Hull UK City of Culture Ltd
<PROJECT TITLE>: Evaluation Report
Chapter 7: Process Evaluation


2. Process Evaluation 

2.1. Introduction

To inform the planning, development and delivery of future projects, a series of questions were asked linked to the process of Flood Respondent groups targeted with these questions were:
· Core Project Team (CPT);
· Artists;
· Delivery Partners; and

· Audiences.
· <Expand if required>
A full write up of the research and consultation undertaken with these groups is provided in Appendices <X>, <X>, <X>, <X> and <X>.

In terms of these respondent groups, the focus of the Process Evaluation included the following:
· Motivations;
· Concept and Creative Development;
· Project Management;
· Production Management; 
· Marketing & Communications

· Audience Satisfaction;

· Accessibility; and

· Legacy.
· <Expand if required>
2.2. Motivations 
The <main motivation> was clearly a significant motivation for many creative professionals, potential partners and audiences, when choosing to work on or attend Flood 
In terms of <motivation for CPT members> <motivation for artists> <motivation for delivery partners>
With audiences, <%> of respondents to the post-event survey stated that their main reason for attending Flood was ‘<main motivation>’, most closely followed by ‘<motivation>’ (<%>); ‘<motivation>’ (<%>) and ‘<motivation>’ (<%>). 
Those selecting <expand on audience motivation>.  
Focus group respondents, in providing their reasons for attending, stated that <focus group findings>
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
In addition <expand on artist / CPT / delivery partner motivation>.

‘Quote.’ 
(Artist)
<Artist / CPT / delivery partner motivation> also talked of <expand>
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
Some audience members also wanted to feed their interest in the history and heritage of Hull.

‘Heritage Quote’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
2.3. Concept and Creative Development

<Insert concept idea> was the driving force behind the concept and creative development of Flood and a decision was made to be <creative direction>
<creative direction and narrative>

<delivery partner / artist / CPT reaction to this>

<further expand on creative direction>

‘Quote.’ 
(Member of CPT)
To achieve this, the CPT and Artists approached the histories in a variety of ways. This is illustrated within Figures <X> and <X> (see Pages <X> - <X>). 

Figure 1: Approach to Subject Matter by CPT

<Insert bar chart> ‘At the start of the project, how did the team approach the subject matter for Flood’ Tick all that apply. (0-5)

· To mark or explore a moment in time for Hull <X/5>
· To explore one of Hull’s dominant stories or histories in a new way <X/5>
· To explore unknown stories or histories of Hull in a new way <X/5>
· To showcase the contribution that Hull has made to the world <X/5>
· To celebrate Hull’s sons and daughters <X/5>
· To showcase Hull’s historic buildings and public spaces <X/5>
· Other <X/5>
Figure 2: Approach to Subject Matter by Artists
<Insert bar chart> ‘At the start of the project, how did the team approach the subject matter for Flood’ Tick all that apply (0-5)

· To mark or explore a moment in time for Hull <X/5>
· To explore one of Hull’s dominant stories or histories in a new way <X/5>
· To explore unknown stories or histories of Hull in a new way <X/5>
· To showcase the contribution that Hull has made to the world <X/5>
· To celebrate Hull’s sons and daughters <X/5>
· To showcase Hull’s historic buildings and public spaces <X/5>
· Other <X/5>
<was anyone else involved in the creative development>

<process for concept informing commissioning approach>

<feedback from artists on this>

‘Quote.’ 
(Artist)
<expand on this further>

‘Quote.’ 
(Member of CPT)
<expand on this further>

‘Quote.’ 
(Artist)
This collaborative approach to the concept and creative development of Flood was a key strength to the project, enabling:

· <Summary statement 1>;

· <Summary statement 2>; and
· <Summary statement 3>.

Certainly, where a greater level of collaboration took place between the CPT and Artists, the results were felt to be most successful; as were the instances where artists had chosen to challenge themselves. 
One area where collaboration could have been improved was <expand>. 
2.4. Project Management

Project Management for Flood was <successful/unsuccessful>in the main, with communications with Hull 2017; development meetings; contracting; cross-team communications; access to information, <delete as appropriate> resources, and people; and the overall explanation of the Flood project (concept, aims and objectives) being given <strong/weak>average ratings by all.
Variations in the level of these average ratings, however, seemed to exist amongst respondent groups:

· <E.g. Communications>, were seen to have worked <well/least well>in the main, though within the CPT and amongst Delivery Partners there were felt to be occasions where <expand>. 
‘Quote’ 
(Delivery Partner)
· <E.g. Development Meetings>, including frequency and quality; and contracting, including the explanations of roles and responsibilities were given a slightly lower score by the Artists. 

