Hull UK City of Culture 2017 Ltd
<PROJECT TITLE>: Evaluation Report
Chapter 2: Arts & Culture


3. Arts & Culture

3.1. Introduction

Arts & Culture is one of the key themes of Hull 2017, made up of three aims and their accompanying objectives:
· Aim 1: High quality programme of arts, culture, and heritage

· Objective 1: 365-day programme that is ‘of the city’ yet outward looking and includes 60 commissions

· Objective 2: Improve understanding of Hull’s heritage 

· Aim 2: Develop audiences

· Objective 3: Increase total audiences for Hull’s arts, cultural and heritage offer

· Objective 4: Increase engagement and participation amongst Hull’s residents

· Objective 5: Increase diversity of audience for Hull’s arts and heritage offer

· Aim 3: Develop the cultural sector

· Objective 6: Develop the city’s cultural infrastructure through capacity building and collaborative work undertaken by / with Hull 2017 and its partners.
<PROJECT TITLE> will be evaluated, referencing these aims and objectives, as well as identifying additional outcome areas not covered in the above, but linked to the project-specific aims and objectives (see Chapter 1).

3.2. Contribution to Overall Hull 2017 Programme
<PROJECT TITLE> started on <date> and ran for <X> days until <date>. The event began each day at <Xpm> and finished at <Xpm>, with installations running <frequency>. 
The event was <ticketed or free>
Of the <X> installations that formed part of ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’, <X> of these were commissioned specifically for the event.
<Expand on the role of this event in the context of the overall programme>

3.3. Interpretation & Explanation of Heritage
The CPT and Artists felt the focus of ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’, on the presentation and interpretation of Hull’s history and heritage was <successful/unsuccessful> (see Chapter ‘X’ Process, Section X.3).
‘Quote.’ 
(Member of CPT)
This was backed up by the <X> Peer Assessors who attended the event, and the project’s Delivery Partners consulted (see Table 8). In fact, those <not responsible / responsible> for the actual creation of the event, or its artworks, gave more favourable scores than those who <were / were not>. This suggests the CPT and Artists were <more/less critical> of their delivery than audiences. 
On average, in response to the question ‘If you were asked to give <PROJECT TITLE> a star rating out of 5, where 1 star is 'Poor' and 5 stars is 'Excellent' - how would you rate the project's success in presenting Hull's history and heritage to audiences?’, the lowest score was <X.X> (i.e. Good to Excellent).

Table 8: Presentation of History & Heritage by ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ 

	Respondent Group
	Average Star Rating – Scored 1 to 5

	CPT members
	<X.X>

	Artists
	<X.X>

	Peer Assessors
	<X.X>

	Delivery partners
	<X.X>



Audience reaction to the event, shows that the confidence expressed by all the respondent groups in Table 8 are supported:

· <%> of audiences agreed or strongly agreed that the event had made them feel more connected with the stories of Hull and its people;
· Focus group respondents agreed that the event had successfully given an insight into <specific theme> of Hull’s history and heritage.
<Expand on this> 

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
Respondents in the Walk and Talk groups expressed how <specific installation> had:

· <Heritage Insight 1>; 
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
  ‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
· <Heritage Insight 2>; 
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
  ‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
· <Heritage Insight 3>; (<CROSS REFERENECE SOCIETY & WELLBEING> See Chapter 5, section 5.2.4).
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
Equally, other installations brought back memories or stirred up personal connections for Walk and Talk Group and Focus Group respondents <adapt and expand>:
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
Respondents also commented on how the installations had been engaging because they shared the stories and memories of other Hull residents; or because they had shared aspects of the city’s past that challenged their perceptions of it<adapt and expand>::
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
3.3.1. Understanding and Engagement with the City’s Past

There was a <universal agreement> that the event had enhanced the audience’s understanding of – and ability to engage with – the city’s past, as well as having contributed to artistic practice in celebrating a city's history and heritage (see Table 9 below). 

Views on these aspects of the project were especially positive amongst the <CPT> and <Peer Assessors>. <Artists> seem to have been a little more critical, though still positive.  
Table 9: Presentation of History & Heritage by ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ 

	
	CPT - Average out of 10
	Artists - Average out of 10
	Peers - Average out of 10g

	<PROJECT TITLE> enhanced audiences' understanding of the city's past
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	<PROJECT TITLE> improved audiences' experience of engaging with the city's past
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	<PROJECT TITLE> contributed to the development of artistic practice in celebrating the city's past
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>



Audience reaction seems to reflect this sentiment, as outlined on Pages <XX-XX> and Section 2.4 below. The event <had/has not> also given audiences an appetite to see more events and exhibitions that explore the history and heritage of the city.
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
3.3.2. Heritage Inspired Arts Approaches vs. Traditional Approaches 

