2003, new facilities
were expected fo be provided by Eastfer
2006. The project was stalled by the
delay in the reinfroduction of a devolved
Government in 2006-07 and, in late
2007, by Government's withdrawal from
the project as a result of planning and
funding issues associated with a proposed
alternative private sector facility!?.

When planning permission was refused
for the competitor facility in January
2008, negotiations between Government
and the key stakeholders resulted in the
National Trust applying for funding from
NITB, in January 2009, to construct new
visitor facilities. The National Trust plan
was fo open in April 201 1. However,
the timeframe has now been extended to
30 June 2012, due fo the time needed
fo finalise defailed designs and costings,
and as a result of delays associated with
challenges in the tendering processes
applied.

By the time the new Giant's Causeway
Visitor Centre is complete in June
2012, Northern Ireland’s premier fourist

3.34

3.35

destination will have had temporary visitor
facilities for 12 years. In future, there
needs fo be betfer joined-up government
when dealing with major capital projects.
Government departments and agencies
should work together (and with other
stakeholders) to best utilise major tourism
assets.

Walled City Signature Project

The completion of Phase Il of this Project
has been hampered due fo a lack of
ringfenced funding, after the cessation
of the Infegrated Development Fund in
March 2008. The Walled City Project
was not covered in the Signature
Project funding provided under the PIG
(2008-2011). As a result, after March
2008, the implementation of approved
projects could only be progressed
through individual funding bids fo the
Northern Ireland Executive through in-year
monitoring rounds.

Project promoters and stakeholders
highlighted particular concerns that
funding was not available to bring the
Project to completion. NITB has, however,
confirmed that it has now secured funding
inits 2011-12 to 2014-15 budget
allocation for the implementation of the
remaining projects under Phase Il (4

built heritoge projects and a Lighting
Strategy). While 3 of the oufstanding
projects are planned for completion

by the end of 2011-12, the expected
complefion date for 2 projects is unclear
because they have not finalised their
funding arrangements. Given published
expectations for the completion of this

13 In September 2007, the then Environment Minister announced that she was ‘of a mind' to accept a private sector planning
application for alternative facilities. This led to the suspension of the Government led development process by the then
Minister for Enterprise, Trade and Investment



3.36

project by 2010 (announced in 2007,
on the completion of Phase '), and
assuming completion of outstanding
projects by 31 March 2013, this
represents a delay of over 2 years.

DETI/NITB’s failure to secure ring-fenced
funding for all elements of Phase Il of
the Walled City Signature Project has
delayed its completion. Consequently,
the overall impact of the Project and

the potential benefits flowing from it, at
present, have been reduced.
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Impact/Value for money

A lack of SMART objectives and targets limits
impact measurement in some areas

3.37  Signature Projects have been developed
incrementally, without consistent project
management discipline. For example,
no overall plan, sefting out expected
confent and implementation timeframes,
was developed. This makes it extremely
difficult to determine whether what was
originally intended has ultimately been

delivered. However, as noted earlier at
paragraphs 3.2 and 3.4, DETl and NITB

14 NITB (2007) Signature Project Progress Update: ‘The Walled City’
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3.38

3.39

contend that overall Programme planning
and detailed project content definition
were both inappropriate and impractical
because of the nature of the Strategic
Framework for Action and the individual
Signature Projects.

In our view, performance management
has also been inconsistent. Objectives
and fargets, at both Departmental and
NITB level, have generally lacked clarity
and definition. For example DETI's 2005—
2008 and 2008-2011 Corporate
Plans identify targets [to be achieved
through NITB) to 'progress development’
and ‘ensure significant progress in the
completion” of the Signature Projects and
NITB's Corporate Plan for 2008-2011
includes objectives and targets such as
to 'strategically influence infrastructural
development of .. sites... on Causeway
Coastal Route'.

A number of reviews and evaluations af
individual Signature Projects have also
revealed a lack of SMART objectives and
fargets, that is, those which are Specific,
Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and
Time Bound. The Post Project Evaluation
of Phase 1 of the Walled City Signature
Project (2009) identified the need for
clear, concise targefs linked to specific
measures. The review of individual
projects within the overall Signature
Project revealed the recurring failings of
a lack of documented objectives and @
lack of quantitative analysis on which

fo measure impact. As a result of these
deficiencies, the evaluation was unable to
determine whether value for money had
been achieved.

3.40

3.41

The interim evaluation of the Giant's
Causeway Coast and Glens Tourism
Masterplan (2009) also concluded that
objectives were not fully SMART and
recommended that this needed to be
addressed through target seffing, delivery
monitoring and impact measurement. We
noted a similar lack of SMART objectives
and targefs in our review of the Saint
Patrick’s Trail and Titanic’s Dock and Pump
House projects.

Overall, performance management has
been inconsistent af every level of the
Signature Projects — at Programme level,
Signature Project level — and individual
project level. Without objectives and
fargefs, proper measurement and
evaluation of the outcomes and impacts
associated with the Signature Projects is
not possible.

Recommendation

Public bodies should use established
performance management techniques.
In particular, objectives and targets
should be set that are capable of
being fully measured and evaluated
and against which they and project
promoters can be held accountable.
Targets should be SMART - Specific,
Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and
Time Bound.
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Project promoters and stakeholders are
positive on the potential impact the Projects
would make to visitor numbers, but less
positive on spend and length of stay

3.42  The majority of project promoters and
stakeholders (25 out of 33) thought

that all the Signature Projects had the
potential fo impact positively on visitor
numbers, although they had mixed
opinions with regard to their impact on
visitor spend and length of stay. Four

had concerns about the availability of
accommodation (Saint Patrick’s and
Giant's Causeway Projects) and transport
linkages/infrastructure (Giant's Causeway
and Walled City Projects). Ten of the
promoters also voiced concerns that

the Signature Projects were not being
adequately markefed and promoted.
3.43  In our view the Signature Projects

may increase visitor numbers, but not
necessarily spend and length of stay.

This raises questions as to whether the
Signature Projects will achieve the impact
necessary fo create NITB's anficipated
fipping point’ in 2012 and to produce
a 'step change' in the performance of
the tourism sector in Northern Ireland. It
also highlights the importance of effective
marketing and promotion.

The lack of development in the Titanic
Quarter will have a detrimental effect on the
impact of the Titanic Signature Project

3.44  large poarts of the Titanic Quarter

are currently undeveloped. This is a
consequence of the economic downturn

3.45

in general and the contraction of the
construction industry in particular. It seems
likely that when the Titanic Signature
Building is completed in March 2012
along with the Titanic heritage assets, they
will be situated in a partially developed
area of Belfast, containing many acres of
unoccupied brownfield sites. This will not
be particularly appealing fo tourists and
will limit the impact of the Project.

In our view, DETI and NITB need o do
all they can to ensure the success of the
Titanic Quarter. In the current economic
climate, where development has slowed,
DETI and NITB should work with the
private secfor and other Government
departments and agencies, that have

an inferest in the redevelopment of the
Titanic Quarter, to promote its economic
regeneration.

The impact of the Signature Projects may be
less than anticipated

3.46

A maijor factor in the impact of the
Signature Projects will be the increased
numbers of visitors atiracted. There

is evidence of wide variations in the
numbers of visitors being reported to the
Giant's Causeway and the Titanic's Dock
and Pump House:

Giant's Causeway Visitor Centre —
NITB reported visitor numbers for
2007 were 713,000. However, due
fo concerns over the methodology
applied in calculating visitor numbers,
the National Trust's business plan for
the new Visitor Centre suggested that
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3.47

600,000 visitors was a more realistic
figure. As a result of ongoing concerns
over visitor numbers, NITB has insisted
on the development of a robust
methodology as a condition of grant
support;

Titanic's Dock and Pump House — the
affraction reported 261,200 visitors
in 2009, yet an independent Post
Project Evaluation in 2010 stated
that the 50,000 paying visitors
required between 2007 and 2010
did not materialise (see Appendix 2,
paragraph 8).

We understand that visitor numbers

fo affractions are captured through an
annual NITB survey, where attractions
complefe questionnaires about visitor
numbers. This datfa is nof subject to any

validation by NITB.

If the numbers of visitors to major tourist
aftractions are not being validated,
forecasts based on these numbers

may be misleading. DETI sfated that if
NITB is required to estimate the future
performance of major attractions, it will
appoint independent experts and for other
aftractions an economic appraisal will
fest visitor number estimates. However,
we have previously reported on NITB
forecast visitor numbers which have
proven overly optimistic'®. A repeat of
these circumstances would represent

a significant risk to the success of the
Signature Projects. This risk may be
compounded by potential reductions

in the number of visitors caused by the
economic downturn.

Recommendation

When forecasting and reporting visitor
numbers to major tourist atiractions,
NITB must ensure that these are

based on robust, validated data

and reassessed as required due to
prevailing economic conditions.

The value for money of the Titanic Signature
Building is currently open to question

3.48

3.49

The Titanic Signature Building is by far
the largest public secfor investment of

all the Signature Projects at around £60
million (funded by DETI/NITB, Belfast
Harbour Commissioners and Belfast City
Council). However, according fo the
economic appraisal for the building, the
Titanic Quarter Limited (TQW) option is set
to deliver less financial benefits in the long
run fo Northern Ireland than the Odyssey
Trust Company (OTC) option.

The economic appraisal for the Building
shows that:

® using prudent assumptions about
visitor numbers (305,200 from Year
5 onwards as opposed to 402,000
from TQL and 347,000 from NITB),
the TQL project would result in future
financial benefits of £47.5 million af

a Northern Ireland level compared to
£52.9 million from the OTC option;

e TQL requested around £60 million
public funds as opposed to OTC
which required £39.4 million'®; and

15 Navan Centre (HC 204 - 29 January 2004)
16 These costs did not include the potential cost of relocating VW5 (another fourist attraction) away from the Odyssey Arena
Complex
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e the TQL project had a better non-
monefary benefits score than the OTC
proposal. Non-monetary benefits
included the Titanic link, visitor
experience, iconicity, achievability,
wider impact and flexibility.