The lower score for <E.g. Contracting> by Artists appears to link to concerns over <expand>. Some Artists also struggled with <expand>. This may signal <expand> with Artists from the start about what will be expected of them regarding project administration and input in Monitoring & Evaluation (M&E), i.e.:

· <What can we do about it>; and in turn
· <We can also do this>.
In addition to the above, key learnings from the CPT, Artists, and Delivery Partners, regarding Project Management were the need for <Insight 1>, <Insight 2>, and <Insight 3>:

· <Insight 1>: <expand>
· <Insight 2>: <expand>

· <Insight 3>: <expand>

2.5. Production Management

Production Management for Flood was considered <successful/unsuccessful> across all respondent groups. The <CPT/deliverypartners/artist> seemed to be slightly more favourable than the CPT/deliverypartners/artist>, when rating the lighting, sound, and installation of the event, though <artist> opinion did link specifically to their own artwork, rather than the event as a whole.

<CPT/deliverypartners/artist> reasons for the slightly lower average scores were attributed to <main reason>, which in turn led <implications>. <expand>
‘Quote’ 
(Artist)
The CPT, <opinion> towards the Technical & Operations Crew, with a number describing them as <opinion>. 

These apparent differences in opinion of the Technical & Operations Crew, perhaps signals the need for:

· <Insight 1>
· <Insight 2>
· <Insight 3>
Despite difficulties behind-the-scenes, in terms of the installations themselves, audiences <opinion and expand> 
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
2.6. Marketing & Communications

<Insert> and <Insert> were the principal ways that audiences found out about Flood most closely followed by <Insert>. In order to put this into context, Table 3 presents comparable data from audiences at Hull Truck.
· Particularly significant with Flood was the influence of TV coverage, relative to Hull Truck - <%> vs. <%>.
· Both Flood and Hull Truck seemed to gain a good level of coverage in the printed media - <%> and <%> respectively.
· Advertising and printed promotional materials generated much greater awareness for Flood and Hull Truck - <%> and <%> respectively.
· Particularly significant with Hull Truck was the influence of word of mouth recommendation, in person - <%> vs. <%> for Flood and <%> for Hull Truck
· Particularly significant with Hull Truck was the influence of digital platforms linked to Hull 2017, with <%> being made aware via www.hull2017.co.uk and Hull 2017 social media.
Table 3: Marketing & Communications 

	
	Flood
(n=XXX)
	Hull Truck
(n=XXX)
	Total
(n=XXX)

	<Channel>
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	<Channel>
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	<Channel>
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	<Channel>
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	<Channel>
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>



The principal difference between the three events was that Flood received significantly more <channel> than the others, particularly <expand>. As such, <implication>. In turn, this demonstrates <expand>
The impact of <key channel> for Flood vs. Hull Truck suggests that <learning>. This is explored in more detail in Section 2.7 (see Page 24). 
Equally, the greater awareness of <channel> for the events that took place in 2017 vs. the 2016 baseline, suggests that the Marketing Campaigns for these projects has been significantly <more/less effective>. Comparing these Marketing Campaigns, to identify the key differences in terms of the marketing collaterals generated and distribution approaches used is advisable. 
<feedback on a broader marketing / comms topic>
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<feedback on a broader marketing / comms topic>

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
<feedback on an event-specific related marketing / comms topic>

For Flood there was a significant difference in how a range of demographics affected the way that people had heard about Flood (see Table 4, Page 22). 
· <Key stats on MarComms e.g. social media mentions>
· <Key stats on MarComms e.g. press>
· <Key stats on MarComms e >
Table 4: Marketing & Communications
	‘Flood…
	Age
	Gender
	Area of Residence
	Deprivation

	<Channel>
	55+ years
<(%)>
35-54 years
<(%)>
16-34 years
<(%)>
	Male <(%)>
Female
<(%)>
	Other UK residents <(%)>
East Riding residents <(%)>
Hull residents
<(%)>
	Least deprived
<(%)>
2nd Most deprived <(%)>
Most deprived
<(%)>

	<Channel>
	55+ years
<(%)>
35-54 years
<(%)>
16-34 years
<(%)>
	N/A
	Other UK residents <(%)>
East Riding residents <(%)>
Hull residents
<(%)>
	N/A

	<Channel>
	55+ years
<(%)>
35-54 years
<(%)>
16-34 years
<(%)>
	N/A
	Other UK residents <(%)>
East Riding residents <(%)>
Hull residents
<(%)>
	Least deprived
<(%)>
2nd Most deprived <(%)>
Most deprived
<(%)>

	<Channel>
	55+ years
<(%)>
35-54 years
<(%)>
16-34 years
<(%)>
	N/A
	Other UK residents (7%)

East Riding residents (13%)

Hull residents
(19%)
	Least deprived
<(%)>
2nd Most deprived <(%)>
Most deprived
<(%)>

	<Channel>
	55+ years
<(%)>
35-54 years
<(%)>
16-34 years
<(%)>
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	<Channel>
	N/A
	N/A
	Other UK residents (20%)

East Riding residents (19%)

Hull residents
(25%)
	N/A


These findings suggest that:

· <Insight 1>: <expand>

· <Insight 2>: <expand>

· <Insight 3>: <expand>
· <Insight 4>: <expand>

· <Insight 5>: <expand>

These aspects should therefore be considered when developing future marketing campaigns. Should any of these be a target audience, then the most appropriate methods of communicating with them should be selected, e.g. <give example>
<Evidence of cross promotion with other events>

This suggests that any cross-promotion of the <linked events> was <effective/ineffective>, and <expand>

2.7. Audience Satisfaction
Likelihood that audiences would recommend a similar type of event to friends and relatives was <extremely high/low> for all Hull 2017 events presented in Table 5, though significantly more likely for Flood than Hull Truck. 
Table 5: Likelihood to Recommend (not asked)
	Score out of 10
	Flood
(n=XXX)
	Hull Truck
(n=XXX)
	Total
(n=XXX)

	Very likely (9-10)
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Likely (7-8)
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>



Local businesses were also asked to provide an overall rating of the event. On average businesses awarded the event <1-5> stars out of 5, <even> where they had reported perceived <positive/negative> impacts on their own business.
This high level of audience satisfaction was seen to be a key success of the project amongst audiences, with Focus Group respondents feeling Flood very much benefitted from positive word of mouth. 
<expand>

‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
Audiences were also asked to feedback on staff and volunteer welcome (see Table 6 below). Both were <praised/criticised>
Table 6: Satisfaction with Staff and Volunteers (not asked)
	Strongly Agree or Agree
	Flood
(n=XXX)

	Felt welcomed by staff
	<%>

	Felt welcomed by Hull 2017 volunteers
	<%>



Satisfaction with staff and volunteers was also high amongst delivery partners that attended the event.

· <%> (n=X) strongly agreed or agreed that they felt welcomed by staff;
· <%> (n=X) strongly agreed or agreed that they felt welcomed by volunteers.

The implication from these findings is that both staff and volunteer training, as well as the briefings provided to both sets of Hull 2017 ambassadors, have been <effective/ineffective>.
Focus Group respondents provided more insight into these attitudes, <expand>.
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
2.8. Accessibility (not asked)
<Discussion on general accessibility of event for all audiences regardless of disability>.

‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<Expand>.

‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
<Summarise then lead into specific issues>.

2.1.1. Parking & Public Transport

Anecdotally, there was feedback that using public transport had been <positive/challenging>. This included reports <expand>.
Feedback within the Focus Groups seemed to suggest <expand>. One respondent pointed out <expand>. They had also heard from others about <expand>.

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
Those who drove experienced <more/less> issues compared to those using public transport, i.e. <expand>
‘Quote.’ 
(Email from Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
However, those Focus Group respondents who were stuck in traffic said <insert context e.g.> there was very little ill-feeling about this because of the ‘feel-good’ nature of the event. 
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
2.1.2. Access Provisions at Flood
In order to extend understanding around accessibility for Hull 2017 events, telephone interviews were also conducted with individuals who had attended Flood who had specific access needs.
Those interviewed had made use of the following official access provisions at Flood:
· Blue badge parking;

· Audio description; and

· Seated area.
· <Expand if required>

Information on Access Provision

The principal ways they had found out about access provisions available at the event were:

· <method>; and
· <method>
<Expand opinions and experience of how people found out about access provision>.
<Compare to experience of a different access provision>
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<Outline what could have been done differently>
<Insert any learnings or recommendation>
Pre-event Communications
Overall, pre-event communications were <good/bad/adequate>, and respondents felt they were armed with the information needed. <Highlight a strength / Area for improvement>
Quality of Access Provision

<Insert summary of overall assessment of quality>.

‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<Going into detail using one particular type of access provision>.

‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<Going into detail using one particular type of access provision>.

<Outline what could have been done differently>

<Highlight a strength / Area for improvement>
<Insert any learnings or recommendation>
Impact of Provision on Intentions to Attend
<Insert conclusion on if it impacted intention to attend the event>
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<What does this tell us about future events?>
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<What would be the situation if this access provision wasn’t available?>
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<Do wider audiences have an opinion?>
<What does this mean for the wider sector?>
2.9. Legacy
<What did audiences say about the future in relation to this specific project?> 
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: Flood Audience)
<What implications does this have?> 
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
<Were there any wider comments relating to the City or UK?> 
‘Quote.’ 
(Flood Audience)
Table 7: SWOT Analysis – Process Evaluation
	STRENGTHS OF FLOOD 
	WEAKNESSES OF FLOOD 

	<Insert Strength>

<Insert Strength>

<Insert Strength>
	<Insert Weakness>

<Insert Weakness >

<Insert Weakness >

	OPPORTUNITIES IDENTIFIED BY FLOOD 
	THREATS IDENTIFIED BY FLOOD 

	<Insert Opportunity>

<Insert Opportunity >

<Insert Opportunity >
	<Insert Threat>

<Insert Threat >

<Insert Threat >
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