Amongst the CPT, Artists and Peer Assessors, the principal ways that heritage inspired arts events were seen to differ from traditional approaches to the presentation and interpretation of heritage were that they were:

· <Insight>;
· <Insight>;
· <Insight>; and 
· <Insight>.
The event was seen to have <successfully/unsuccessfully> reached a wide range and larger number of people in a relatively short timeframe that traditional heritage approaches: 

‘Quote.’ 
(Delivery Partner)
‘Quote.’ 
(Peer Assessor)
Audience and Delivery Partner reaction is supportive of these sentiments:

· <%> of audiences strongly agreed or agreed that using art works to present the history and heritage of Hull had made the history and heritage more interesting; 

· <%> of audiences strongly agreed or agreed that using art works to present the history and heritage of Hull had made the history and heritage easier to understand, particularly amongst those aged 35+ years (<%> vs <%> amongst under 35s);
· <%> of delivery partners strongly agreed that using art works to present the history and heritage of Hull had made the history and heritage more interesting; and

· <%> of delivery partner strongly agreed that using art works to present the history and heritage of Hull had made the history and heritage easier to understand
Within the Focus Groups respondent comments also supported this.
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
One respondent in the group reflected how events like ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ can be used as a catalyst or “way-in” for people to find out more about the history and heritage of a place via more traditional methods. <adapt or expand>
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
Equally, heritage partners within the Delivery Partner respondent group, spoke of how the project had made them think about new ways in which the arts can contribute to the interpretation of heritage. 
<adapt or expand>
‘Quote.’ 
(Delivery Partner)
One heritage partner spoke of how their opinion had be changed from initial scepticism, about how more traditional history and heritage could be covered through the arts. They felt that the event had shown this can be done successfully. <adapt or expand>
‘Quote.’ 
(Delivery Partner)
‘Quote.’ 
(Delivery Partner)
Another heritage partner spoke of how it has made them look at exploring new ways of <expand>. 
‘Quote.’ 
(Delivery Partner)
3.4. Knowledge of Hull’s History & Heritage
Knowledge of Hull’s history and heritage <increased/decreased> significantly because of the ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ project. This was equally true across a range of respondent groups:
Table 10: Increased Knowledge of Hull History & Heritage


	Score out of 10

(From 0 – 10)
	Average amount learnt about Hull’s history


	Average amount learnt about Hull’s heritage



	CPT Members
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Artists
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Peer Assessors
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Audiences
	<X.X>
	<X.X>



It seems that <insert trend from above> and <reason why>. 
In terms of increased knowledge about the city’s history, <reason why>. Increased knowledge of the city’s heritage is likely to link more to reason why> and heritage institutions to <insert learning>. Some individuals working on the project stated that they were surprised by how rich and diverse the city’s past was. <expand>
‘Quote.’ 
(Artist)
‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
For audiences:

· <%> of audiences felt they had learnt a lot about Hull’s history (score of 9 or 10 out of 10), with a <%> having learnt much (score of 7 or 8 out of 10); and
· <%> of audiences felt they had learnt a lot about Hull’s heritage (score of 9 or 10 out of 10), with a <%> having learnt much (score of 7 or 8 out of 10).
Within the Focus Groups and Walk and Talk Groups, they talked of how they had learnt things they did not know, as well as more about histories they were aware of. <adapt or expand>
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
Heritage delivery partners, in the main did not learn a significant amount about Hull’s history and heritage, as they were already specialists in this area. <adapt if required>

However, those delivery partners from the community and voluntary sector gave an average rating of <X out of 10> for the amount they had learnt about the city’s history and heritage.

Some members of the CPT went as far as saying they believed some audiences had been inspired to find out more about the histories presented, because of attending the event. This bore out in the audience research:

· <%> of audiences agreed or strongly agreed that <PROJECT TITLE> had inspired them to talk to people from other generations about the stories presented.
This was reflected on within the Focus Group conversations also (see Chapter 5, Section 5.2.5). A couple of respondents spoke of how they had gone home and begun researching some aspects of Hull’s history on the internet. <adapt or expand>
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
3.5. Quality of <PROJECT TITLE>
To assess the quality of <PROJECT TITLE> several questions were incorporated into the evaluation of the event. This included recognition of Arts Council England’s (ACE) Creative Case for Diversity and its Quality Metrics, as well as additional exploration linked to Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) outcomes, which have been explored above in Sections 2.3 - 2.4). 

3.5.1. Creative Case for Diversity
ACE’s mission is ‘great art and culture for everyone’. They state that this can only be achieved through funding work that promotes and embeds diversity. 