3.50  This means that in choosing the TQL
option, a larger sum of public funds is
spent to gain a smaller financial benefit
for Northern Ireland than if the OTC
option had been chosen. The OTC option
was rejected on the grounds of delivering
significantly less non-monetary benefits
than the TQL option.

The Titanic Signature Building requires
290,000 visitors per year to break-even
3.51  The economic appraisal for the Titanic
Signature Building estimated that the
predicted 305,900 visitors per annum
would result in a modest surplus of
£94,000. Using this information, the
economic appraisal calculated that the
number of visitors required simply fo
break-even is 290,000. Therefore, a
reduction in predicted visitor numbers of
litle more than 5 per cent would result in
a loss.

3.52  Although Titanic Foundation Limited has

a guarantee that TQL will be ‘operator

of last resort” and there is a £5 million
7-year guarantee in place (that is,
cumulative losses of this amount will be
covered over this period by TQL), if visitor
numbers projected do not materialise,

the longerm future of the Building would
be doubtful. DETI told us that NITB has

recognised this as one of the key risks
within its Risk Register. In the Quarter 1
2011-12 Risk Register, it has a risk rating
of Impact — High, Likelihood - High.

The Titanic Signature Building is relatively
expensive to build compared to other world
class attractions

3.58

The economic appraisal benchmarked the
cost of constructing the Building against
other ‘world class’ affractions. Figure 8
shows index linked initial capital costs for
a number of ‘world class’ atfractions and
divides this by the number of visitors in a
stable year. This indicates that the Titanic
Signature Building will be one of the most
expensive affractions fo build relative o
the number of visitors it expects to aftract.
At £229 per visitor, it is more than double
the average of around £106 per visitor
and significantly more than the OTC
proposal at £116 per visitor.

Project promoters and stakeholders have
concerns about the value for money of the
Titanic Signature Building

3.54

Many project promoters and stakeholders
agreed that the Giant's Causeway (17
out of 33), Walled City (12 out of

33), Mournes (12 out of 33) and Saint
Patrick’s {13 out of 33) Projects would
deliver value for money in the longer
term. However, doubts were raised over
the Titanic Project. They were concermned
about how long it would take to recoup
the very significant investment in the
Titanic Signature Building. They stated




44 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

Figure 8 Capital cost per visitor for a range of attractions (assuming a stable year of visitor numbers)
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doubt over the longferm affractiveness of
the building and of consistently reaching

that value for money could only be
assessed in the long term and would need

3.55

fo include the wider economic impact.
They felt that the Project would need to
be fully marketed and promoted ahead
of its opening and it would need to be
maintained, developed and refreshed in
the future to remain a draw for visitors.

Overall, the Titanic Signature Building
will cost the public purse £60 million,
almost £21 million more than the OTC's

and exceeding these visitor numbers.
When compared to other ‘world class’
aftractions, the Titanic Signature Building
is relatively expensive to build compared
fo the visitor numbers it is anticipated to
attract. For these reasons, the value for
money of the Titanic Signature Building is
currently open to question.

There is a risk that the Giant’s Causeway
Visitor Centre will not achieve financial
sustainability

alternative option. For this, it will deliver
a smaller financial benefit to Northern
Ireland. It has a breakeven point of
290,000 visitors per year. Although
indications are that the attraction will be
popular in the early years, there is more

3.56 A key objective of the Giant's Causeway
Visitor Cenfre project is that it will be self-




3.57

3.58
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sustaining. Susfainability reflects covering
the costs associated with the operation

of the new visitor facilities and the
generation of sufficient surpluses fo secure
the conservation of the World Heritage
Site and to support tourism development
in the wider Causeway Coast and Glens
area. In this regard, the level of income
generated is critical.

Income at the Visitor Centre is to be
derived from car parking and entrance
fees, together with retail and catering
sales. As noted earlier (paragraph 3.46)
there is uncerfainty around the number of
visitors fo the Giant's Causeway and, as
a result, future visitor numbers and income
generated from them is difficult to predict.

The economic appraisal of the Visitor
Centre did consider different visitor levels.
In particular, it considered visitor numbers
produced by a specialist consultant,
engaged by NITB, who projected

levels approximately 10 per cent lower
(around 600,000 per annum) than

those predicted by the National Trust.
The economic appraisal concluded that
the proposed project was sustainable,
even where these lower visitor numbers
are applied. However, it noted that the
project was most sensifive fo reductions
in operating revenues. As a result, the
appraisal recommended that a more
robust system be put in place to measure
visitor numbers (an issue incorporated
info the specific conditions attached to
NITB's offer of grant support). It also
recommended that careful consideration
be given fo the pricing structure, charging
mechanisms, visitor flow and marketing

3.59

3.60

of the new facility in order to maximise
income.

In particular, the appraisal analysis
indicated that a 25 per cent reduction
in paying visitors would generate
insufficient surpluses fo offset agreed
lease payments to Moyle District Council
(set at £384,000 per annum), noting
that a yearly income of approximately
£1.6 million would be required to cover
these lease payments. It also indicated
that this position would be accentuated
should the lower visitor levels projected
by NITB's consultant materialise. In both
circumstances, the project would also
be unable to fulfil its wider objectives

in relation to conservation and tourism
development.

While DETI and NITB consider that the
assumptions applied in the economic
appraisal are robust and that it properly
considered the impact of visitor numbers
and income, there remains a risk that the
Visitor Centre will not achieve financial
sustainability nor achieve fully its wider
objectives. This risk will need to be
monitored carefully.

Effective promotion and marketing will be
important in realising the economic potential
of the Signature Projects

3.61

Our review of the Signature Projects has
been carried out at a time when they are
not implemented fully. As a result, we are
unable to make a definitive statement

as to whether value for money has been
achieved. Our review has however,
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identified a number of concemns with
regard fo their potential impact and value
for money.

3.62  Many of the issues and concerns raised
in the preceding sections highlight the
importance of increasing visitor numbers,
length of stay and tourist spend in order
fo secure the potential economic benefits
associated with the Signature Projects.
Increased visitor levels, both domestic
and Outof-State, can only be achieved
where potential visitors are aware of what
is on offer through the Signature Projects
and where this is sufficiently appealing
fo convert inferest into actual visits. In this
regard, effective promotion and marketing
will be important in realising the economic
potential of the Signature Projects.




Appendices



48 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

"W/G3 BUWOS JD PaIDWSe SOM (WG Q3 D Pan|DA) SISUOISSIWWOD) INOGIDH
1SDJ[og WO} puD| JO UOHNGHIUOD PUBKUL UD puD |wA Buipnjour ‘psloid ay) Jo 1502 ey} ‘swl Dyl Iy "8|qOISA0d8I 8] PINOM |\/A OU IO} PSWINSSD SDM |i
‘uolideoul jo 'pespul -pabuoyd soy psloid Buipjing ainjoubig dlupil] ay) Jo uolisod A 8yl ewl 1eaQ) “1osloid eyl Yim pejpiossp A 8|qrisrodalll

ss|jel Il 8snp28q (WE 9/ 3) ¢ @Inbl] 10 Of palisfel oyl WOl SIBlIP (We'E83) @rogp pejou Bulpjing einjpubig dlupii] 8yl JO IS0 8y] 8IoN|

sr'eee’6e 9TT'8SY'L6

,UsWwpIDy,
| LOZ 290120 8¢ - 000'68 000'6/1 8y} ejpIowswWod of aind|nog USWPIOA 8y |
uISDg UIoDJeqy puD

(esnoy dwny uosdwoy) o} jusdplpo)
¥P0Q uosdwioy) ‘sApNE) $,usBN) PuP

|obsuoq ‘Haq)y :soaip Buimojoy WaisAg
ey} ur sBunoow e|qisseoop Appignd  Bupooyy pup suoojuoy
6002 Anf | 600z ANf L 000'00§  9el'eol’l  pebpuow iofssiyiony jo juswdopereq JNOGUDH sjleg
ebojisy swinoW s isojjeg O} pajpoIpep
- LLOZ YIoW | 000'051 010'6/6 wnasnw Buypoyj o Jo uoloalD) AooBa) uobo]
.m DIPDWON] "G°S 8y} [8559A
..n_lu 210z unfog - 00005/ 0847y 1OPUS} SOIUDH]| O} SYIOM UOHDIOISSY PIPPWON 'S'S
m uoyojaidisjul Buipnjout
O esnoy Buidwind upLopIp pup (oop
— 6007 Aip s21upyi]) 3o0Q Buiabicy uosdwoy| osnop| duing
M_W - 18gopO | Gel'v68 00s£'z8 11 SU} O} %}IOM UOIDIOISI PUD UOHDAOUSY pup ¥o0Qq uosdwoy|
e 1sDjjog JeHpNE) D1upjI| Buip|ing
hru C1OC YHPW L E - 000'056'9¢  «000'006'¢8 ey ut Buipjing S1UOD! O UoKONYSUOD ainjoub|s luy|
— O
isojjog
m n_ru (swnypyy) d1uny)
O 5 d
C 4= Lo e e L) 3nq
o O papadx3 uoysjdwo) 3 5
o <
Qo M is0)
A Qlu ssaiboig uoig giIN  #sloig |pjo uoydusaq 3loay




Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects 49

- L LOZ Aow 61
- | LOZ ®unf g
- L LOZ YPIPW L€

- L LOZ ®unf /|

- | LOZ #snbny ¢z

- L LOZ YIoW | €

- | LOT #snbny 67
1102

lequaideg O¢ -

L1OC
lequaides Og -

¢loz #unfog -

ajpq uoya|dwo) ajpQg
papadxg uoyajdwo)

ssaibouy

G00'/

299'81

058'7¢e

000'05C'6

3

funi9 g1IN

0¢e'coe
eer'e

879°€01

0¢/'9

6658

2€9'/1

00/'6vy

000'00S 81

3

150>
psloig |pjoL

sjeund aAlpjeidisjul
epinoid ‘eonds uoliqiyxe sjopdn

8|IspD) Jo Jouspxe of jeund
uolpjuso /uoypjeidiajul JO UOISIAOLY

YoMy

aBbpubis
Buisixe sjowobjpwo puo ysiwe|g dn
8inoJ 1$8q jo3lIp O} SISyIDWADM 803170

WIDUS|S) PUD JOOLIBIOAA
"USIWS|S 'SI0WHOL) JO SjNOY |OISOOD)
>O>>®SOU sy} @co_o sayousq

yiod jo
Juswubipas puo spund uoypjeidieul

juswdinbas Bunojuow
puo adoossjel ‘eBoubis jusweonides
'sfeund uoypjeidisyul ‘sisod sebuly

sJ8junod JojisIA pup BuppowAom
'abpubis ‘uolpjeidiajul Map|

UMO} Of ADMY DM
dojersp pup sel|Iop} pesog-iajom
epiroid ‘sypeq 4z Of DULDW pusixe of

ADMBSNDY) S JUDIS)
8} J0 81U IOMISIA JO UOIINISUOD)

uoydusaq paloay

8|ispD) 82nunQ
ojispD) snbBiappdiinD)
ysnijiod ‘puolig Isog
puSWA||og ‘ysiws|g

Buiyousg

anjojeidisju) o1Bsjolg

Hod
Ajunor) As|op eoy

SIOWLOS)

publiS suousyg

puD|\ BUOUB|BLIOg

aljus7) IOJISIA
Apbmasno?) s jupio)

D3JD §sD07) ADMIsSND)

pup wiyuy
/ApMmasnp) sjupio




50 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

I=
9
=
O
O
O
QO
O
S
o
()
| -
=
O
c
D
N

Appendix 1

L LOC 12900 ¥ -
L LOC 18900 ¥ -
L LOC 2qeRO 7 -
- L LOZ AoW 61
- L 10Z Aow L€
[ LOC
- Jequisdeg ¢
- L LOZ snBny 9
¢10¢
lequiaideg Og .
- L LOT snBny ¢z
- L LOg @unf G¢
¢LOC YPW | € -
- L LOT vdy ¢Z
3jpQ uoys|dwo) 3jpq
papadxg uoya|dwo)
ssaiboig

228'6e

GGo'0Cl

£€89'/¢

29601

//8'71

25¢e'8

98/'0

ery'ol

0/5'01

000’05

000Gy L

65€'699

3

funi9 g1IN

779’68

LLE"LYC

99¢'G/
00¢'G¢
00Z'1¢
00Z'61
009G
008'/¢

00€'7¢C

000°Ce L’

000'G0¢

/1/'8¢¢"|

3

1s0)
psloig |pjoL

Jound uoupjeidisjul Jo uoisircid pup
yipd Jpd ‘sy20(q te|i0) ‘yiod epribdn

1o 2ljgnd |pisul
pUD |10} UMOJ S5IASp pup sjeund ‘DaIo
Aoyd ‘ainjuiny jeaus ‘Bupyind epoibdn

sjeund
uoyojeidisjul puo Buyoss Jo uoisinoid
"Buppiod pup ppor sseoop epribdn

1o 21jqnd pup sjeund uoyojeidisiul
's|i01f peyIOWADM Jo Juswarcidu|

SIBJUNOD IOIISIA
puo |11} JoyisiA ‘sjpund uolpjeidisjul

sjeund uoyoeidisiul
pup sisjunod sjdoad Jo uoyp||pisul

SI8JUNOD
g|doad ‘sypwApm ‘spund juiodmaip

sjeund uoypjeidisjul

sisod Butuaysi| puo sjeund uolpjeidiajul

"Jle aInjuing
18815 'Bunybi| ‘sppuswoid of 1oday

SUMOPSPUDT

puUD 0OPUDHO 10 sjusWaACIdw]
[OJUSWUOIIAUS ‘LIDMBSIS|IO] PUD
ysniiod ui seinjoey Bunybi| exodseg

eBouipip puo puoispung
anow ‘alpayliydwo yoojq Alluswo
puD }iod UDADIDD JO UOHINISUOD)

uondusaq paloiy

[oulwie|
/INogID 8|isdA||pg

juoyoag 8|1spdA|Ing

inogioH Aojuijog

PUDIS 110MBJS|IO]

8bpj|IA unpusysnD
PUDIS| ul| oy

Aog >podajiypn

®_Q we| C@UcwwwDE
®U®‘_-O.V_U__\_OU

sweydg
jJuswanoiduw) |o21sAyg
ysnijod ‘pupig 1so3

goll}

BunyBr) /eumopspupi

ai0ysybnoy
umojsupplof




Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects 51

L1OC
18qWBAON| OF

[ LOC
lequaideg Og

210z Apnuof 0g
L LOZ 1890000 ¥

[ LOC 1°9eR0O 7
3 uoys|dwo)
paadx3y

6002 Al |
600T YW |

£00¢
18qopQ |

/00T AoW |

600 Y2IPW |

[ 1OC
1equaideg 7

LLOC YIPW [

3jpg
uoys|dwo)

ssaibouy

05989
878'¢01

000'¢€€

AYAYA

000'0€9

£08'¢el

0/2'9

000’05

A

62097
000°¢

6£C'7S

o9 41IN

00€'/¢€
00S 70

00001 |

Sy'Zol

000’00/

7GG'S/e
0S¥zl
000001
78/'8¢

8SC'176
000’9

//7'801
3

150>
paloud |pjop

D310 BUIDIS|OD)
8y} ulyim sayis jo uoypjeidiajul
Buipiroid josloid Buioiaies Joyisip

obojuisy swioW S,8UI07T Of Yul|
Buypaio eBoubis puo ainips} oupiu

100Q BAIP D JO UOISIACLY

S[liwysng

JO UMOJ 8} YlIM }IDg Wniuus)|iyy
syl Bupjul| 6pugIo0) O Jo UOISIAOIY
Asiepuopuo o} Isojjeg

woly 1ol Buiaup 10} eBoubis umoig
yodino

WIDUS|S) 0 SPIPOG UOHDWIOJUI PUD
1o oygnd ‘sjuiod jjo-doys ejnos Buiaup
"JIDg yoouunjuin?) of sjuswanroidu
sjulodmalA

puo sjpund uolpjeidisjur ‘s|iol|

oMy
siejunod sjdoad
pup spIysA ‘sjpund uolojeidisiul

UOHDPOWWOIDD
Aipiodwsay Joj (Ayjog) uoowiog
10 86p}jo7) Uow|og Jo uolpIOlsSY

Buiouey puo sjeund spoiBdn

oo DaID
Aojd ‘Buypss jo uoisircid ‘uoyowIojul
1oyisiA pup eBoubis epoibdn

uoydunsa( 9loiyd

(lepuos
juno\y) swwpiBoly
aAlpjeidieiu| puo

BUWODJEANA 1SPOD) YLION|
Apmajpo) auin)

soljoyonby
$[|taysng

'abBp1igloo] }ing

SPISISALY WNjUUB||IN

ainoy
|ois007) Aomasnor)

v_UOCCD*C‘_OU
TCO E_ch_mu

wU‘:m u_O uolo9j0l

syl 1oy Alg1oog Aoy

pUDJS| Uljyioy puo
In0gInH 8jisP2A|I0g

SUOIDD0] |PUOHIPPY
pUD PUDIS HDMSISHO

Agiog

- InogIpH Aojuijjog

>cco__ooU

INOQIDH Uljyiny




52 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

6L1°€0E€l  £8S9LLLT
a1jus7) IO}SIA
6007 My 08 00£'€ET 8/5'7SYy aluaD) IOYISIA JO UOISINOIY PUDLG 1IDM8ISHOY
/00¢ He]
Aonigey | 000171 AN yid UPARIDD Jo spIBdN  UPADIDD) YoouUUNjUIDD)
AuojoD) piigpes
600Z U7z 80S LTl 866'€0€ ainpnisoiul sAjI90) sroidwi o puo JyBIT IseAA UIjyioY
aboubis /uolojeidisiul puo |opuaysnD
.m /007 My 08 /98'10T GZ5'606 Buppindipo “ylomysu yiod Jo eppibdn "POoAA 8bploD)
Q 1L
(@ S1jus7) UOHPWIO)U|
m OlOZAPW | GEG'6T GeS'6L inoiy D1 fsuno| ApoAoull]
— $8I141|10D} SINJUSAPD |DJUSWUOIIAUS
MW 0102 |Mdy | 0S7'07 000'S01 puD JoOpINo Jo uolsundx3 JUIOJ UOLIDS)
q Qo
N 600z ¥snBny | 5007 | YT 069 $8141]190) WSHNO} AIIAIIOD PESDG-IBIOAA 1YoPA WUy Auno?)
—
O 1102 Aom|IDy s||iwysng puo  Aom|ioy s|jlwysng puo
m n_ru lequedeq | ¢ . c00'Zy L 010’782 Abmasnpy) sjupio) ey Jof seboiny ADMESNDY) S JUDIS)
Im .w 3jpQ uoys|dwo) ajpqg
%I m papadxy uoya|dwo) 3 3
o O 159
A n\lu ssaiboig uoig giIN  #e3loig [pjop uondusaq paloiy




Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects 53

¢1OC Y2 PW [ € -
paulwiejep
oA JoN| -
CLOC Y2IPW | € -
- L LOg 8unf |

- 6002 AW |

600¢
- jequiaideg |

- 6002 Al |

600¢
- Aionigey |

- 6007 |Mdy |
8007

- lequede(q |

Q00¢
- lequedeq |

200¢
- lequiede( |

Q00¢

- lequede( |

Q00¢

- lequede( |

Q00¢

- lequede(q |

600¢
- Jlequedeq |

200¢
- Jsquede( |

ajo uoysjdwo) ajpq
paiadx3y uoyo|dwo)

ssaiboig

000'00S
000'008'C
000'06¢
/2/'620'C
6/2'/8¢" |

000'7/9

000’009

000'0S
71v'es

000'GS
00l'zel
000’9
0008/
£8/'6¢¢
086'8G¢
000008

9C6'G0/L

3

funi9 gliN

000'00¢ "
000706
0z8'6ev' |
/20/'629'C
v2e'e/T'e

£85'99C'y

000’009

020’001
628701

0000l |
00l'zel
000’19
0008/
£8/'6¢¢
086'85S
€16'708'C

9C6'50/

3
150)
paloig |pjoy

aljua)) abnjls
DQWIN|OD) JUIDS ‘8]|1PW[OD) SOIY

uolpIo|sal |[oYp|INg
UolDIOsal [00YDS [PIPaYIDD
uoljDIOISaI [DIPBYIDD) S,qUIN|OD) JUIDS

UOIDIOISa)
yoinyD ubusiAgseld Ausq isil4

uolpIojsal 8lpay] 8sNOYAD|d
-ewwnoiBold eboiisy ling

swwpiBol
uolpWIUY [DINYND) % Ssaulsng

SAIYRIY PIPBW [PHBI [N

Alieq 8814 Jo winasn\y

Auieq Jo Aol 18pIAA 8yt Jo uoyeidwor)
1Joddng uolojusws|dw| Bupseuibug
up|d juswaboupyy

PUD UOHDAIBSUOD) AlID) P3JIPAA
juswdojere(

108lolg ABejoug Buiyb Al pejloa

AueQ Jo AI0IG JapIAA
wnasnyy
19mo] — uolqiyx3 Aue Jo Aloig

WNSsN|\A/ J&MO| — UOHIGIYXT DPPUIY

uoyojaidisu| puo eBoUBIS Jo}ISIA

uoydunsaq joaloayd

¢ &0y

| &spyd
Auaq
jo A1D pajIom 8yL




LL8OEE’EL  €£1°91T'LT

uoyojuswa|dw

54 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

CLOC YW L€ - 899'0¢y'l  891'810'c  ABaioug Bunyby AID psjieAA

— alua))

x paulwIsiep ebojie ebeig sy} Jo seciey ‘||oH
.- 19A JoN| - 000'008 000'008'c  |puowsyy AueQ jo shog eolusiddy
Innu 3jpQ uoys|dwo)

) papadxg 3

Q.

Q.
A junio gJIN uondusaq paloiy




Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects 55

L 1O
lequaideg ¢

- LLOC YIPW 1€
L LOC #8900 € -
: L LOZ AW L€
Z10g Aonuof | ¢ :
C1OC YIOW L€ -
- L LOC Y>IPW L€
- L LOC Y>IOW L€
- LLOC YIPW L€
- L LOC Y=IPW L€
3jpQ uoys|dwo) ajpq
papadxg uoya|dwo)
ssalboig

0S¥ L6l

00¢'G¢

8OV 761

L9711

00529l

£50'9%

1G9'LC

£//'01

6/9'1

780'¢

3

funi9 g1IN

052’82/

00¥'0S

Ge6'88¢

008'2/¢

000'6ee
L09°61 1
cog’ey

7SS'1T

8G¢e’e

8919

3

1s0)
psloig |pjoL

pays suibus
pi1ayboy Jo uoupdoeI pup Alg||ob
Buimain 8BoIND JO uoKINLSUOD)

eppiBdn eAypjeidisiul pup |oNsiA olpny

s|oIpayinD) oM
usemieq yipdjoo} puo pool BuluspI
pioAeADIB syt of sAomyjpd

PUD |DIPSYIDD) S} O} SUOHDIS)Y
(ss900D pa|qosIp oul) ||oY yaInyd

jo pjingal puo Ag-Ao| Buppod ‘dow
SAlDUSN||I meu pup Ap(dsip |pulejul Jo
ejopdn ‘jsund swodjem Jo [omeusy

$S920D JOJISIA PUD
yird Ipd Jo uoypinByuodel ‘ebpubig

sayousq puo soods
uoliqiyxe o sjuswanoidwi ‘eboubig

sjeund puo
oBoubis juswsop|dal ‘uoligiyxe MaN|

ubis dow
auo pup ubs eoupHUS BUO ‘spuDd OMm|

sayoueq puo Buypes
‘uBis aalojeidiajul ‘ubis eoupiu

uondusaq paloiy

Aom|ipy sso|Bpiy
puo youpdumoq

youpdumoq ‘enusl)
¥ouIng JuIng 8y
(yBouny

‘|9aulg uosmo()
juswaoupyug pooy

_O__UQLJ_OU UMO(]

yoinyD [nog
PRITNEVETIS
suiny AeqqoAsio)

SlIS
OlJSOUO\A/ WNIPUSBN|

SIIPAA [[PNHS
Aeqqy you

YPLyD JuIng
/obpjlIs ubysuy>




56 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

I=
9
=
O
O
O
QO
O
S

o
()
| -

=
O
c

D

N

Appendix 1

L1OC
19QWAON| 0OE

L1OC
18qWBAON| OE

L 1O
lequenoN| O€

L1OC
1aquieAoN] OE

¢1l0¢
Jlsquisda( O,

Z 10z Aonuof | ¢

600¢ @unf |
| LOZ AV 8¢
L LOZ Y2IPOW L€
1102

1equaideg Og

: L LOZ dunl O
3jpQ uoys|dwo) 3jpq
papadxg uoya|dwo)
ssaiboig

9£8°1¥T'T

878'20¢

826’81

6EY'91

889'0¢

80¢'8

98¢0l

2/5'06¢

657 181

gl8'lle

000'Y

166'88¢C

3

funi9 g1IN

LyT'Tes'L

8¥78'C9¢

/82'G¢

glo'le

78G'GE

€760l

l£2'0C

176912

656'GLS

9EQ'659

000'8

000'061°¢

3

1s0)
psloig |pjoL

|Ioy Buialp 1oj ebpubis umoig

Swajo} ¢ — Selis
AousBy JuswuoliAug puUD|BI| WIBYLON]

Junow ||om
| puo sjpund 8Bip| z ‘wejol | — umo(

Jound ||ows
| puo ebipj | ‘swejo} ¢ — yBowny

sjpund 8bio| 7 — UMOQ YHON|

uolpjeidiajul
puo Buidoospup| ‘syipd 10D

SOI| 10D} elue)
SHY 8y JO uojsupdxe pup UoACUSY

wajsAs enbojojoo Aipiq| jo epoibdn
pup suoliqiyxe Jo juswdojersp ‘||
sJ00IA G ‘AuisiBay 8] Jo uolpiolsay

doysyooq ‘woor pey pup eboubis
parcidwi idAiDy jpipayipD) pup
wooy Jajdoy) Bujuedo ‘uoypjeidisyul

SADIS) SOUIDJ JUIDS
o} uolipjeidieiul pup sse200 parcidull

suolopiyo o} Bupyul| ‘Buidoospuoy
pup eBpubis Buipn|oul eijued umoy
}oupdumoq Ul syiom wjpal o1gng

uondusaq paloiy

|ID1] S 2104 juIng

108lolg wejo] punig
wnasn|\/ UMo( YioN|

SIUS7) SHY/ UMO(]

yBouwy ‘Ausibey ey|

|oIpayinD) yBouly

youpdumog
'SADIS) S PUI0Y JUIPS

up|d luswdojereQ
[oinynD) youedumoq




Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects 57

- L LOC Y>1PW L€

- LLOZ Anf L g

- LLOC YIPW L€

- LLOZ ANl Le
- L LOZ 8unfQ
€LOC YIPW | € g
C1OC Y PW [ € g
CLOC YIPW | € g
C1OC Y PW [ € g
- 1 10T AoW [ €
- 1 10T AoW | €
3jpQ uoya|dwo) ajpg
papadxg uoya|dwo)
ssaiboig

£78'66

//8'C61
000'G¢

0£9'c/

692'€91
000Gl

056y

059’87

058'Lcl

99¢'6Y

296'C8

3

funi9 g1IN

£Y8'661

£6/'G8¢
000'0S

00006 |

lze'Lee
000'05¢

ANWA:

00€ 26

00/'€¥¢

£€C6911

80¢'981

3

1s0)
psloig |pjoL

ssuinoyy ybiH ul syipd epribdn

oje uolpjaIdIBjUl UMOLSIOAA

'uspiob Jaioes ‘sjuiod Buimela ‘sayis
o1uoid ‘inoyoo) JjoAIssal ‘peio Apid
SAlPDIBIUI INOY 00| puD Yind 10D
'81jusd I0JISIA Usamieq syul| uplijsepad
'aboubis ‘Juswysiqinjel edupiug

HY 2119nd

HY 2119nd

aBpubis pup ainjuing ajis ‘||iWUI0D) Jo
juswysiqunjel ‘sjuiod dnsjooy puo peIo
swoylojow 'yiod |ojsPOd paysiqinjel of
Bupyui| epribdn yipd ‘einjpey 8duplUT
8iN0Y |DISDOT) SBUINO\