To assess how ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ promoted and embedded diversity, equal opportunities data was collected across three main groups:

· Core Project Team (see Appendix <X>);
· Commissioned Artists (see Appendix <X>); and
· Audiences (see Chapter 2, Section 2.9 and Appendix <X>).
In reflecting on the equal opportunities data collected on the CPT, the youngest age group represented was <XX-XX> years and the oldest age group <XX-XX> years. As such, those guiding the project from the start were within adult age groups, above that usually termed “young people”. 
Amongst Artists the age profile was <slightly younger/older> – the youngest age group represented was <XX-XX> years and the oldest age group <XX-XX> years.
<What does this tell us>
In both the CPT and amongst Artists there was <virtually no representation> of disabled artists / creatives, and <little> in the way of ethnic diversity, with all CPT members selecting ‘White British’ and all but one Artists selecting this ethnicity. <Adapt>
<What did the CPT / Artists do to address this> 
This seems to have been achieved to some level, based on feedback from the Peer Assessors who felt that diversity <was/was not> represented across the event, <though not necessarily in much depth. 

‘Quote.’ 
(Peer Assessor)
‘Quote.’ 
(Peer Assessor)
There were also individual projects picked out by both the CPT and Peer Assessors that were seen to have represented diversity more successfully than others.
‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
‘Quote.’ 
(Peer Assessor)
<Specific installation> was noticed by audiences as one that had represented the diversity within the city.

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
However, there was <nothing at all/ a lot> said about disability. Given that Hull 2017 is keen to challenge perceptions of disability this was perhaps something that the project could have sought to address more specifically. <expand>
In the opinion of Peer Assessors, <insert opinion>
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Peer Assessor)
There was a conclusion made within the CPT and within reflections from audiences that the geographical diversity of where CPT members and artists lived, had enriched, and brought fresh perspectives to the project. <Adapt or expand>
For one focus group respondent this appears to have been a source of surprise.

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
This suggests that <expand>
The implication of the above is that some level of positive discrimination may be needed when putting together the CPT for future projects; when commissioning artists; and when considering the content of individual pieces or concepts for individual pieces. <adapt or expand>
3.5.2. Quality Metrics

Following the guidelines for ACE Quality Metrics, the <PROJECT TITLE> evaluation asked the Quality Metrics of three respondent groups:

· The CPT (pre- and post-event);

· Peer Assessors (pre- and post-event); and 

· Audiences (post-event).
The average score out of 10 for each respondent group is presented in Table 11, overleaf.

Overall, most Quality Metrics scored a minimum score of <X out of 10>, with the most frequent score being <X out of 10>. This suggests that <PROJECT TITLE> was seen as being of <high/low quality>.
Audiences, praised the quality of the event, with all scores being <X out of 10>. 
<Insert CPT trend (e.g.)> The CPT, in general, seem to have felt that the reality of ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ had not quite met up to their expectations at pre-delivery stage, though scores were all at <X out of 10> or above. This shows that the CPT had set the bar high in terms of what they wished to achieve with the event from a professional viewpoint. Comments made by CPT members would suggest that their expectations were not met due to:
· <Reason>
· <Reason>

· <Reason>

The CPT also admitted that the creative approaches and techniques they used were all ones familiar to them.

‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
Table 11: ACE Quality Metric – Average Scores Across Respondent Groups

	ACE Quality Metrics
	CPT
Pre-Event
(n=X)
	Peers

Pre-Event
(n=X)
	CPT
Post-Event
(n=X)
	Peers

Post-Event
(n=X)
	Audiences

Post-Event
(n=XXX)

	Presentation: It will be / is well produced and presented
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Distinctiveness: It will be / is different from things I’ve experienced before
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Challenge: It will be / is thought-provoking
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Captivation: It will be / is absorbing and will hold my attention
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Enthusiasm: I will / would come to something like this again
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Local impact: It is / is important that it's happening here (in Hull)
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Concept: It will be / is an interesting idea 
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Relevance: It will have/has something to say about the world in which we live
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Rigour: It will be / is well thought through and put together
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Originality: It will be / is ground-breaking
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Risk: The artists are really challenging/challenged themselves with this work
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>

	Excellence: It will be / is one of the best examples of its type
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>
	<X.X>


<Wider reflection on quality metrics from CPT>.

‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
<Insert Peer trend (e.g.) Peer Assessors, in general, seem to have felt the reality of <PROJECT TITLE> had slightly exceeded the expectations they had at pre-delivery stage in some areas, whilst not meeting their expectations in other areas. Principally, the Peers own professional expertise and experiences attending other events nationally and internationally are reasons for this.
The Quality Metrics where <PROJECT TITLE> least delivered, from the viewpoint of Peer Assessors (who were chosen for their specialist knowledge of events such as these and are used to attending many high quality arts events as part of their work) were:
· Originality: it is ground-breaking (<X out of 10>);
· Challenge: it is thought-provoking (<X out of 10>);
· Risk: the artists are really challenging themselves with this work (<X out of 10>; and 

· Excellence: it is one of the best examples of its type (<X out of 10>).
<Wider reflection on quality metrics from peers>

 In challenging the perceptions of the city’s arts and culture sector amongst arts and culture sector professionals, there also seems to have been some inroads made. However, the implication of the lower Peer Assessor scores for ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ is that to truly grab their attention and place Hull firmly in the centre of their thoughts, Hull 2017 must show them something they have never seen before; push the boundaries of what is being presented at national and international level; and push artists to go outside their comfort zone.
‘Quote.’ 
(Peer)
‘Quote.’ 
(Peer)
‘Quote.’ 
(Peer)
<Insert Audience trend (e.g.)> In terms of audience reflections on quality, respondents on the Walk and Talk Groups spoke of the technological aspects and presentation many of the installations, particularly in terms of the quality of the imagery and mixture of art forms incorporated. This was felt to intensify the impact of the work.

 ‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
This was equally referenced within the Focus Group discussions.

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
<Offer alternative audience trend / perspective> Even on the occasions where audiences felt they were struggling to understand the meaning of an installation, there were still several individuals who felt the sentiment of the piece. In a way this was sufficient to engage them to some level with what they were witnessing.

Focus group respondents used words like ‘spectacle’ and ‘heritage’ to define the event, and there was a common opinion that it had captured the essence of the city, and was a unique experience.

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
<Comment on added value engagement> Where a tour guide was present on the Walk and Talk Groups, the additional context provided by the tour guides did help to increase the accessibility of these more challenging art works.

‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
<Highlight specific installations (e.g.)> This sentiment towards Embers, although common, was not universal. One focus group respondent talked of how she and her daughter had great fun visiting the installation, as did some respondents in the Walk and Talk Groups.

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
<Summarise Audience Quality Assessment>> From an audience perspective, therefore, Hull 2017 seems to have successfully challenged perceptions held towards Hull’s arts and culture sector with <PROJECT TITLE>. This is true of both local audiences and those visiting the city.

3.6. Ticket Analysis for <PROJECT TITLE>
<PROJECT TITLE> was a <paid/free> ticketed event, with a total of <XXXX> tickets provided to the general public, partners, etc.:

1. <XX,XXX> went on general “sale” and <XX,XXX> sold in <sales pattern>
2. <XXXX> were locked to distribute amongst Hull residents (via community groups), partners and staff.

For options those that went on general “sale” it is possible to do an analysis of Bookers based on the Box Office Report. 

On the night of the event, those holding tickets that were part of the general “sale” were scanned in at the ticket gates. Partners and staff entered via wristbands that were not scanned. 

There were a few reported technical difficulties with the ticket scanners on the night, so the final box office report does not include everyone that attended. An estimated <XXXX> tickets were not scanned. <include if relevant>
The following analysis (see Table 12) is therefore based on the tickets that were scanned.

Table 12: Tickets Issued and Used – ‘In With a Bang’ 

	Excludes Guests and VIPs
	Total Number

	Total tickets “sold”
	<X>

	Total tickets scanned
	<X>

	Total estimated audience, including tickets not scanned
	<X>

	% of tickets used (based on total audience)
	<X>

	% of tickets not used (based on total audience)
	<X>

	Bookers who used every ticket
	<X>

	Bookers who did not use every ticket
	<X>

	Bookers who did not use any ticket
	<X>



In addition to this, <XXXX> people watched <PROJECT TITLE> event from outside the official gated area.
3.7. Audience Counts for <PROJECT TITLE>
As detailed in Appendix <X> audience counts took place for ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ as it was a free non-ticketed event, with no defined entry or exit points.

Counting staff were recruited who rotated around counting points, with dedicated counting staff rotating around <X> counting points in <Location 1>, and the remaining counting staff rotating around points at the other <X> installation locations.

Using the audience counts from each of the counting points, estimation techniques were used to estimate the full audience for the ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ installations (see Appendix 12 for full methodology).  

Based on these estimates there was a total audience of <XXX,XXX> for <PROJECT TITLE> over the <X> days of the event.
3.7.1. Unique Visitors

It should be noted that this total audience figure does not account for the fact that a proportion of the audience for <PROJECT TITLE> attended the event on more than one day. Therefore, the total audience is not referring to unique visitors.