8y} Buyoaid 1oy Buiaup 1o) 9Bpubig
1njjuinj 8jis PUD JNOYOO| ‘UOHDIUSIIO
"Bupyind 102 Jo juswebuobiipey
saljl|1o0} ajisdwod

pup |eisoy ‘doys @a}jod jo uoisiroid
puo paip >yipd 102 Jo epribdn

1881|S UID\\ Wnipun( o}

Aog Jeuu| wnipung woyy yul| yindjooy
INoY00)

puo Apomyiod ‘sboubis ‘einjiuiny

alis ‘seonds Bupyind [puolippy

INoY00)

puD UolDjUBLIO ‘BInjiuIN} ‘DaID AD|d

uondusaq paloiyd

yiod puojdn seuinopy

AS|IPA 1uS|'S
¢ esoyd
Wy 21|gnd sauInowy

| &spyd
Hy 2l1|gng ssuInowy

paly Ajluswy
[DIs00D) Buojpuuy

ajnoy
[DISOOD) SaUINOWy

10A8IISOY
‘JlUSWNUO\A/ SSOY

SIS
Auswy ebpug Apoog

sejnoy

@c_v__O\/\/ EETCDD

eIy SAlPM|

wnipung ‘Apg Jauuj

D9JD YIDg
[ouoyDN sauinopy




728'098'C €8€'068'Y

®v_0._ UOMG UCO

= 6007 Aow | 000'0SZ 022656 INOGDPUNOI SISDOMBN] UIDUI UO SYIOAA ADMBIDS) SBUINO\N
. 38007 sboubis [1o1]
3 - lequisda( | 69/'G 005'€S PalpI20ssD pup syipd JO UOISIAOLY aInjoN| As||oA 1us|ig
nm Buidpospup| pup sejqoj 21udid ‘PaID
w a— - LLOZ ADW 1S Z6V'1T v66'7y Buimain ‘sBuijios pup eBpubis ainjoey $uPquesIO)
e c
& O o
o .m - L1OZ AOW 1€ /7V'1S 768801 ainjiuiny ajis yind 1o Jo uoypsiupBIosy |98l UIDy WNipun
cm O I0ABIISOY PUD UD||@M8|ISPD) ID S|IDl Bupyig
o ..Flv Z10Z YW | € - L&'V | CCZ'768' | &3Iq uipjunow omj Jo juswdojersq UIDJUNO\N SSUINO\N
[0}
& @) uolpjeidiejul
° A_P - [1OZ AoW 02 $65'ST 6907'7S puo juiod Buimeia yind 10D paiy Alluswy Aog (i
Wm hru ainjiuinj sjis puo
5 o paIb Buimeln pexoep ‘eous) Alopunog
|_IM .m (D) mau Jo uoisiroid ‘Ag-Ao| Bulsixe
Jm me) w - LLOZ AoW 72 ZZ8'v1 160'€01 Buiopypinses ‘yiodjooy Buisixe BuluspIan IBIDAA MOLIDN|
- c .m ajp uoyajdwor ajng
& %n c papadxg uoyajdwo) 3 3
2 Q D i50)
% A N ssalboug oig giIN  #esloig |pjo uoydusaq paloay




Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects 59

Appendix 2

Progress on the implementation of heritage assets
related to the Titanic

Titanic and Olympic Slipways

1. As part of the legal agreement, TQL has to use ‘reasonable endeavours' to refurbish the Titanic
and Olympic Slipways by April 2012. A delivery timetable has been agreed. A planning
application has been submitted to the Department of the Environment's Planning Service, although
it is not yet approved. Nevertheless, work commenced on site in Summer 2011 (after the
centenary celebrations for the launch of the Titanic) and is progressing towards completion by

March 2012.
Harland & Wolff Headquarters Building

2. A planning application has been lodged to convert this building info a boutique hotel. As yet, no
operator has been secured and with the current economic downturn, this is unlikely to happen

before 2012.
Harland & Wolff Drawing Offices

3. With litfle progress on the Headquarters Building, TQL has admitted that there has been no
progress on the integral Drawing Offices. However, TQL has confirmed that it will ensure that

these are accessible to the public by April 2012.
S.S. Nomadic & Hamilton Dock

4, The S.S. Nomadic was the tender ship for the Titanic, its purpose to ferry passengers from the
ship to shore at Cherbourg. Having subsequently fallen info disrepair in France, it was purchased
by the Department for Social Development in January 2006 for €1 over the £171,000 reserve
price and brought back to Belfast. This was the subject of an NIAO Report in 2009'7. The
Nomadic Heritage Trust was formed to oversee the restoration of the ship and Hamilton Dock,
where it is currently situated.

5. It is planned to house a floating museum in the ship, explaining the story of the shipyards and
fravel in that era. Funding from the EU (£2 million] and NITB {£500,000) has enabled progress
on restoration of the ship’s superstructure and sfeelwork - a confract was awarded to Harland &
Wolff in February 201 1. In July 2011, the Heritage lottery Fund awarded £3.25 million to the
project and the Department for Social Development provisionally earmarked £1 million funding.
This should enable resforation work to be completed by 30 June 2012.

17 Bringing the S.S. Nomadic to Belfast: The Acquisition and Resforation of the S.S. Nomadic (NIA 165/08-09 24 June
2009)
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Appendix 2

Progress on the implementation of heritage assets
related to Titanic

Titanic’s Dock and Pump House

6. The Thompson Dock and Pump House (now markefed as Titanic's Dock and Pump House) is the
site where the ship was in dry dock, with the Pump House machinery being used to fill and drain
the dock as required.

7. In November 2005, the Northern Ireland Science Park (NISP), BCC and the Environment and
Heritage Service (now the Northern Ireland Environment Agency| submitted a funding application
fo NITB fo refurbish both the dock and pump house. As lessees of the structural elements, NISP
took the lead role in the project. Following economic appraisal, grant funding of £825,000
was approved in August 2006. Match funding was provided by the related parties to make up
the full cost of £1.1 million. The attraction opened to the public in July 2007. A further funding
application for £69,000 (to reinstate the clock tower and increase visitor inferpretation) was

submitted in July 2008 and approved in January 2009.

8. NITB's annual Visitor Attraction Report shows recorded visitors of 20,000 in 2008 and
261,200 in 2009. We are sceptical about the validity of the latter figures. When NITB raised
the issue with NISP they stated that, ‘the 2009 numbers includes visitors from bus,/coach tours
and also there is a greater awareness of the attraction’. Despite these apparent visitor numbers,
an independent Post Project Evaluation (December 2010) raised concerns about the long-ferm

viability of the atfraction and also stated that the required 50,000 paying visitors in the period
2007-2010 did not materialise.

Lagan Legacy

9. The Llagan legacy is a floating maritime museum on the M.V. Confiance, a coal barge moored
af Lanyon Quay, Belfast. It displays the history and industrial heritage of the River Lagan. It was
funded by NITB (£150,000), the Heritage Lottery Fund {£624,000) and the Arts Council of
Northern Ireland (£90,000) and opened fo the public in January 2011,
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Titanic Signature Building governance arrangements

1. The governance structure for the Titanic Signature Building is illustrated below along with
descriptions of the main roles and responsibilities:

Titanic Signature Building governance arrangements

Titanic Advisory Group
Titanic Foundation Lid
Chair: DETI
TSB/TSP Stakeholders'® - 7 Participants: NITB BHC
BCC TQlL
Asset Owners SRO/Project
(NISP/TQL/NMNI/Nomadic Sponsor (by request)
Trust) :
DCAL (incl PRONI, NMNI) r- - - - - - - - - - - T- - O =7
BCCTQAL I I )
Community | TFL Board NITB I Adyvisor: CPD
Media L — — — — — - L |- — — — _ 4
Construction Industry Investment Decision|Maker (IDM)
Tourism Industry
Senior Responsible Officer e @
Chair: Project Sponsor
. Participants: NITB BCC
Project Sponsor TAL - Observer
|ndepen.den|‘ Technical Proiect /\/\Onoger
Advisory Team Operator Advisor
TSP Operator
Client Advisor and Contract
Administration
[EC Harris LLP)
Project Manager Integrated Supply Team Working Groups
Cost Manager g
Harcourt Construction (NI) Ltd Sranylis @i Conta

Planning and Infrastructure
Design Update
Branding and Marketing
Titanic Assets Group

Project Director
Health and Safety
Designers
Specialist Suppliers
Sub-contractors

Source: NITB

18 TSB/TSP Stakeholders: Northern Ireland Science Park [NISP), National Museums Northern Ireland (NMNI), Department of
Culture, Arts & Leisure [DCAL), Public Records Office of Northern Ireland [PRON), Belfast City Council (BCC| and Titanic
Quarter Limited (TQL)
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Project Board

2. The Project Board is the Titanic Foundation Ld (TFL) Board. Their role is to provide advice to the
Senior Responsible Officer (SRO) (TFL Chairman) in order to enable key strategic decisions o be
made. The membership of the Board is made up of the TFL Trustees, and it is chaired by the TFL
Chief Executive. The Project Board meets monthly and the SRO provides a Quarterly Progress
Report to NITB.

Investment Decision Maker

3. The Investment Decision Maker (IDM| role is a joint function between NITB and TFL. The Chief
Executive of NITB and the Chairman of TFL act jointly as the IDM. The IDM is responsible for all
the key investment decisions. The IDM meet every two months fo review the project, to identify
at an early stage any emerging issues on which an Investment Decision may be required, so that
the information requirements to inform an Investment Decision can be agreed.

Titanic Advisory Group

4. This Group monitors progress on the wider Titanic Signature Project. The Group meets quarterly
and is chaired by DETI. The Group includes representatives of the Project Pariners i.e. the
funders/donors, but depending on the issues being discussed, TQL and/or BHC may withdraw
from discussions, to ensure that any potential conflicts of inferests are managed appropriately.