In total, <%> of respondents to the CATI (Computer Aided Telephone Interview) post-event audience survey, stated that they had been to <PROJECT TITLE> on more than one occasion. They were asked how many days they had attended out of the <X days>, and the mean number of days was <X.XX>. 
When applying this figure to the total audience, we can estimate that there were <XXX,XXX> unique visitors to <PROJECT TITLE>.
3.7.2. Unique Visitors - Hull Residents

Based on the estimate that <XXX,XXX> individual people attended <PROJECT TITLE>, the proportion from each area and the mean number of visits to <PROJECT TITLE> by respondents from each area, the number of individual people who attended <PROJECT TITLE> from each area can be estimated.  
This analysis shows that:
· <XX,XXX> individual people from Hull attended <PROJECT TITLE>, which equates to <%> of the population of Hull. 
· <XX,XXX>individual people from the East Riding attended <PROJECT TITLE>, which equates to <%> of the population of East Riding. 
· <XX,XXX>individual people from outside of Hull and the East Riding attended <PROJECT TITLE>.

3.7.3. Repeat Visitors

The post-event audience survey shows that <%> of audience members attended <PROJECT TITLE> more than once. They were most likely to have visited on <X> other <day(s)> (i.e. <twice/three > in total), though there were instances of people having visited <three> times <(%)>, <four> times <(%)>, or on all <X> days <(%)>.
Unsurprisingly, the average number of visits increased by area of residence:

· Hull residents – <X.XX> visits

· East Riding residents – <X.XX> visits

· Other UK residents – <X.XX> visits.

The average number of visits also <de/increased> by deprivation, with those from the Most deprived and 2nd Most deprived parts of Hull having a higher average number of visits than the Least deprived parts of Hull.

· Most deprived – <X.XX> visits
· 2nd Most deprived – <X.XX> visits
· Least deprived – <X.XX>visits.
The focus group research also highlighted that audiences had visited more than once.
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
3.7.4. Duration of Visit

Those who came to <PROJECT TITLE> on <date> stayed the longest average time of <XXX> minutes, which is most likely due <reason>.
On the other <X> days the average visit time was between <XXX> minutes and <XXX> minutes.

3.7.5. Daily Audience Counts

From the daily audience counts provided in Appendix <X>, we can also state that the busiest days, in descending order were:
1. <date>;

2. <date>;

3. <date>.


These findings are presented in Figure 3 overleaf.
3.8. Installations Visited

The post-event audience survey shows that more than <three-quarters> of audiences visited the installations at:

· <Installation / location>
· <Installation / location>

· <Installation / location>

· <Installation / location>

The least visited installations were <installation> and <installation>, which may in part also have been due to <reason>
These findings are reflected within the physical audience counts from ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ (see Figure 4), except for <Additional Installation>:

· <Installation / location>

· <Installation / location>

· <Installation / location>
· <Additional Installation / location>
· <Installation / location>

Amongst delivery partners this was repeated. 

Figure 3: Total Audience Counts by Day
<Insert graph line graph (day X, count Y)
Figure 4: Total Visits to Each Installation
<Insert graph line graph (installation X, count Y)
The average number of installations visited was <X.X>, with the most frequent number of installations visited being <X>, though this differed by age (see Table 13). <Or insert other trend>
Table 13: Mean Number of Installations Visited - Age 

	
	Average No. of Installations Visited

	16-34 years
	<X.X>

	35-54 years
	<X.X>

	55+ years
	<X.X>

	Overall 
	<X.X>


3.8.1. Popularity of Installations

<Specific Installation> was by far the most popular installation amongst respondents to the post-event audience survey, most closely followed by <Specific Installation>. This was also true within the audience Focus Groups. They explained that their reasoning for this was <reason>
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
<Specific Installation> was the least popular installation amongst respondents to the post-event audience survey, most closely followed by <Specific Installation>. The criticism for Embers at High Street Underpass, principally seems to have been caused by two things:

· <Reason>
· <Reason>
 ‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
‘Quote.’ 
(Walk & Talk Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
One respondent in the Focus Group felt that <further explanation>.