Project Group

5. This Group is responsible for dayfo-day matters, providing advice and guidance fo the Project
Sponsor/Project Manager (see paragraphs 11 and 12 below) on key decisions. The Project
Sponsor chairs the Group and reports to the Project Board. The Group meets monthly and has
established Working Groups to assist in the delivery of the project. The key Working Groups and
their responsibilities include:

* design update group — fo monifor the ongoing design development and identify any material
changes under the construction contract;

* sforyline and content working group — to work with the exhibition designers on an ongoing
basis, providing feedback on proposals, and to review formal submissions made under the
confract provisions;

® planning and infrasfructure group — fo monitor progress on the discharge of planning
conditions for the building and the delivery of the external works by TQL; and
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e branding and marketing group — to develop an appropriate marketing and promotion
strategy and plan for the building.

Integrated Supply Team

This Team brings together the supply chains responsible for delivering the project, and includes
the following main roles/parties: design and build contractor (Harcourt Construction (NI) Ltd);
sub-contractors and suppliers; design consultants; architects; structural and civil engineers; cost
and project management consultants; and planning consultants.

The Team is responsible for the design and construction of the Titanic Signature Building and
surrounding plaza. Members of the Team will also be involved in the delivery of associated
projects and will have a key role to play in ensuring effective co-ordination and communication
across these projects, as TFL has no formal involvement in them.

Independent Technical Advisory Team

This Team, led by EC Harris LLP, has been appointed by TFL (following a competition organised
by the Department of Finance and Personnel’s Central Procurement Directorate (CPD)) to
provide technical support, risk management, project management and cost management, and
confract administration services for the delivery of the Building. The key role for this Team is the
administration of the construction confract.

Core Project Team

These are the individuals responsible for managing and delivering the project in accordance
with the defined objectives, to the required quality, within budget and on time. They include the
following:

e Senior Responsible Officer;

® Project Sponsor;

* Project Manager; and

® Project Direcfor.
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13.

Senior Responsible Officer (SRO)

The SRO is responsible for ensuring that the project meets its objectives; delivers the projected
benefits; maintains its business focus; and ensures that risk is actively managed. The SRO is

accountable fo the IDM for the project and its budget. The SRO is the Chairman of TFL.
Project Sponsor

The Project Sponsor provides the interface between project ownership and delivery. The Project
Sponsor is the TFL representative who acts as a single focal point of contact with the Project
Manager for the day-o-day management of TFLUs interests. The Project Sponsor is responsible for
ongoing management on behalf of the SRO to ensure that the project objectives are delivered,
within the agreed time, quality and cost constraints. The Project Sponsor reports to the SRO and
is also the focal point for stakeholders and is responsible for the Stakeholder Engagement Plan.
The Project Sponsor for the project is the TFL Chief Executive.

Project Manager

The Project Manager is responsible for the day-to-day detailed management of the construction
contract and acts as the inferface between the Project Sponsor and the supply side of the project
team. They are also responsible for administering the construction confract in accordance with
the conditions of contract. The Project Manager is an employee of EC Harris LLP.

Project Director

The Project Director is responsible for delivering the project, in accordance with the project
objectives and works information, on time, to the required quality and within the agreed cost.
He is the point of contact with the supply side and will liaise with the Project Manager on an
ongoing basis. The Project Director is an employee of Harcourt Construction (NI) Ltd.
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Main themes emerging from project promoter
interviews and stakeholder questionnaires

Introduction

1. As part of the fieldwork in this study we underfook extensive consultation with project promoters
involved in all 5 Signature Projects and wider industry stakeholders. This took the form of
inferviews with 27 project promoters directly involved in one or more of the Signature Projects,
site visifs to the 5 Projects and a questionnaire to 37 industry stakeholders. This work was carried
out in October and November 2010. A list of project promoters and stakeholders inferviewed,
together with a detail of those industry stakeholders who replied to our questionnaire, is included
af the end of this Appendix, along with a copy of the questionnaire.

2. The questionnaire (which was also utilised during project promoter interviews) aimed to ask
participants about their:

* understanding and opinion on the Signature Projects in terms of the development of tourism in
Northern Ireland:;

* role within Signature Project(s) and understanding of the purpose and aims of those Project(s);

* understanding of the role of NITB in relation fo the Signature Projects, together with an
assessment of how well it has fulfilled that role; and

* overall assessment of the likely impact of Signature Projects and an opinion as to whether
they represent [or are likely fo represent] value for money.

3. All 27 of the project promoters and stakeholders directly involved in one or more of the Projects,
who we asked to meet, agreed to do so. Their responses were both comprehensive and
informative. The Industry Stokeholder Questionnaire provided a 16 per cent response rafe (6
responses).

Main Themes Emerging

4, In summary the main themes emerging were as follows:

Concept

1. Project promoters and sfakeholders had a general appreciation of the aims of the Signature
Projects.

2. In general, project promoters and stakeholders thought that Signature Projects were the best
approach to developing tourism.
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Content

3. Opinion was divided on which Signature Projects would provide ‘infernational standout’ for
Northern Ireland.

Delivery
Role of NITB

4.  Project promoters and stakeholders had a clear view of the role of NITB in the delivery of
the Signature Projects.

NITB Communication

5. Project promoters and stakeholders rated NITB's communication about the Signature
Projects, at an operational level, as good.

6. Project promoters were complimentary about NITB staff.

NITB Management of Delivery

7. Opinions varied on NITB's management of delivery of the Signature Projects.
Reasons for Delay

8.  Project promoters felt that Central Procurement Directorate, economic appraisals and use of
consultants delayed progress of the Signature Projects.

Q. Some project promoters felf that because of delays, the Tourism Development Scheme
funding deadline was now driving many projects.

10. Obtaining match funding was problematic for project promoters.

11. There was concern amongst project promoters that NITB saw 2011 and 2012 as the
completfion of the Signature Projects.

Impact

12. In general, project promoters and sfakeholders were positive on the potential impact the
Projects would make to visitor numbers, but were less positive on spend and length of stay.
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13. Project promoters were concerned about the marketing and promotion of the Signature
Projects.

Value for money
14. Project promoters and sfakeholders had mixed views on the value for money the Signature
Projects would deliver.
Detailed Findings
Concept

1. Project promoters and stakeholders had a general appreciation of the aims of the Signature
Projects

5. 19 of the 33 respondents had a good understanding of the Signature Projects and their
aims. There was a consensus that the Projects were:

* to create a ‘world class’ fourist product, utilising natural and built heritage, visitor
affractions and Heritage Trails which had ‘international standout’ and would showcase

Northern Ireland as an aftractive destination:

* designed fo affract more fourists o Northern Ireland, and for these tourists to stay longer
and spend more;

* o make a positive confribution fo the Northern Ireland economy through increased tourist
numbers and the increased tourism-related jobs and prosperity this can achieve;

® o create a ‘stfep change'’ in tourism;
* fo promote the special and unique features of Northern Ireland;

® o create gateways fo Northern Ireland from where visitors could explore other areas of
the country; and

* o create strategic hubs for fourism, to atiract more visitors to Northern Ireland.
6. Public sector stakeholders appeared to identify more with the stated ‘policy’ aims of the

Signature Projects concept i.e. using phrases like ‘infernational standout’, ‘best prospects
fo draw visitors', ‘mustsee affractions’, ‘unique to Northern Ireland” etc. Non-public sector




68 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

Appendix 4

Main themes emerging from project promoter
interviews and stakeholder questionnaires

Content

3.

stakeholders tended fo refer to the aims in terms of building/creating tourism products,/
aftractions.

In general, project promoters and stakeholders thought that Signature Projects were the best
approach to developing tourism

/.

18 of the 33 respondents stated that the Signature Projects approach, in general, was the
best way forward for Northern Ireland fourism.

However within this view, there were some other opinions on how the approach might have
been improved. Several stakeholders stated that the Fermanagh Lakelands should have been
another Signature Project. They envisaged this as a Driving Route, similar to the Causeway
and Mournes Coastal Routes, and that it would create the potential for all parts of Northem
Ireland to be accessed i.e. completing a route that would take in Belfast, the Causeway
Coast, the Walled City, the Fermanagh Lakelands, the Mourmnes and the Saint Patrick’s
Project area. There was also some support for the Sperrins, lough Neagh and Strangford
Llough to be included as Signature Projects.

In contrast there was some support for fewer Signature Projects, expressing the view that
undertaking 5 Projects was over ambitious. Some stakeholders suggested that funding
should have been restricted fo the 3 best prospect Projects — Giant's Causeway, Titanic
and the Walled City. Some stakeholders suggested that the Saint Patrick’s Signature Project
had only limited appeal, that the Mournes were not on a par with other National Parks

in the United Kingdom and that there was always strong opposition to the region being
designated a National Park.

. Some respondents also nofed that there was an alternative option to the Titanic Signature

Building, but this was not considered seriously by DETI. The Odyssey Trust Company Limited
had a proposal to develop their building to house a Titanic attraction, with the potential to
double in size if the venture was successful.

Opinion was divided on which Signature Projects would provide ‘international standout’ for
Northern Ireland

11.

12.

NITB state that the Signature Projects were identified for their potential to provide
'international standout” and ‘world class” excellence for Northern Ireland.

24 of the 33 respondents stated that the Causeway Coastal Route has (or has the potential
fo have) ‘infernational standout’. With the World Heritage Site at the Giant's Causeway
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being the most popular visitor affraction in Northern Ireland, respondents agreed that the
addition of the Driving Route and the Visitor Centre will confirm ‘infernational standout'.

. Opinion was more divided on the Titanic Signature Project. 18 of the 33 respondents

indicated that it had the potential for ‘infernational standout” but many questioned the content
of the Project. Several respondents questioned the large amount of funding on the iconic
Building in Titanic Quarter, and doubted the longterm attraction of the iconic Building after
the Titanic Centenary in 2012. Indeed, there appeared to be a widespread misconception
among respondents that the Titanic Signature Project consisted solely of the Titanic Signature
Building, signalling a failure by NITB to get its message out regarding the content of the
Signature Project. These respondents expressed the view that the money could have been
more equitably distributed around the other Projects, so that all areas of Northern Ireland
could use tourism as a key economic driver. Others expressed the view that the Titanic
Project should be more focussed on the built heritage and maritime history of Belfast and on
promoting Belfast as a city break destination. Some commented that the Signature Project
had been divorced from the city of Belfast and that visitors were more likely to come and
see Belfast because of ifs sfatus as a capital city and not because of an isolated visitor
oﬂrocﬂon/experience.

. 15 of the 33 respondents expressed the view that the Walled City Project would achieve

'international standout’. The general view was that it would have visitor appeal in Ireland
and Britain, but only limited appeal in Europe and beyond. The view was that there were
many other walled cities around the world with more appeal.

. Only a few respondents stated that the Saint Patrick’s and Mourmes Signature Projects

would achieve ‘international standout’, principally those stakeholders directly involved in
these Projects. With regard to the Saint Patrick’s Signature Project, stakeholders suggested
that it has some standout, but that its appeal was limited. The main reasons cited for it not
aftaining this accolade were:

® there are a number of other established Christian Heritage Trails competing for visitors;

* the lack of accommodation in the Downpatrick area will discourage tourists staying on
the Trail: and

e it will not achieve the necessary critical mass as it is focussed on a specialised clientele.

. The consensus among respondents was that the Mournes Project would not achieve

'international stfandout’. Many stated that the Mournes would need fo affain National Park
status before it could have ‘international standout’, and that its absence had materially
harmed the quality/impact of the Mournes as a Signature Product. To date this has not been
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aftained, mainly because of a successful ‘No’ campaign by local land and quarry owners,
despite evidence fo show that designation as a National Park would have very significant
markefing advantages for the Moumes.

Delivery

Role of NITB

Project promoters and stakeholders had a clear view of the role of NITB in the delivery of the

Signature Projects

17. 26 of the 33 respondents had a clear view of NITB's role in delivering the Signature
Projects. They viewed NITB's role as:

a strategic leader;

coordinating and driving delivery in conjunction with other stakeholders;
providing funding and support for promoters;

promotion and marketing; and

fulfilling a governance, oversight and monitoring role.

NITB Communication

Project promoters and stakeholders rated NITB’s communication about the Signature Projects,

at an operational level, as good

18. 19 of the 33 respondents were content that the level of communication from NITB at an
operational level, and particularly in relation fo the Signature Project they were involved
in, was good. Several project promoters also complimented the NITB for its co-ordination
of the Steering Groups overseeing the Walled City and Saint Patrick’s Signature Projects.
However, stakeholders suggested that communication was not as good between individual
projects (i.e. they were not fully aware of what other related projects were doing), nor were
they particularly informed about those Signature Projects they were not directly involved in.

Project promoters were complimentary about NITB staff

19. Several project promoters sfated that an important element of the communications between
them and NITB was the quality and attributes of NITB staff. They stated that staff were
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engaged in the Projects, practical, pragmatic and flexible. A small number did, however,
crificise a lack of staff continuity at NITB, late engagement in the Titanic Project and a lack
of identification of roles and responsibilities in the Saint Patrick’s Project with the role of NITB
being passed fo consultants.

NITB Management of Delivery
7. Opinions varied on NITB’s management of delivery of the Signature Projects

20. There was no consensus of opinion as to NITB's management of delivery of the Projects.
While some stakeholders involved in the Moures and Walled City Signature Projects were
generally complimentary in relation to NITB's management, those in the Saint Patrick’s,
Titanic and Causeway Signature Projects were less so.

21. Alot of concern emanated from the Strategic Framework for Action (2004-2007), in which
the Signature Projects were first identified. Some respondents stated that because this did
not clearly define the roles and responsibilities of NITB in the Signature Projects, there has
been confusion. Some also stated that NITB expect the project promoters to drive delivery
of the Projects. Some concern was also raised that NITB has moved on/away from the
Signature Projects before they are complete.

Reasons for Delay

8. Project promoters felt that Central Procurement Directorate, economic appraisals and use of
consultants delayed progress of the Signature Projects

22. There was general consensus that the two maijor capifal build projects — the Titanic Signature
Building and the Giant's Causeway Visitor Centre — will be completed by 31 March 2012
and 30 June 2012 respectively. Project promoters involved in the Walled City Project
suggested that there was no clearly identified completion date. This related fo the different
funding mechanism applied under this Project (originally the Infegrated Development Fund),
and a consensus that a number of projects (e.g. the Lighting Strategy) were being delayed
because funding had not been obtained for the completion of Phase Il of the overall Project.
The remaining Signature Projects are to be completed by 31 March 2011.

23. Several project promoters thought that the Projects could have been progressed more
quickly. A number of reasons were cited:

e Central Procurement Directorate was seen as being overly bureaucratic. Several
examples were quoted where project promoters were ready to implement projects
but were delayed by Central Procurement Directorate procedures, many of which are
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perceived as unnecessarily long. Complaints were also made alleging that Central
Procurement Directorate overly emphasise cost over quality in tender evaluation which
may lead to sub-standard tourism product development;

* Economic appraisals were taking a long time. Several stakeholders stated that economic
appraisals are often completed by NITB appointed consultants and then reviewed
and revised by DETI and Department of Finance and Personnel economists. During
this elongated process, project promoters were often asked the same questions several
fimes. Project promoters pleaded for this process to be streamlined; and

® Use of consultants at support/design and economic appraisal stages. Project promoters
stated that they were offen confronted with several consultants along the process, who
often asked the same questions. Similar o the economic appraisal process, project
promoters felt that the use of consultants should be better planned and executed, so as
fo avoid extended fime periods elapsing between the generation of a project plan and
delivering a tourism product.

24. To some regard, criticisms relating to the bureaucratic nature of the procurement and
economic appraisal processes may also reflect a lack of understanding or familiarity with
public sector processes and operations. In our view, it identifies a need for NITB to better
manage promoter expectations in relation to the timescale of ifs funding processes.

9. Some project promoters felt that because of delays, the Tourism Development Scheme
funding deadline was now driving many projects

25. Some project promoters (5 out of 33) felt that the above delays have resulted in a lack of
timely funding for projects, and that the Tourism Development Scheme funding deadline of
31 March 2011 is now driving many projects, that is, promoters are forced to implement
what is practical in the available time. Some were also concerned that the rush to spend the
funds could adversely affect the quality of several projects.

26. Some project promoters involved in the Giant's Causeway, Saint Patrick's and Mournes
Projects voiced concerns that some of the individual projects would either not be complefed
on time, would be postponed, delayed, scaled back or would be completed in a rushed
manner in order to meet the Tourism Development Scheme funding deadline.

10.  Obtaining match funding was problematic for project promoters
27. Some project promoters involved in the Saint Patrick’s and Moumes Signature Projects, identified

the requirement to obtain match funding as problematic, leading fo risks that a number of
projects may not be implemented as a result. In this regard project promoters criticised the lack
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of coordination between Government departments in ferms of funding streams and timeframes.
Some sfated that it would be preferable if NITB had funded fewer projects but af a significantly
higher level. This may have reduced the mafch funding issues, reduced the delay some projects
are experiencing and increased the quality of the tourism product.

11.  There was concern amongst project promoters that the NITB saw 2011 and 2012 as the
completion of the Signature Projects

28. A consistent view expressed by several project promoters was that NITB saw 2011 and
2012 as the completion dates of the Signature Projects. Project promoters were concerned
that the future need to mainfain the attractions, refresh and develop the exhibitions etc. and
fo further promote and market the Projects was an ongoing fask that required funding.

Impact

12. In general, project promoters and stakeholders were positive on the potential impact the
Projects would make to visitor numbers, but were less positive on spend and length of stay

29. 25 out of the 33 respondents thought that the Signature Projects had the potential fo impact
positively on visitor numbers, although they had mixed opinions with regard to their impact
on visitor spend and length of stay. Views were also mixed as regards individual project
impact.

30. With respect to visitor spend and length of stay, concerns were raised by 4 project
promoters in relafion to the availability of accommodation (Saint Patrick’s and Giant's
Causeway Projects) and transport linkages/infrastructure (Giant's Causeway and Walled
City Projects) and car parking facilities (specifically at Bushmills and the Giant's Causeway).
In addition, project promoters and stakeholders raised a concern in relation to the impact
of Driving Routes and their limited attraction, being restricted to the ‘free, independent
fraveller’, as the majority of activity along these Trails focussed on coach frips with limited
numbers of sfops.

31. Most respondents who expressed a view on the Giant's Causeway Project agreed that the
numbers visiting the Giant's Causeway would increase, but several questioned their length
of stay and therefore spend because of lack of accommodation in the Bushmills area.

32. It was generally agreed that the Titanic Project should be a considerable draw as a new
affraction. However there were some concerns aired that tourists may only visit the iconic
Building in Belfast and litile else.
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33. Most respondents who expressed a view on the Walled City Project agreed that it would be
a significant attraction fo visitors o the North West and would contribute very positively to
the regeneration of londonderry. Similarly, most respondents who expressed a view on the
Mournes Coastal Route thought that it would increase visitor numbers.

34. Overall, these mixed opinions and concems with regard to the potential impact of the
Signature Projects raise questions as to whether they will achieve the impact necessary to
create NITB's anticipated "tipping point” in 2012, and fo produce a ‘step change” in the
performance of the tourism sector in Northern Ireland.