‘Quote.’ 
(Focus Group Respondent: <PROJECT TITLE> Audience)
3.9. Demographics of Audiences
In comparing the demographic breakdown of audience for <PROJECT TITLE> with two comparable events: <EVENT 1> and <EVENT 2> there are some key differences (see Tables 14 to 19):

· <Insert comparison>
· <Insert comparison>

· <Insert comparison>

· <Insert comparison>

· <Insert comparison>

· <Insert comparison>

Table 14: Area of Residence 

	
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	Hull
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	East Riding
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Rest of UK
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Overseas
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>



Table 15: Gender 

	
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	Male
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Female
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Transgender
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Prefer not to say
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>


Table 16: Employment Status 

	
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	Employed / working full or part time
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Self-employed
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Unemployed
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	On a government scheme 
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Looking after family / home
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Unable to work
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Retired
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Student
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Prefer not to say
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>


Table 17: Ethnicity 

	
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	White British
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	White Other
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Mixed/Multiple Ethnic
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Asian/Asian British
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Black/Black British
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Other ethnic background
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Prefer not to say
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>



Table 18: Age 

	
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	16-17 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	18-19 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	20-24 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	25-29 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	30-34 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	35-44 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	45-54 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	55-64 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	65-74 years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	75+ years
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Prefer not to say
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>



Table 19: Disability 

	
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	Yes – limited a little
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Yes – limited a lot
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	No
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Prefer not to say
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>


At <PROJECT TITLE> there were <%> of audiences that stated they were a wheelchair user. 

3.10. Mapping of Audiences

3.10.1. <PROJECT TITLE>
As <PROJECT TITLE> was a ticketed event, there is postcode data linked to all those who booked a ticket. This is the most comprehensive post code data set linked to the event, so has been used to map the audiences that came to <PROJECT TITLE>
Hull City Council’s Business Intelligence Team have undertaken a post code analysis of this data set on behalf of Hull 2017, which shows (see Tables 20 to 24 and Maps 1 to 3) the following from those that could be successfully matched to a post code:

· <X in X> were from a HU post code area, with very much smaller, but significant proportions relative to the whole, from <ZZ> and <ZZ> post code areas;

· The remaining post code areas covered were broad reaching across the rest of England, and included households in Scotland;

· The top ten post code districts in descending order were <ZZ>, <ZZ>, <ZZ>, <ZZ>, <ZZ>, <ZZ>, <ZZ>, <ZZ>, <ZZ>, and <ZZ>;

· Half the post codes were in the Kingston Upon Hull local authority <(%)>, and much of the remainder from East Riding of Yorkshire local authority <(%)>; and

· The wards most commonly represented were <ward>, <ward>, <ward>, <ward>, <ward>, <ward> and <ward>.
Table 20: <PROJECT NAME> - Post Code Area

	Postcode Area
	Postcode Name
	Count
	Percentage

	<ZZ>
	<Location Name>
	<XXXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ>
	<Location Name>
	<XXXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ>
	<Location Name>
	<XXXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ>
	<Location Name>
	<XXXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ>
	<Location Name>
	<XXXX>
	<%>


Table 21: <PROJECT NAME> - Post Code District

	Postcode District
	Count
	Percentage
	Postcode District
	Count
	Percentage

	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0>
	<XXX>
	<%>


Table 22: <PROJECT NAME> – Hull & East Riding Post Code Sector 

	Postcode Sector
	Count
	Percentage
	Postcode Sector
	Count
	Percentage

	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>
	<ZZ0 0>
	<XXX>
	<%>


Table 23: <PROJECT NAME> - Local Authority

	Local Authority Area
	Count
	Percentage

	Hull
	<XXX>
	<%>

	East Riding
	<XXX>
	<%>

	Hull and ER Sub Total
	<XXXX>
	<%>

	Other Local Authorities
	<XXX>
	<%>


Table 24: <PROJECT TITLE> - Hull & East Riding Wards
	Ward
	Local Authority
	Count
	Percentage

	<Ward Name>
	<Hull / ER>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<Ward Name>
	<Hull / ER>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<Ward Name>
	<Hull / ER>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<Ward Name>
	<Hull / ER>
	<XXX>
	<%>

	<Ward Name>
	<Hull / ER>
	<XXX>
	<%>


Map 1: Post Code Mapping – <PROJECT TITLE> from Hull

· <Insert map>
Map 2: Post Code Mapping – <PROJECT TITLE> from Hull & East Riding
· <Insert map>
Map 3: Post Code Mapping – <PROJECT TITLE> from Yorkshire & Humber
· <Insert map>
3.10.2. Post Code Mapping: <PROJECT TITLE> compared to <EVENTS>
When compared with events such as <EVENT 1> and EVENT 2> Section 3.10.1 shows us that ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ shared some common audiences in terms of post code reach. However, there were differences:

· <Insert comparison>
· <Insert comparison>

· <Insert comparison>

· <Insert comparison>

The implication from these findings is that ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ had a <broader> appeal to people from across Hull and East Riding than <EVENT 1 or 2>. Equally, there is a suggestion that those from <less affluent wards> of the city faced less barriers to engagement with ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’. This could be due to several reasons, such as:

· <Insert reason>
· <Insert reason>

· <Insert reason>

3.10.3 Indices of Deprivation

The Indices of Deprivation are prepared using the Lower Super Output Area (LSOA) geography which has the dual benefits of consistent size throughout England, and being stable over time so that changes in deprivation levels can be measured.