13. Project promoters were concerned about the marketing and promotion of the Signature
Projects

35. Some project promoters thought the concentration on funding in Belfast and the Giant's
Causeway would lead tourists to these 2 areas to the defriment of the rest of Northemn
Ireland. 10 project promoters voiced concerns that the Signature Projects were not being
adequately marketed and promoted. They felt that the bulk of this work needs to be carried
out now, before completion of the Projects. Others were concerned that NITB does not have
full control over marketing and promotion of the Projects as Tourism Ireland has a role to
market Northern Ireland overseas.

36. Some project promoters also urged that all Projects were fully marketed and promoted
along with other attractions near to the Projects — Fermanagh Lakelands, the Sperrins, Lough
Neagh and Strangford Lough.

Value for money

14.  Project promoters and stakeholders had mixed views on the value for money the Signature
Projects would deliver

37. A significant number of respondents agreed that the Giant's Causeway (17 out of 33),
Walled City (12 out of 33), Mournes (12 out of 33) and Saint Patrick’s {13 out of 33)
Signature Projects would deliver value for money in the longer term. However, doubts were
raised over the Titanic Signature Project.

38. Project promoters and stakeholders were concerned about how long it would take to recoup
the very significant investment in the Titanic Signature Building. They stated that value
for money could only be assessed in the long term and would need to include the wider
economic impact multiplier effect. They felt that the Project would need to be fully marketed
and promoted ahead of its opening and it would need to be maintained, developed and
refreshed in the future to remain a draw for visitors.
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39. Indeed, the issue of the provision of on-going funding and the leverage of further private
sector investment was identified as a material concern with regard to all Signature Projects.
Concerns were expressed that this future expenditure may be in doubt, given the current
public sector spending pressures and general economic conditions.
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Project promoters and stakeholders interviewed or who

responded to the questionnaire

List of project promoters and stakeholder organisations interviewed
Northern Ireland Science Park

lagan legacy

Titanic Foundation Limited

Belfast City Council

Belfast Harbour Commissioners

Nomadic Trust

Northern Ireland Environment Agency (re Walled City Project)
Northern Ireland Environment Agency (re Giant's Causeway and Saint Patrick’s Projects)
ILEX

Derry City Council

Derry Visitor and Convention Bureau

Mournes Heritage Trust

Newry & Mourne District Council

Slieve Donard Hotel

Countryside Access and Activities Network

The Saint Patrick Centre

Down District Council

Armagh District Council

Roman Catholic Church Representative to Saint Patrick’s Project
Saint Patrick’s Cathedral, Armagh

Down Cathedral, Downpatrick

National Trust, Giant's Causeway

National Trust, Northern Ireland Headquarters

Causeway Coast & Glens Heritage Trust

Bushmills Distillery

Coleraine Borough Councll

Causeway Coast and Glens Tourism Partnership

List of stakeholder organisations who responded to the questionnaire
Northern Ireland Branch of the British Holiday and Home Parks Association
Belfast Titanic Society

Museum of Free Derry

Sperrins Tourism Limited

Ards Borough Council

One response, name withheld
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Industry stakeholder questionnaire

1. Signature Projects are an important element of the strafegic direction for tourism development in
Northern Ireland. What do you understand about the following: their rationale, the benefits and
costfs associated with their development, and what stakeholders are involved?

Rationale:

Benefits and Costs:

Stakeholders involved:
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2ali).  To what extent do you agree that the Signature Projects as a whole represent the best approach
to developing tourism in NI2 [Please circle your response]

Strongly Agree (SA) Agree (A) Neither Agree nor Disagree (NAnD) Disagree (D)

Strongly Disagree (SD)

2alii).  Please explain the reason(s) for your response:

2bli).  Considering each individual Signature Project, to what extent do you agree that these represent
the best approach to developing tourism in NI2 (Please circle a response for each of the
Signature Projects)

Causeway Coast and Glens: SA A NAnD D SD
Walled City: SA A NAnD D SD
St Patrick/Christian Heritage: SA A NAnRD D SD
Titanic,/Maritime Belfast: SA A NAnRD D SD
Mournes: SA A NAnD D SD

2blii).  Please explain the reason(s) for your response:
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3. The Signature Projects were set up fo be evidence of ‘international standout’ for Northern Ireland.

3ali).  Overall, to what extent do you agree that the Signature Projects are likely to achieve this
accolade? (Please circle your response)

Likely Unsure Unlikely

3alii).  Please explain the reasons for your response:

3bli).  Considering each individual Signature Project, to what extent do you agree that the Signature
Projects are likely to achieve this accolade? (Please circle a response for each of the Signature
Projects)

Causeway Coast and Glens: Likely Unsure Unlikely

Walled City: Likely Unsure Unlikely

St Patrick/Christian Heritage: Likely Unsure Unlikely

Titanic/Maritime Belfast: Likely Unsure Unlikely

Mournes: Likely Unsure Unlikely

3blii].  Please explain the reasons for your response:

Causeway Coast and Glens:

Walled City:

St Patrick/Christian Heritage:

Titanic/Maritime Belfast:
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Mournes:

3c. If any of your responses to 3blii) indicate that ‘international standout” will not be achieved, are
there any other ‘Signature Projects’ which, in your view, should have been pursued? Please
provide details:

4a. Can you indicafe which Signature Project(s) you are directly involved in2
(Please tick as appropriate)

Causeway Coast and Glens

Walled City

St Patrick,/Christian Heritage

Titanic/Maritime Belfast

Mournes

None

[Note: for the purpose of this survey, ‘directly involved” is defined as being in receipt of funding
in support of one or more of the Signature Projects or contributing to the direction or development
of one or more of the Signature Projects]

If you are not directly involved with any Signature Project please move on to question 8.
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4b. For each of the Signature Projects you are directly involved in, can you sfate what role you and
your organisation plays, and how long you and your organisation have been involved with the
Signature Project(s)¢

[Insert Signature Project Title: ]

Role:

How long involved?:

[Insert Signature Project Title: ]

Role:

How long involved?:

5. What do you consider to be the aims of the Signature Project(s) you are directly involved with2
[Insert Signature Project Title: ]

Aims:
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[Insert Signature Project Title: ]

Aims:

6a. What is your understanding of the role of the Northern Ireland Tourist Board (NITB) in relafion to
the delivery of the Signature Project(s) you are involved in@

6b. In general, how well do you think the NITB has kept you informed about progress with all
aspects of the Signature Project(s| you are involved in2 (Please tick a response for each Signature
Project you are involved in)

Signature Project Well Adequately Poorly Not
informed informed informed informed
[Insert title ]
[Insert title ]
bc. Please explain the reasonl(s) for your response:

[Insert Signature Project Title: ]
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[Insert Signature Project Title: ]

od. Given your understanding of NITB's role in the Signature Projects, how would you rate NITB's
management of the delivery of the Signature Projects to date? (Please circle as appropriate]

Excellent Good Adequate Poor Very Poor
7a. What is/are the current agreed completion datels) for the Signature Project(s) you are associated
withe
[Insert Signature Project Title: ]

Completion Date

[Insert Signature Project Title: ]

Completion Date

7b. Do you envisage it/they will be completed on time?
[Signature Project 1: Yes No ]
[Signature Project 2: Yes No ]

/c. If you answered No to 7b, what are the main reason(s) for any delay?




84 Northern Ireland Tourist Board — Review of the Signature Projects

Industry stakeholder questionnaire

7d. Could the Signature Project(s) that you have been involved in have been delivered earlier than is
currently planned?
[Signature Project 1: Yes No ]
[Signature Project 2: Yes No ]
If Yes, please explain how:
8a. When completed, what impact do you see the Signature Projects as a whole making in terms of
the following? (Please circle as appropriate)
Visitor No.s Significant impact Some impact Litlle,/
No impact
Visitor spend Significant impact Some impact Litlle,/
No impact
Length of
Visitor stay Significant impact Some impact Little /
No impact
8b. Please explain the reason(s) for each of your responses at 8a:

Visitor No.s:
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Visitor spend:

length of Visitor stay:

Qa. When completed, how do you expect the Signature Projects as a whole to rafe in terms of
providing value for money? (Please circle as appropriate)

Excellent Good Adequate Poor Very Poor
Value Value Value Value Value
%b. Please explain the reason(s) for your response:

If you are confent to provide contact details please complete the following:

Name of Individual completing Questionnaire:
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Organisation:

Position in Organisation:

Should we wish to follow up or clarify any of your responses, would you be content for us fo confact you?
(Please circle)

Yes No
If Yes, please provide a relevant telephone number and/or Email address:

Telephone No:

Email Address:

Thank you for taking the time to complefe this questionnaire and providing your views.
Please enclose it in the stamped address envelope provided and return it to the Northern Ireland Audit
Office as soon as possible.
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NIAO Reports 2011

Title
2011

Compensation Recovery Unit — Maximising the Recovery of Social
Security Benefits and Health Service Costs from Compensators

National Fraud Initiative 2008 - 09
Upfake of Benefits by Pensioners
Safeguarding Northern Ireland's Listed Buildings

Reducing Water Pollution from Agricultural Sources:
The Farm Nutrient Management Scheme

Promoting Good Nutrition through Healthy School Meals

Continuous improvement arrangements in the Northern Ireland Policing Board
Good practice in risk management

Use of External Consultants by Northern Ireland Departments: Follow-up Report
Managing Criminal legal Aid

The Use of locum doctors by Northern Ireland Hospitals

Financial Auditing and Reporting: General Report by the Comptroller and
Auditor General for Northern Ireland = 2011

The transfer of former military and security sites to the Northern Ireland Executive
DETI: The Bioscience and Technology Institute

General Report on the Health and Social Care Sector by the Comptroller and
Auditor General for Northern Irelond = 2010 & 2011

Date Published

26 January 2011

16 February 2011
23 February 2011
2 March 2011
@ March 2011

16 March 2011
25 May 2011

8 June 2011

15 June 2011

29 June 2011

1 July 2011

25 October 2011

22 November 2011
29 November 2011
6 December 2011
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