There are 32,844 LSOAs in England (166 in Kingston upon Hull). Deprivation scores are calculated for each LSOA and they are then ranked from 1 (most deprived) to 32,844 (least deprived).  The rankings are often reported as deciles of deprivation from 0-10% (most deprived), 10-20%, 20-30%, etc. and 90-100% (least deprived).

It should be noted that:

· The Indices of Deprivation measure relative deprivation, not absolute.

· Not all residents of deprived areas are deprived, and not all deprived people live in deprived areas.

Utilising the post code data for <PROJECT TITLE>, <EVENT 1> and <EVENT 2>, attendees have been broken down by deprivation deciles (see Tables 30-32).

Table 30: Deprivation Decile – ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’
	
	Hull Attendees

(n=XXX)
	All Hull Residents
	Difference: Hull Attendees vs. All Hull Residents

	10% Most Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	20%-30% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	30%-40% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	40%-50% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	50%-60% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	60%-70% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	70%-80% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	80%-90% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	90%-100% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>


Table 31: Deprivation Decile – EVENT 1
	
	Hull Attendees

(n=1,858)
	All Hull Residents
	Difference: Hull Attendees vs. All Hull Residents

	10% Most Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	20%-30% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	30%-40% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	40%-50% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	50%-60% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	60%-70% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	70%-80% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	80%-90% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	90%-100% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>



Table 32: Deprivation Decile – EVENT 2
	
	Hull Attendees

(n=351)
	All Hull Residents
	Difference: Hull Attendees vs. All Hull Residents

	10% Most Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	20%-30% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	30%-40% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	40%-50% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	50%-60% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	60%-70% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	70%-80% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	80%-90% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>

	90%-100% Deprived
	<%>
	<%>
	<+/-%>



This data shows that of the three events, <PROJECT TITLE> has been the <most/least> successful in attracting residents from the most deprived areas of the city:

· It attracted <%> more residents from the 10% most deprived LSOAs than <EVENT 1> and <EVENT 2>;

· The most highly overrepresented decile was the <XX%-XX%> deprived, which is similar to EVENT 2 – EVENT 1 was <XX%-XX%>
Despite this success in diversifying audiences, relative to the population of Kingston Upon Hull, residents from the 10% most deprived deciles are still under-represented by <%> with the ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ audience. This indicates that more must be done to programme for these audiences and / or identify the barriers to engagement that they are experiencing.
3.11. Group Composition
3.11.1. Post-Event Surveys

Within the post-event audience surveys for <PROJECT TITLE>, <EVENT 1> and <EVENT 2>, audiences were asked about their group size and the ages of people within their group (see Tables 35 & 36):
Table 35: Group Size 

	Size of Group
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)*
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	Mean Group Size
	<X.XX>
	<X.XX>
	<X.XX>

	Mode Group Size
	<X>
	<X>
	<X>



Table 36: Group Size – Adults and Children

	Size of Group
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)*
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	Children
	<X.XX>
	<X.XX>
	<X.XX>

	Adults
	<X.XX>
	<X.XX>
	<X.XX>

	Mean Group Size
	<X.XX>
	<X.XX>
	<X.XX>



This data shows that, on average <PROJECT TITLE> attracted a <smaller/larger> group size than the <EVENT 1 or 2>. However, across all events the number of children in the group did not vary significantly from one event to the other. <Or insert alternative trend>
3.12. Intentions to Attend More Events & Activities
Intentions to attend or participate in other events and activities programmed for Hull UK City of Culture 2017 were tested across audiences. 
Responses show <insert trend>.
Table 37: Future Intentions to Attend UK City of Culture 2017
	
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)*
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	Yes
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	No
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Don’t Know
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>



When comparing by different demographics:
· Those from outside Hull and East Riding were <%> <more/less> likely to be planning to attend or participate in other Hull 2017 activities or events, suggesting <reason> is a potential barrier to engagement for these visitors.
· Those from the most deprived areas of Hull were <%> <more/less> likely to be planning to attend or participate in other Hull 2017 activities or events, suggesting that <reason> is a barriers to engagement. 
3.13. Attendance & Participation – Arts & Culture
In order to identify first-time visitors and lapsed attenders / participants within the people attending <PROJECT TITLE> compared to <EVENT 1 or 2>, audiences were asked if they had attended or taken part in a range of arts, cultural and heritage events and activities in the previous 12 months.
Table 38 (overleaf) presents the percentage that had not attended or taken part in any arts, cultural and heritage events or activities in the previous 12 months; as well as the most popular arts, cultural and heritage events and activities attended or taken part in, from the previous 12 months.
This data shows that:

· <Insert comparison>
· <Insert comparison>

· <Insert comparison>

· <Insert comparison>
<Insert reason or explanation for this>
Table 38: Attendance & Participation – Previous 12 Months 

	
	<PROJECT TITLE>
(n=XXX)*
	<EVENT 1>
(n=XXX)
	<EVENT 2>
(n=XXX)

	None of these
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Museums/historical attractions
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Film
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Outdoor events
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Theatre
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Music
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Heritage/local history events
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Festivals
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Visual arts/crafts
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>

	Comedy
	<%>
	<%>
	<%>


3.14. Cultural Sector Development
Across many respondent groups, <PROJECT TITLE> was reported to have positively impacted on professionals within the cultural sector - both CPT members and Artists gained new skills; developed existing skills further; benefitted from a collaborative approach to working; built new partnerships; and developed pre-existing partnerships. <adapt>
3.14.1. Heritage Inspired Arts

<X> members of the CPT and <X> artists had previously worked on projects that were inspired by heritage and commemoration. In this sense, working on the project had been a new experience for many of the creatives involved.

Working with heritage and commemoration had clearly been an extremely positive experience for all involved, with <X> stating that they were very interested to work of similar types of project in future.

3.14.2. Skills Development

Amongst CPT, Artists, and Delivery Partners the most likely skills to have been gained or developed were:
· Artistic / Creative skills (e.g. art forms, artistic techniques)

· Project Development 

· Museums, Libraries, and Archive skills (e.g. researching archives, cataloguing, conservation, interpretation)

· Project Management; 

· Audience Development; 

· Production & Technical Skills; 

· Team Working.
· <Delete / Add as appropriate from list>

This advancement had come about through <insert reason>. This was particularly true in relation to <example>within <CPT/artists/deliverypartners>. 
For <another respondent group> this linked primarily to <example>. 
For <final respondent group> it was working in <example>.
‘Quote.’ 
(Artist)
‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
‘Quote.’ 
(Delivery Partner)
Where Museums, Libraries and Archive skills were developed, this was limited to individuals who <expand>. It came about through <reason>. 
<Give further detail and expand on skills development>
3.14.3. Collaboration & Partnership Development
<PROJECT TITLE’ provided many opportunities for those working on the project to collaborate with other individuals and organisations. This was true of CPT members, Artists, and Delivery Partners. 
All but <X> had built new relationships and developed pre-existing relationships, which had meant an increase and diversification in their professional networks.
‘Quote.’ 
(CPT Member)
In most cases these relationships were ones that the individuals in question wished to utilise again in future, and in some instances were already doing so on new projects.

Amongst delivery partners there was a great sense of excitement after seeing the event, and many stated how they had enjoyed working with artists and seeing how the collaborative approach to the event had paid off.
‘Quote.’ 
(Delivery Partner)
‘Quote.’ 
(Delivery Partner)
3.14.4. Additional Outcomes
In addition to the above, a good number of artists talked of the positive impact working on ‘<PROJECT TITLE>’ had on them professionally, namely:
· Successfully reaching more diverse audience with their work;

· Building confidence in working on high quality outdoor arts projects;
· Enjoyment in working with a wider creative team;
· Improving their professional profile;
· Building confidence in working on heritage inspired arts projects; and

· Building confidence in their professional future.
· <Delete / Add as appropriate from list>

General confidence in their work and abilities as an artist also <increased/decreased> for some artists.

‘Quote.’ 
(Artist)
‘Quote.’ 
(Artist)
Equally, Delivery Partners all reported that they would be <more/less> confident working on a similar project in future, mainly because they now had the necessary skills and experience of working on a project of this scale.

3.15. SWOT Analysis – Arts & Culture
To summarise the key learnings from the above evaluation of Arts & Culture outcomes, the key strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats have been identified and placed within a SWOT Analysis (see Table 39, Page 90).

Table 39: SWOT Analysis – Arts & Culture

	STRENGTHS OF <PROJECT TITLE> 
	WEAKNESSES OF <PROJECT TITLE> 

	<Insert Strength>

<Insert Strength>

<Insert Strength>
	<Insert Weakness>

<Insert Weakness >

<Insert Weakness >

	OPPORTUNITIES IDENTIFIED BY <PROJECT TITLE> 
	THREATS IDENTIFIED BY <PROJECT TITLE> 

	<Insert Opportunity>

<Insert Opportunity >

<Insert Opportunity >
	<Insert Threat>

<Insert Threat >

<Insert Threat >
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